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KARL MARX

THESES ON FEUERBACH1

The chief defect of all hitherto existing materialism-that of
Feuerbach included-is that the thing [Gegenstand], reality, sensuousness, is conceived only in the form of the object [Objekt), or
of contemplation [A nschauung I, but not as human sensuous activity,
practice, not subjectively. Hence it happened that the active side,
in contradistinction to materialism, was developed by idealismbut only abstractly, since, of course, idealism does not know real,
sensuous activity as such. Feuerbach wants sensuous objects,
really differentiated from the thought objects, but he does not
conceive human activity itself as objective [gegenstiindliche) activity.
Hence, in the Essence of Christianity, he regards the theoretical
attitude as the only genuinely human attitude, while practice
is conceived and fixed only in its dirty-judaical form of appearance. Hence he does not grasp the signilicance of "revolutionary",
of "practical-critical··, activity.
II

T~e question whether objective [gegenstiindliche) truth can be
attributed to human thinking is not a question of theory but is
~ practical question. In practice man must prove the truth, that
IS•. t~e reality and power, the this-sidedness [Diesseitigkeitl of his
$hi~ In~. !he dispute over the reality or non-reality of thinking
which is isolated from practice is a purely scholastic question.
III

·•

~~:s materialist

doctrine that men are products of circum-

~cts of ~hd up_bringing, and that, therefore, changed men are prod-

r

er circumstances and changed upbringing, forgets that it
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is men that change circumstances and that the educator himself
needs educating. Hence, this doctrine necessarily arrives at dividing society into two parts, of which one is superior to society
(in Robert Owen, for example).
The coincidence of the changing of circumstances and of human
activity can be conceived and rationally understood only as
revolutionising practice.

IV
Feuerbach starts out from the fact of religious self-alienation,
the duplication of the world into a religious, imaginary world
and a real one. His work consists in the dissolution of the religious
world into its secular basis. He overlooks the fact that after completing this work, the chief thing still remains to be done. For
the fact that the secular foundation detaches itself from itself
and establishes itself in the clouds as an independent realm is
really only to be explained by the self-cleavage and self-contradictoriness of this secular basis. The latter must itself, therefore,
first be understood in its contradiction and then, by the removal
of the contradiction, revolutionised in practice. Thus, for instance, once the earthly family is discovered to be the secret of
the holy family, the former must then itself be criticised in theory
and revolutionised in practice.

v
Feuerbach, not satisfied with abstract thinking, appeals to
sensuous contemplation; but he does not conceive sensuousness
as practical, human-sensuous activity.
YI

Feutruach resolves the religious essence into the human essence.
But the human essence is no abstraction inherent in each single
individual. In its reality it is the ensemble of the social relations.
Feuerbach, who does not enter upon a criticism of this real
essence, is consequently compelled:
1. To abstract from the historical process and to fix the
religious sentiment [Gemiitl as something by itself and to
presuppose an abstract-isolated-human individual.
2. The human essence, therefore, can with him be comprehended
only as a "genus", as an internal, dumb generality which merely
naturally unites the many individuals.

THESES ON FEUERBACH
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VII

Feuerbach, consequently, does not see that the "religious sentiment" is itself a social product, and that the abstract individual
whom he analyses belongs in reality to a particular form of
society.
VIII

Social life is essentially practical. All mysteries which mislead
theory to mysticism find their rational solution in human practice
and in the comprehension of this practice.
IX

The highest point attained by contemplative materialism, that
is, materialism which does not understand sensuousness as practical activity, is the contemplation of single individuals in "civil
society".

x
The standpoint of the old materialism is "civil" society; the
standpoint of the new is human society, or socialised humanity.

XI

The philosophers have only interpreted the world, in various
ways; the point, however, is to change it.
Written in the spring of 18-1.5
Originally JlUblished by Engels
in 1888 in the Appendix to tho
separate edition of his Ludwig
Feuerbach and the End of Classical
German Philosophy

Translated from the German
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From THE GERMAN IDEOLOGY2
CHAPTER I

FEUERBACH. OPPOSITION OF THE MATERIALISTIC
AND IDEALISTIC OUTLOOK

III
[s. 1) As we~hoar from Gorman ideologists, Germany has in the
last few years gone through an unparalleled revolution. The
decomposition of tho Hegelian philosophy, which began with
Strauss, 3 has developed into a universal ferment into which all
the "powers of the past" are swept. In the general chaos mighty
empires have arisen only to meet with immediate doom, heroes
have emerged momentarily only to be hurled back into obscurity
by bolder and stronger rivals. It was a revolution beside which
tho French Revolution was child's play, a world struggle beside
which tho struggles of the Diadochi 4 appear insignificant. Principles ousted one another, heroes of the mind overthrew each other
with unheard-of rapidity, and in the three years 1842-45 more
of the past was swept away in Germany than at other times in
three centuries.
All this is supposed to have taken place in the realm of pure
thought.
Certainly it is an interesting event we are dealing with: the putrescence of the absolute spirit. When tho last spark of its life had
f.1iled, the various components of this caput mortuum* began to
d,'compose, entered into now combinations and formed new substances. The industrialists of philosophy, who till then had lived
on the exploitation of the absolute spirit, now seized upon the
new combinations. Each with all possible 1..eal set about retailing
his apportioned share. This naturally gave rise to competition,
which, to start with, was carried on in moderately staid bourgeois
fashion. Later when the German market was glutted, and the commodity in spite of all efforts found no response in tho world market,
tho business was spoiled in the usual German manner by fabri• Literally: dead head; a term used in chemistry for the residuum
left after distillation; here: remainder, rcsidue.-Ed.
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cated and fictitious production, deterioration in quality, adulteration of the raw materials, falsification of labels, fictitious purchases, bill-jobbing and a credit system devoid of any real basis.
The competition turned into a bitter struggle, which is now being
extolled and interpreted to us as a revolution of world significance,
the begetter of the most prodigious results and achievements.
If we wish to rate at its true value this philosophic charlatanry,
which awakens even in the breast of the honest German citizen
a glow of national pride, if we wish to bring out clearly the pettiness, the parochial narrowness of this whole Young-Hegelian
movement and in particular the tragicomic contrast between the
illusions of these heroes about their achievements and the actual
achievements themselves, we must look at the whole spectacle
from a standpoint beyond the frontiers of Germany.*
(1.( Ideology in General, German Ideology bi Particular

[s. 21 German criticism has, right up to its latest efforts, never
quitLed the realm of philosophy. Far from examining its general
philosophic premises, the whole body of its inquiries has actually
sprung from the soil of a definite philosophical system, that of
Hegel. ~ot only in their answers but in their very questions there
was a mystification. This dependence on Hegel is the reason why
noL one of these modern critics has even attempted a comprehensive criticism of the Hegelian system, however much each professes to have advanced beyond Hegel. Their polemics against
• [Herc the following passage is crossed out in tho first version of the
clean copy:]
[p. 2] We preface therefore the specific criticism of individual representatives of this movement with a few general observations, elucidating
the ideological premises common to· all of them. These remarks will suffice
to indicate the standpoint of our criticism insofar as it is required for the
understanding and the motivation of the subsequent individual criticisms.
We oppose these remarks [p. 3] to Feuerbach in particular because he is the
only !>De who has at least made some progress and whose works can be
exammed de bonne foi.
1. Ideology in General, German Ideology In Particular
A. We know only a bingle science, the science of history. One can look
·l~
history
two sides and divide it into the history of nature and the
l ustory of from
men. The two sides are, however, inseparable; tho history of
na~ure and the history of men are dependent on each other so long as men
exist. The history of nature, so-called natural science, does not concern
u~ heri;; hut we will have to examine tlrn history of men, since almost the
wh~le ideology amounts either to a distorted interpretation of this history
~ft0h!1 eho~plete abstraction from it. Ideology is itself only one of the aspects
IS
!Story.
h (In the first version of the clean copy further comes a passage, which
ofh!l~t been crossed out, about the premises of the materialistic conception
(see ls d)ry. I!! this book, this passage is included in the text of the main
on version of the clean copy as Section 2 (see pp. 17-18).-Ed.)
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Hegel and against one another are confined to this-each extracts
one side of the Hegelian system and turns this against the whole
system as well as against the sides extracted by the others. To
begin with they extracted pure unfalsified Hegelian categories
.such as "substance" and "self-consciousness",* later they desecrated
these categories with more secular names such as "species",
"the Unique", "Man", •• etc.
The entire body of German philosophical criticism from Strauss
to Stimer is confined to criticism of religious conceptions.*** The
-critics started from real religion and actual theology. What religious consciousness and a religious conception really meant was
determined variously as they went along. Their advance consisted in subsuming the allegedly dominant metaphysical, political, juridical, moral and other conceptions under the class of religious or theological conceptions; and similarly in pronouncing
political, juridical, moral consciousness as religious or theologi-cal, and the political, juridical, moral man-"man" in the last
resort-as religious. The dominance of religion was taken for
granted. Gradually every dominant relationship was pronounced
a religious relationship and transformed into a cult, a cult of law,
.a cult of the State, etc. On all sides it was only a question of dogmas and belief in dogmas. The world was sanctified to an everincreasing extent till at last our venerable Saint Max**** was
able to canonise it en bloc and thus dispose of it once for all.
The Old Hegelians had comprehended everything as soon as
it was reduced to an Hegelian logical category. The Young Hegelians criticised everything by attributing to it religious conceptions
or by pronouncing it a theological matter. The Young Hegelians
are in agreement with the Old Hegelians in their belief in the
:rule of religion, of concepts, of a universal principle in the
-existing world. Only, the one party attacks this dominion as
usurpation, while the other extols it as legitimate.
Since the Young Hegelians consider conceptions, thoughts,
ideas, in fact all the products of consciousness, to which they
attribute an independent existence, as the real chains of men
(just as the Old Hegelians declared them the true bonds of human
society) it is evident that the Young Hegelians have to fight only
against these illusions of the consciousness. Since, according to
their fantasy, the relationships of men, all their doings, their

* The basic categories of David Strauss and Bruno Bauer.-Ed,
** The basic categories of Ludwig Feuerbach and Max Stirner.-Ed,
*** [The following passage is crossed ou-t in the manuscript:) ... claiming

to be the absolute redeemer of the world from all evil. Heligion was continually regarded and treated as the arch-enemy, as the ultimate cause of
.all relationships repugnant to these philosophers.
**** Max Stirner.-Ed.
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ch11ins and their limitations arc products of their consciousness,
the Young Hegclians logically put to men the moral postulate
of exchanging their present consciousness for human, critical
or egoistic consciousness,* and thus of removing their limitations. This demand to change consciousness amounts to a demand
to interpret reality in another way, i.e., to recognise it by means
of another interpretation. The Young-Hegelian ideologists, in
spite of their allegedly "world-shattering" statements, are the
~taunchest conservatives. The most recent of them have found
the correct expression for their activity when they declare they
are only fighting against "phrases~. They forget, however, that
lo these phrases they themselves arc only opposing other phrases,
and that they are in no way combating the real existing world
when they are merely combating the phrases of this world. The
only results which this philosophic criticism could achieve were
a few (and at that thoroughly one-sided) elucidations of Christianity from the point of view of religious history; all the rest of
their assertions are only further embellishments of their claim
to have furnished, in these unimportant elucidations, discoveries of universal importance.
It has not occurred to any one of these philosophers to inquire
into the connection of German philosophy with German reality,
the relation of their criticism to their own material surroundings**.
(2. Premises of the Materialistic Conception of History)***
[p. 31 The premises from which we begin are not arbitrary ones,
not dogmas, but real premises from which abstraction can only
be made in tho imagination. They are the real individuals, their
activity and the material conditions under which they live, both
those which they find already existing and those produced by their
activity. These premises can thus be (p. 41 verified in a purely
empirical way.
The first premise of all human history is, of course, the existence
of living human individuals.**** Thus the first fact to be established is the physical organisation of these individuals and their
• The reference is to Ludwig Feuerbach, Bruno Dauer and Max Stirner.-Ed.
•• Further, in the manuscript of the main version of the clean copy,
the remaining part of the page is left blank. The text following on the next
page is reproduced in this book as Section 3.-Ed.
••• The text of this section is taken from the first version of the clean
copy.-Ed.
• ••• [The following passage is crossed out in the manuscript:] The first
historical act of these individuals distinguishing them from animals is not
that they think, but that they begin to produce their means of subsistence.
2-1087
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consequent relation to the rest of nature. Of course, we cannot here
go either into the actual physical nature of man, or into the natural conditions in which man finds himself-geological, orohyrlrographical, climatic and so on.* The writing of history must always set out from these natural bases and their modification in
the course of history through the action of men.
Men can be distinguished from animals by consciousness, by
religion or anything else you like. They themselves begin to
distinguish themselves from animals as soon as they begin to
produce their means of subsistence, a stop which is conditioned
by their physical organisation. By producing their means of
subsistence men are indirectly producing their actual material
life.
The way in which men produce their means of subsistence depends first of all on the nature of the actual means of subsistence
they find in existence and have to reproduce.
[p. 51 This mode of production must not be considered simply
as being the reproduction of the physical existence of the individuals. Rather it is a definite form of activity of these individuals,
a definite form of expressing their life, a definite mode of life on
their part. As individuals express their life, so they are. What
they are, therefore, coincides with their production, both with
what they produce and with how they produce. The nature of
indiyiduals thus depends on the material conditions determining
their production.
This production only makes its appearance with the increase
of population. In its turn this presupposes the intercourse [Verkehrl
of individuals with one another. 6 The form of this intercourse is
again determined by production.**

[3. Production and Intercourse. Division
of Lahour and Forms of Property: Tribal, Ancient, Feudal)
[s. 3] The relations of different nations among themselves depend
upon the extent to which each has developed its productive forces,
the division of labour and internal intercourse. This statement
is generally recognised. But not only the relation of one nation
to others, but also the wholo internal structure of the nation
itself depends on the stage of development reached by its production and its internal and external intercoorse. How far the pro-

* [The following passage is crossed out in the manuscript:] Not only
the original, spontaneous organisation of men, especially racial differences,
depends on these conditions but also the entire further development, or
lacl< of development, or men up to the present time.
** The first version of the clean cory ends here. Further this book contains the text of the main version o tho clean copy.-Ed.
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1 ctivc forces of a nation are developed is shown most manifestly

~ ~ the degree to which the division of labour has been carried.
F?ach new productive force.' insofar as it is not merely a q~antita

tive extension of productive forces already known (for rnstance
the bringing into cultivation of fresh land), causes a further
development of the division of labour.
The division of labour inside a nation leads at first to the separation of industrial and commercial from agricultural labour,
and hence to the separation of town ancl country and to the conflict
of their interests. Its further development leads to the separation
of commercial from industrial labour. At the same time through
the division of labour inside these various branches there develop
various divisions among the individuals co-operating in definite
kinds of labour. The relative position of these individual groups
is determined by the methods employed in agriculture, industry
and commerce (patriarchalism, slavery, estates, classes). These
same conditions are to be seen (given a more developed intercourse) in the relations of different nations to one another.
Tire various stages of development in the division of labour
are just so many different forms of ownership, i.e., the existing
stage in the division of labour determines also the relations of
individuals to one another with reference to the material, instrument and product of labour.
The first form of ownership is tribal [Stammeigentuml ownership. 6 lt corresponds to the undeveloped stage of production, at
which a people lives hy hunting and fishing, by the rearing of
cattle or, in the highest stage, agriculture. ln the latter case it
presupposes a great mass of uncultivated stretches of land. The
division of labour is at this stage still very elementary and is
confined to a further extension of the natural division of labour
existing in the family. The social structure is, therefore, limited
to an extension of the family; patriarchal family chieftains, below
~hem the members of the tribe, finally slaves. The slavery latent
r~ the family only develops gradually with the increase of populatron, the growth of want~. and with the extension of external
relations, both of war and of barter.
~he second form is the ancient communal and State ownership
wh~ch proceeds especially from the union of several tribes into
city by agreement or by conquest, and which is still accompanied
Y slavery. Beside communal ownership we already fmd movable,
and later also immovable, private property developing, but as
an abnormal form subordinate to communal ownership. The citiz~~s hold power over their labouring slaves only in their comrnuy, and on this account alone, therefore, they arc bound to the
eo~m of. communal ownership. lt is the communal private propr Y whrch compels the active citizens to remain in this sponta-
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neously derivod form of association over against their slaves. For
this reason the whole structure of society based on this communal
ownership, and with it the power of the people, decays in the same
measure as, in particular, immovable private property evolves.
The division of labour is already more developed. We already
find the antagonism of town and country; later the antagonism
between those states which represent town interests and those
which represent country interests, and inside the towns themselves the antagonism between industry and maritime commerce.
The class relations between citizens and slaves are now completely
developed.
With the development of private property, we fmd here for
the first time the same conditions which we shall find again, only
on a more extensive scale, with modern private property. On the
one hand, the concentration of private property, which began very
early in Rome (as the Licinian agrarian law 7 proves) and proceeded very rapidly from the time of the civil wars and especially
under the Emperors; on the other hand, coupled with this, the
transformation of the plebeian small peasantry into a proletariat, which, however, owing to its intermediate position between
propertied citizens and slaves, never achieved an independent
development.
The third form of ownership is feudal or estate property. If
antiquity started out from the town and its little territory, the
Middle Ages started out from the country. This different startingpoint was determined by the sparseness of the population at that
time, which was scattered over a large area and which received
no large increase from the conquerors. In contrast to Greece and
Rome, feudal development at the outset, therefore, extends over
a much wider territory, prepared by the Roman conquests and the
spread of agriculture at first associated with them. The last centuries of the declining Roman Empire and iLs conquest by the barbarians destroyed a number of productive forces; agriculture had
declined, industry had decayed for want of a market, trade had
died out or been violently suspended, the rural and urban population had decreased. From these conditions and the mode of
organisation of the conquest determined by them, feudal property
developed under the influence of the Germanic military constitution. Like tribal and communal ownership, it is based again on
a community; but the directly producing class standing over
against it is not, as in the case of the ancient community, the slaves,
but the enserfed small peasantry. As soon as feudalism is fully
developed, there also arises antagonism to the towns. Tho hierarchical structure of landownership, and the armed bodies of retainers associated with it, gave the nobility power over the serfs.
This feudal organisation was, just as much as the ancient cornmu-
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· l ownership, an association against a subjected producing class;
~~t the form of association and the relation to the direct producers
w~re clifferent because of the different conditions of production.
· counterpart m
' t he
This feudal system of 1an d owners h.1p h a d its
towns in Lhe shape of corporative property, the feudal organisation of trades. Here property consisted [s. 41 chiefly in the labour
of each individual person. The necessity for association against
the organised robber-nobility, the need for communal covered
niarl,Pls in an age when the industrialist was at the same time
11 mcrclwnt, the growing competition of the escaped serfs swarming into the rising towns, the feudal structure of the whole country: these combined to bring about the guilds. The gradually
accumulated small capital of individual craftsmen and their
stable numbers, as against the growing population, evolved the
relation of journeyman and apprentice, which brought into being
in t.he towns a hierarchy similar to that in the country.
Thus the chief form of property uuring the feudal epoch consisted on the one hand of landed property with serf labour chained
to it, and on the other of the labour of the individual with small
capital commanding the labour of journeymen. The organisation
of both was determined by the restricted conditions of production-the small-scale and primitive cultivation of the land, and
the craft type of industry. There was little division of labour in
the heyday of feudalism. Each country bore in itself the antithesis
of town and country; the division into estates was certainly strongly marked; but apart from the diff~rentiation of princes, nobility,
clergy and peasants in the country, and masters, journeymen,
apprentices and soon also the rabble of casual labourers in the
towns, no division of importance took place. In agriculture it was
~endered difficult by the strip-system, beside which the cottage
mdustry of the peasants themselves emerged. In industry there
was no division of labour at all in the individual trades themselves, and very little between them. The separation of industry
and commerce was found already in existence in older towns; in
the newer it only developed later, when the towns entered into
mutual relations.
The grouping of larger territories into feudal kingdoms was
a n.ecessity for the landed nobility as for the towns. The organisat10n of the ruling class, the nobility, had, therefore, everywhere
a monarch at its head.*
On t~ Further, in the manuscript, the remainder of lhe page is left blank.
hist e '}f~t page begins the summary of the materialistic conception of
of thry. h e fourth" bourgeois, form of property is dealt with in Part IV
0 c apter, Sections 2-4. -Ed.
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(4. The Essence of the Materialistic Conception of History.
Social Being and Social Consciousness)
[s. 51 The fact is, therefore, that definite individuals who are
productively active in a definite way* enter into definite social
and political relations. Empirical observation must in each separate instance bring out empirically, and without any mystification
and speculation, the connection of the social and political struc·
ture with production. The social structure and the State are continually evolving out of the life-process of definite individuals,
but of individuals, not as they may appear in their own or other
people's imagination, but as they really are; i.e., as they operate,
produce materially, and hence as they work under definite material limits, presuppositions and conditions independent of their
will.**
The production of ideas, of conceptions, of consciousness, is
at first directly interwoven with the material activity and the
material intercourse of men, the language of real life. Conceiving,
thinking, the mental intercourse of men, appear at this stage as
the direct efflux of their material behaviour. The same applies to
mental production as expressed in the language of politics, laws,
morality, religion, metaphysics, etc., of a people. Men are the
producers of their conceptions, ideas, etc.-real, active men, as
they are conditioned by a definite development of their productive
forces and of the intercourse corresponding to these, up to its
furthest forms.*** Consciousness can never be anything else than
conscious existence, and the existence of men is their actual lifeprocess. If in all ideology men and their circumstances appear upside-down as in a camera obscura, this phenomenon arises just as
much from their historical life-process as the inversion of objects
on the retina does from their physical life-process.

* [The original version:) defmite individuals under definite relations
of 11roduction.
•• [The following passage is crossed out in the manuscript:] The ideas
which these individuals form arc ideas either about their relation to nature
or about their mutual relations or about their own nature. It is evident
that in all these cases their ideas are the conscious exprcssion--real or
illusory-of their real relationships and activities, of their production and
intercourse and of their social am! political organisation. The opposite
assumption is only possible if in addition to the spirit of the real, materially
evolved individuals a separate spirit is presupposed. If the conscious expression of the real relations of these individuals is illusory, if in their imagination they turn reality upside-down, then this in its turn is the result of their
limited material mode of activity and their limited social relations arising
from it.
*** [The origi11al version:] Men are the Jlroducers of their conceptions,
ideas, etc., and precisely men conditioned by the mode of production of
their material life, their material intercourse and its further development
in the social and political structure.
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direct contrast to German philosophy which descends from

hca~·en to earth, here we ascend from earth t? he~ven. Tha!' is

t

aY we do not set out from what men say, 1magme, conceive,
s fr~m men as narrated, thought of, imagined, conceived, in
no~Pr to arrive at men in the flesh. We set out from real, active
or~n and on the basis of their real life-process we demonstrate the
~nev~l~pment of the ideological reflexes and echoes of this lifeproccss. The phantoms ro.rmed in .the ~uman brain a~e a~so, ne~e~
sarily, sublimates of their material l~fe-proce~s, whrnh 1~ emp1r~
callv verifiable and bound to material premises. l\forahty, rehgioii, metaphysics, all the rest of ideology an~ their corresponding
forms of consciousness, thus no longer retam the semblance of
independence. They have no history, no development; but men,
developing their material production and their material intercourse. alter, along with this their real existence, their thinking
and the products of their thinking. Life is not determined by consciousness, but consciousness by life. In the first method of approach the starting-point is consciousness taken as the living individual; in the second method, which conforms to real life, it is
the real living individuals themselves, and consciousness is considered solely as their consciousness.
This. method of approach is not devoid of premises. It starts
out from the real premises and does not abandon them for a moment. Its premises arc men, not in any fantastic isolation and
rigidity, but in their actual, empirically perceptible process of
development under definite conditions. As soon as this active
life-process is described, history ceases to be a collection of dead
facts as H is with the empiricists (themselves still abstract),
or an imagined activity of imagined subjects, as with the
idealists.
Whc>re speculation ends-in real life-there real, positive science
begins: the representation of the practical activity, of the practical process of development of men. Empty talk about conscious~1es~ ceases, and real knowledge has to take its place. When reality Is ~epicted, philosophy as an independent branch of knowledge
loses its medium of existence. At the best its place can only be
ta~en by a summing-up of the most general results, abstractions
which arise from the observation of the historical development
?I men. Viewed apart from real history, these abstractions have
11:1.themselves no value whatsoever. They can only serve to facihlate the arrangement of historical material, to indicate the
seq:ucnce of its separate strata. But they by no means afford a
recipe or schema, as does philosophy, for neatly trimming the
ephchs of history. On the contrary, our difficulties begin only
~ ~n w~ ~ct about the observation and the arrangement-the
a dep1ct10n-of our historical material, whether of a past epoch
0
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or of the present. The removal of these difficulties is governed
by premises which it is quite impossible to state here, but which
only the study of the actual life-process and the activity of the
individuals of each epoch will make evident. We shall select here
some of these abstractions, which we use in contradistinction to
the ideologists, and shall illustrate them by historical examples."'
(II)

(1. Conditions of the Real Liberation of Man)
[1 l We shall, of course, not take the trouble to enlighten our
wise philosophers by explaining to them that the "liberation"
of "man·· is not advanced a single step by reducing philosophy,
theology, substance and all the trash to "self-consciousness" and
by liberating man from the domination of these phrases, which
have never held him in thrall.** Nor will we explain to them that
it is only possible to achieve real liberation in the real world and
by employing real means, that slavery cannot be abolished without
the steam-engine and the mule and spinning-jenny, serfdom cannot be abolished without improved agriculture, and that, in general, people cannot be liberated as long as they are unable to obtain
food and drink, housing and clothing in adequate quality and
quantity. "Liberation" is a historical and not a mental act, ancl it
is brought about by historical conditions, the [development]
of industry, commerce, [agri ]culture, the [conditions of intercourse][ ... ]*** (21 then subsequently, in accordance with the different stages of their development, the nonsense of substance, subject, self-consciousness and pure criticism, as well as religious
and theological nonsense, and later remove it again when they
have advanced far enough in their development.****
In Germany, a country where only a trivial historical development is taking place, these mental developments, these glorified
and ineffective trivialities, naturally serve as a substitute for the
lack of historical development, and they take root and have to
be combated. Ilut this fight is of local importance.*****

* The main (second) versiou of the clean COJlY ends here. ~·urther,
this book continues with three parts of t11e original manuscript.-Ed.
•• [Marginal notes by Mal'X:) Philosophic liberation and real liberation; Man. The Unique one. T!1e individual; Geological, hydrographical,
etc., conditions; The human body. Needs and labour.
••• The manuscript is damaged here: the lower part of the sheet is
torn off; one line of the text is missing.-Ed.
•••• [Marginal note by Marx:) Phrases and real movement. The importance of phrases in Germany,
••••• [Marginal note by Marx:) Language is the language of reality.
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(2. Crilicism of Feuerbach's Contemplative
and Inconsistent Materialism)

[ . I* [8] iu reality and for the practical materialH, i.e., the

co,,;,~unl~t, it is a q1!estion of rcv~lutio~is~ng th~ existing world,

of practically attackmg and changmg ex1stmg thmgs. When occa•ionally we find such views with Feuerbach, they are never more
than isolated surmises and have much too little influence ou his
general outlook to be considered here as anything else than embryos
capable of development.
·
Fcuerbach's "conception" of the sensuous world is confined on
the c:me hand to mero contemplation of it, and on the other to.
mere Ice ling; he says "Mau" instead of "real historical man".
"l\lan·• is really "the German". In the first case, the contemplation
of the sensuous world, he necessarily lights on things which contradict his consciousness and feeling, which disturb the harmony
he presupposes, the harmony of all parts of the sensuous world
arnl especially of man and nature.** To remove this disturbance,
he must take refuge in a double perception, a profane one which
only percrives the "flatly obvious" and a higher, philosophical, one
which perceives the "true essence" of things. He does not see how
the sensuous world around him is, not a thing given direct from
all eternity, remaining ever the same, but the product of industry and of the state of society; and, indeed, in the sense that it
is an historical product, the result of the activity of a whole
succession of generations, each standing on the shoulders of the
preceding one, developing its industry and its intercourse, modifying its social system according to the changed needs. Even
t~e objects of the simplest "sensuous certainty" are only given
him through social development, industry and commercial intercourse. The cherry-tree, like almost all fruit-trees, was, as is
~·ell kuown, only a few centuries ago transplanted by commerce
mt~ our. zone, and therefore only (9] by this action of a definite
socict.y m a definite age it has become "sensuous certainty" for
FPuerbach.
Incidentally, when we conceive thiugs thus, as they really
are and happened, every profound philosophical problem is re~ot v:~· as will be seen even more clearly later, quite simply into an
rnpmcal fact. For instance, the important question of the rela.: Five pages of the manuscript ai·e missing here.-Ed.
these NB. Feuerbach's failing is not that he subordinates the flatly obvious,
invesi'-'su~_us appearance, to the sensuous reality established by more accurate·
with tiga ion of the sensuous facts, but that he cannot in the last resort cope
the •5he sensuo,~s world except by looking at it with the "eyes", i.e., through.
pectacles , of the philosopher.
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tion of man to nature (Bruno goes so far as to speak of "the antitheses in nature and history" (p. 110),• as though these were two
separate "things" and man did not always have before him an
historical nature and a natural history), out of which all the
"unfathomably lofLy works"* on "substance" and "self-consciousness" were born, crumbles of itself when we understand that the
celebrated "unity of man with nature" has always existed in industry and has existed in varying forms in every epoch according
to the lesser or greater development of industry, just like the
"strugglo" of man with nature, right up to the development of
his productive powers on a corresponding basis. Industry and
commerce, production and the exchange of the necessities of life,
themselves determine distribution, the structure of the different
social classes and are, in turn, determined by it as to the mode
in which they are carried on; and so it happens that in Manchester,
for instance, Feuerbach sees only factories and machines, where
a hundred years ago only spinning-wheels and weaving-looms were
to be seen, or in the Campagna of Rome he finds only pasture
lands and swamps, where in the time of Augustus he would have
found nothing but the vineyards and villas of Roman capitalists.
Feuerbach speaks in particular of the perception of natural science; he mentions secrets which are disclosed only to the eye of
the physicist and chemist; but where would natural science be
without industry and commerce? Even this "pure" natural science
is provided with an aim, as with its material, only through trade
and industry, through the sensuous activity of men. So much is
this activity, this unceasing sensuous labour and creation, this
production, the basis of the whole sensuous world as it now exists,
that, were it interrupted only for a year, Feuerbach would not
only find an enormous change in the natural world, but would
very soon find that the whole world of men and his own perceptive
faculty, nay his own existence, were missing. Of course, in all
this the priority of external nature remains unassailed, and all
this has no application to the original men produced by generatio
llequivoca**; but this differentiation has meaning only insofar as
man is considered to be distinct from nature. For that matter,
nature, the nature that preceded human history, is not by any
means the nature in which Feuerbach lives, it is nature which
today no longer exists anywhere (except perhaps on a few Australian coral-islands of recent origin) and which, therefore, does not
exist for Feuerbach.
Certainly Feuerbach (10) has a great advantage over the "pure"
materialists in that he realises how man too is an "object of the
• Goethe, Faust, "Pt·olog im Himmel"' ("Prologue in Heavcn").-Ed.
Sponlaneous gencration.-Ed.

**
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senses'. But apart fr,,om the f~~t that he on~y. co;iceives him as ~n
.. bject of the seuses , not as sensuous actrvrty , because he strll
0 ains in the realm of theory and conceives of men not in their
rem'
·
· exrs
· t"mg con d 1t1ons
· ·
j\·cu social connectron,
not un der therr
of
which have made them what they are, he never arrives at
t~e "really existing active men, but stops at the abstraction "man",
wd .rets no further than recognising "the true, individual, cor~or!';l man" rmotionally, i.e., he knows no other "human relationships'' "of man to man" than love and friendship, and even
then ideali~rd. He gives no criticism of the present conditions
of lifl'. Thus he never manages to conceive the sensuous world as
the 1otal living sensuous activity of the individuals com posing
it· and therefore when, for example, he sees instead of healthy men
a 'crowd of scrofulous, overworked and consumptive starvelings,
be is compelled to take refuge in the "higher perception" and in
the ide1Il "compensation in the species", and thus to relapse into
idc11lism at the very point where the communist materialist sees
the uecessity, and at the same time the condition, of a transformation both of industry and of the social structure.
As far as Feuerbach is a materialist he does not deal with history, and as far as he considers history he is not a materiali~t.
With him materialism and history diverge completely, a fact
which focidentally is already obvious from what has been sai<l. *

f.fe

13. Primary Historical Relationship;, or the Basic
Aspecls of Social Activity: Production of the Means
of Subsistence, Production of New Needs, Reproduction
of People (the Family), Social Communication, Consciousness)
[11]** Since we are dealing with the Germans, who are devoid
of premises, we must begin by stating the first premise of all
}human existence and, therefore, of all history, the premise, namc..Y. that men must be in a position to live in order to be able to
make history". But life involves before everything else eating
a! 11 l drinking, a habitation, clothing and many other things.•••
~ ~e first historical act is thus the production of the means to sat18 Y these needs, the production of material life itself. And
wh *. [The following passage is cro~sed out \n the manuscript:] Tile reason
"hlrt we ,!'ever~.ht•lcss .discuss history hero \n gre~ter det~il \s that the words
e . "[Y a1 ~1d h1stur1cal" usually mean everyLhmg poss1hlo to the Germans
hl;e.~J r1o~ ityl, a brilliant example of this \s in particular Saint Bruno with
"'

111 pit e oquPnce"'

•• : l~lurg!nal note by :Marx:] /Iistory.
condit· lMargmal noto by Marx:] Hegel.' Geological, hydrographical, etc.,
Ions. Human 11odies. Needs. labour.
0
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indeed this is an historical act, a fundamental condition of all
history, which today, as thousands of years ago, must daily and
hourly be fulfilled merely in order to sustain human life. Even
when the sensuous world is reduced to a minimum, to a stick as
with Saint Bruno, it presupposes the action of producing the stick.
Therefore in any interpretation of history one has first of all to
observe this fundamental fact in all its significance and all its
implications and to accord it its due importance. It is well
known that the Germans have never done this, and they have
never, therefore, had an earthly basis for history and consequently never a historian. The French and the English, even if
they have conceived the relation of this fact with so-called history
only in an extremely one-sided fashion, particularly as long as
they remained in the toils of political ideology, have nevertheless made tho first attempts to give the writing of history a
materialistic basis by being the first to write histories of civil
society, of commerce and industry.
The second point is [121 that the satisfaction of the first need
(the action of satisfying, and the instrument of satisfaction which
has been acquired) leads to new needs; and this production of new
needs is the first historical act. Here we recoguise immediately
the spiritual ancestry of the great historical wisdom of the Germans who, when they run out of positive material and when they
can serve up neither theological nor political nor literary rubbish,
assert that this is not history at all, but the "prehistoric era".
They do not, however, enlighten us as to how we proceed from this
nonsensical "prehistory" to history proper; although, on the other
hand, in their historical speculation they seize upon this "prehistory" with especial eagerness because they imagine themselves
safe there from interference on the part of "crude facts•·, and, at
the same time, because there they can give full rein to their speculative impulse and set up and knock down hypotheses b~· the
thousand.
The third circumstance, which, from the very outset, euters
into historical development, is that men, who daily remake their
own life, begin to make other men, to propagate their kiud: the
relation between man and woman, parents and children, the
family. The family, which to begin with is the only social relationship, becomes later, when increased needs create new social
relations and the increased population new needs, a subordinate
one (except in Germany), and must then be treated and analysed
according to the existing empirical data, not according to "the
concept of the family'·, as is the custom in Germany.
These three aspects of social activity are not of coul'se to be
taken as three different stages, but just as three aspects or, to
make it clear to the Germans, three "moments", which have
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_. tcd simultaneously since the dawn of history and the first men,
ex~ ~·hich still assert themselves in history today.
anTh: productio_n of life, both of one's own in labour and _of fl"E'.sh
rfe in procreation, now appears as a double 113] relabonsh1p:
1 the one hand as a natural, on the other as a social relationship.
~ny •ocial we understand the co-operation of several individuals,
0 ~1 atter under what conditions, in what manner and to what
~nd. It follows from this that a certain mode of production, or
indugtrial stage, is always combined with a certain mode of coopei·ation, or social stage, and this mode of co-operation is itself
a "productive force". Further, that the multitude of productive
forces accessible to men determines the nature of society, hence,
that the "history of humanity" must always be studied and treated in relation to the history of industry and exchange. But it
is also clear how in Germany it is impossible to write this sort
of history, because the Germans lack not only the necessary
power of comprehension and the material but also the "evidence
of their senses··, for across the Rhine you cannot have any experience of these things since history has stopped happening. Thus it
is quite obvious from the start that there exists a materialistic
connection of men with one another, which is determined by their
needs and their mode of production, and which is as old as men
themselves. This connection is ever taking on new forms, and
thus presents a "history" independently of the existence of any
political or religious nonsense which would especially hold men
together.
Only now, after having considered four moments, four aspects
of the primary historical relationships, do we find that man also
possesses "consciousness"*; but, even so, not inherent, not "pure"
consciousness. From the start the "spirit" is afflicted with [141
the curse of being "burdened" with matter, which here makes its
appearance in the form of agitated layers of air, sounds, in short,
of la?guage. Language is as old as consciousness, language is
phactJcal consciousness that exists also for other men, and for
t at rea~on alone it really exists for me personally as well; langf~ge. hke consciousness, only arises from the need, the necessity,
0 _llltercourse with other men.** Where there exists a relations~ip, it exists for me: the animal does not enter into "relations"
ili'th a~ything, it does not enter into any relation at all. For
e ammal, its relation to others does not exist as a relation.
their• 1!pargindal note by Marx:) Men have his~ory because ~hey must produce
this i 1 e, an . because they must produce it moreover m a certain way:
deter,;:i dcJc~m~ned by their physical organisation; their consciousness is
•• nc lD Just. the same way.
ship tJThe followrng words are crossed out in the manuscript:) My relationmy surroundings is my consciousness.
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Consciousness is, therefore, from the very beginning a social product, and remains so as long as men exist at all. Consciousness
is at first, of course, merely consciousness concerning the immediate sensuous environment and consciousness of the limited connection with other persons and things outside the inrlivillual who
is growing self-couscions. At the same time it is consciousness of
nature, which first appears to men as a completely alien, allpowerful and unassailable force, with which men's relations are
purely animal and by which they are overawed like beasts; it is
thus a purely animal consciousness of nature (natural religion).
We see here immediately: this natural religion or this particular relation of men to nature is determined by the form of society
and vice versa. Here, as everywhere, the identity of nature and
man appears in such a way that the restricted relation of men to
nature determines their restricted relation to one another, and
their restricted relation to one another determines men's restricted relation to nature, just because nature is as yet hardly modified historically; and, on the other hand, man's consciousness of
the necessity of associating with the individuals around him is
the beginning of the consciousness that he is living in society
at all. This beginning is as animal as social life itself at this
stage. It is mere herd-consciousness, and at this point man is only
distinguished from sheep by the fact that with him consciousness
takes the place of instinct or that his instinct is a conscious one.
·This sheep-like or tribal consciousness receives its further development and extension through increased productivity, the increase of needs, and, what is fundamental to both of these, (151 the
increase of population. With these there develops the division
of labour, which was originally nothing but the division of labour
in the sexual act, then that division of labour which develops
spontaneously or "naturally" by virtue of natural predisposition
(e.g., physical strength), needs, accidents, etc., etc. Division of
labour only becomes truly such from the moment when a division of material and mental labour appears.* From this moment
onwards consciousness can really flatter itself that it is something
other than consciousness of existing practice, that it really represents something without representing something real; from now
on consciousness is in a position to em1mcipate itself from the
world and to proceed to tho formation of "pure" theory, theology,
philosophy, ethics, etc. But even if this theory, theology, philosophy, ethics, etc., comes into contradiction with the existing
relations, this can only occur because existing social relations
have come into contradiction with existing forces of production;

* [Marginal note by Marx:] The first form of ideologists, priests, Is
concurrent.
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. moreover, can also occur in a particular national sphere of
th;!tions through the appearance of ~he c~ntradiction.' not within
r~ national orbit, but between th1s nat1onal consc1ousness and
\ e practice of other nations,* i.e., between the national and the
t ~eral consciousness of a natlon (as we sec it now in Germany);
te t since this contradictlon seems to exist only as a contradict ·~n within the national consciousness, it seems to this natlon
tten that the struggle too is confined to this national muck.
[161 Moreover, it is quite immaterial what consciousness starts
to do on its own: out of all such muck we get only the one inference that these three moments, the forces of production, the
stale of society, and consciousness, can and must come into
contradiction with one another, because the division of labour
implies the possibility, nay the fact that intellectual and material activlty**-enjoyment and labour, production and consumption-devolve on different individuals, and that the only possibility of their not coming into contradiction lies in the nl'gation
in its turn of the division of labour. It is self-evident, moreover,
that "spectres~, "bonds", "the higher being", "concept", "scruple",
arc merely the idealistic, spiritual expression, the conception apparently o[ the isolated individual, the image of very empirical
fetters and limitations, within which the mode of production of
life and the form of intercourse coupled with lt move.
(!i. Social Division of Labour and Its Consequences:
Private Property, the State, "Estrangement" of Social
Activity)
With the division of labour, in which all these conLradictions
are implicit and which in its turn is based on the natural divi~ior! ?f labour in the family and the separation of society into
md1v1dual families opposed to one another, is given simultaneously
t?e ~istribution, and indeed the unequal distribution, both quant1tat1ve and qualitative, of labour and its products, hence property: (17) the nucleus, the first form of which lies in the family,
~here wife and children are the slaves of the husband. This latent
~ avcry in the family, though still very crude, is the first pl'op~rty •. b_ut even at this early stage it corresponds perfectly to the
. efinit1on of modern economisLs who call it tho power of disposmg of tile labour-power of others. Division of labour and private
property are, moreover, identical expressions: in the one the
:~me thhing !s affirmed with reference to activity as is affirmed in
e ot er with reference to the product of the activity.

-

.: [Marg~na! note by Marx:] Religion. '!'ho Germans and ideology as such.
thinkin[Ma_rgmal note by Marx that has been crossed out:] Activity and
g, •.c., activity deprived of thought and inactive thinking.
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Further, the division of labour implies the contradiction between the interest of the separate individual or the individual
family and the communal interest of all individuals who have
intercourse with one another. And indeed, this communal interest does not exist merely in the imagination, as the "general
interest", but first of all in reality, as the mutual interdependence
of the individuals among whom the labour is divided.
And out of this very contradiction between the interest of the
individual and that of the community the latter takes an independent form as the State, divorced from the real interests of individual and community, and at the same time as an illusory communal life, always based, however, on the real ties existing in every
family and tribal conglomeration-such as flesh and blood, language, division of labour on a larger scale, and other interestsand especially, as we shall enlarge upon later, on the classes,
already determined by the division of labour, which in every such
mass of men separate out, and of which one dominates all the
others. lt follows from Lhis that all struggles within the State,
the struggle between democracy, aristocracy, and monarchy,
the struggle for the franchise, etc., etc., are merely the illusory
forms in which the real struggles of the different classes are fought
.out among one another (of this the German theoreticians have
not the faintest inkling, although they have received a sufficient
introduction to the subject in the Deutsch-Franzosische Jahrbiicher10 and Die heilige Familie). Further, it follows that every
.class which is struggling for mastery, even when its domination,
as is the case with the proletariat, postulates the abolition of the
.old form of society in its entirety and of domination itself, must
first conquer for itself political power in order to represent its
interest in turn as the general interest, which in the first moment
it is forced to do.
Just because individuals seek only their particular interest,
which for them does not coincide with their communal interest
(in fact the general is the illusory form of communal life), the
latter will be imposed on them as an interest "alien" to them, and
(18] "independent" of them, as in its turn a particular, peculiar
~·general" interest; or they themselves must remain within this
discord, as in democracy. On the other hand, too, the practical
struggle of these particular interests, which constantly really
run counter to the communal and illusory communal interests,
makes practical intervention and control necessary through the
illusory "general" interest in the form of the State.*
[17] And finally, the division of labour offers us the first example
of how, as long as man remains in natural society, that is, as
• These two paragraphs arc inserted by Engels in the margin.-Ed.
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s a cleavage exists between the particular and the common

~o~g :~t as long, therefore, as activity is not voluntarily, but
in terr;liy

divided, man'::: own deed becomes an alien power opna ~d to him, which enslaves him instead of being controlled by
For as soon as the distribution of labour comes into being,
1 man hns 11 particular, exclusive sphere of activity, which is
~arced npo11 him and from which he cannot escape. He is a hunter,
0 fisherman, a shepherd, or a critical critic, and must remain so
does not want to lose his means of live~ihood; while in ~o~
munist society, where nobody has one exclt1s1ve sphere of activity
but each can become accomplished in any branch he wishes, societv regulates the general production and thus makes it possible
for inc to do ono thing today and another tomorrow, to hunt in
the moruing, fish in the afternoon, rear cattle in the evening,
criticise after dinnur, just as 1 have a mind, without ever becoming hunter, fisherman, shepherd or critic.
(18] This fixation of social activity, this consolidation of what
we ourselves produce into an objective power above us, growing
011t of our control, thwarting our expectations, bringing to nought
our calculations, is one of the chief factors in historical development np till now. The social power, i.e., the multiplied productive
force, which arises through the co-operation of different individuals' as it is determined by the division of labour, appears to
these individuals, since their co-operatton is not voluntary but
has come about nalurally, not as their own united power, but as
an alien force existing outside them, of the origin and goal of
whicb they are ignorant, which they thus cannot control, which
on lhe contrary passes through a peculiar series of phases and
stages independent of the will and the action of man, nay even
being the prime governor of these.* How otherwise could for
in&tance property have had a history at all, have taken on differB~t for1Us, and landed property, for example, according to the
d.1t'f('ro11t premises given, have proceeded in France from parcellal 1011. to centralisation in the hands of a few, in England from centralisation in the hands of a few to parcellation, as is actually the
~ase today? Or how does it happen that trade, which after all
15. nothing more than the exchange of products of various indiv~duals and countries, rules the whole world through the relation
? supply and demand-a relation which, as an English economist
~ay~'. hovers over the earth like the fate of the ancients, and with
11~Vls1ble haurt allots fortune and misfortune to men, sets up emrnrc~ l191 and overthrows empires, causes nations to rise and to

h?s

ci;

ff };('

--

in t~·T'b this passage Marx wrote in the margin the text which is reproduced
folio 1 ~ ook ~ls the first.two paragraphs of the next section (5) immediately
" 1Ug tins puragraph.-Ed.
3--1057
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disappear--while wit.h the abolition of the basis of private
property, with the communistic regulation of production (and, implicit in this, the destruction of the alien relation between men and
what they themselves produce), the power of the relation of supply and demand is dissolved into nothing, and men get exchange,
production, the mode of their mutual relation, under their own
control again?

(5. Development of the Productive Forces
as a Material Premise of Communism)
[18] This "estrangement" (to 11se a term which will be comprehensible to the philosophers) can, of course, only be abolished
given two practical premises. For it to become an "intolerable"
power, i.e., a power against which men make a revolution, it
must necessarily have rendered the great mass of h11manity "propertyless'", and produced, at the same time, the contradiction
of an existing world of wealth and culture, both of which conditions presuppose a great increase in productive power, a high degree of its development. And, on the other hand, this develop-.
ment of productive forces (which itself implies the actual empirical existence of men in their world-historical, instead of local,
being) is an absolutely necessary practical premise because withou~
it want is merely made general, and with destitution the struggle
for necessities and all the old filthy business would necessarily
he reproduced; and furthermore, because only with this universal
development of productive forces is a universal intercourse between
men established, which produces in all nations simultaneously
the phenomenon of the "propertyless" mass (universal competition),
makes each nation dependent on the revolutions of the others, and
linally has put world-historical, empirically universal individuals
in place of local ones. \Vithout this, (1) communism could only
exist as a local event; (2) the forces of intercourse themselves could
not have developed as universal, hence intolerable powers: thPy
would have remained home-bred conditionR surrounded by snperstition; and (3) each extension of intercourse would abolish local
communism. Empirically, communism is only possible as the
act of the dominant peoples "all at once" and simuHaneously, 11
which presupposes the universal development of productive
forces and the world intercourse bound up with communism.*
[191 '.\foreover, the mass of propertyless workers-the utterly
precarious position of labour-power on a mass scale cut off from
capital or from U\'Cn a limited satisfaction and, therefore, no
* !Marx's remark on top ol the next page of
the text:] Communism.

th~
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crPlY temporarily deprived of work ilself as a secure source

Ioni.::~~~ ire;upposes the u·orld mllrket through competition. The

uf 111 t ·~t t'an thus ouly exist world-historiclllly, just as cornm11pro
· l'' ex1s
· t ence.
. e url"
'tc activiLy, cnn on Iy 1rnvc a " worId -h'1s t or1cn
1 ·'
msm,
•
· d.1v1"d ua 1s, 1.e.,
·
· t ence of ·m d.1• Id-historical
existence
of m
ex1s
\~olr J· which is directly linked np with world history.
Vil[18]
1111 ~
. w}nc.
. h 1s
. .t o be
Communism is f or 1~s not a. state _of aff lltr.~
t blisherl 1111 ideal to which re11hty [w111l have to ndJust itself.
~~-~\an co~mnnism the real 1;n?vement vi:hich abolishes the pres(•nt. state of things: The. cond1t!ons of this movement resnlt from
the premises now m existence.

*
(191 The form of intercourse determined by the existing productiYC forces ut all previons historical stages, and in its turn determining these, is civil society. The latter, as is clear from what we
haYe said ubove, has as its premises and basis the simple fumily
and the multiple, the so-called tribe, and the more precise determinants of this society are enumerated in om remarks above.
Already h~rc we sec how this civil society is the true source and
theatre o[ all history, and how absurd is the conception of history
held hiLherto, which neglects the real relationships and confines
itself to high-sounding dramas of princes and states.
In the main we have so far considered only one aspect of human
activity, the re.~haping of nature by men. The other aspect, the
reshaping of men bg men... **
·Origin of the State and the relation of the State to civil
society.***
(6. Conclusions from the Materialistic Conceplion of Hi.story:
Continuity of the Historical Process, Transformation
of Hi.story into World Hi.story, the Necessity
of a Communist Revolution)

.l20] History is nothing but the succession of the separate gener~Ions, each of which exploits the materials, the capiLal funds,
. c in·oductive forces handed down to it by all preceding gcnera!~0~1~· .and thus, on the one hand, continues tho tradilional acIvity in cornpletcly changed circumstances and, on the other,
modifies the old circumstances with a completely changed activity.
first • In the manuscript this paragraph is in~erted by l\larx above the
f!r•grap~ of this section.-Ed.
••• ~argmal note hy Marx:) Intercourse and productive power.
l,egius .· e end of the page in the manuscript is left blank. The next page
ceiiti~n " 1rthh.llw cxpo•ition of the conclusions from the materialistic cono
1story.--Ed.
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This can be speculatively distorted so that later history is made
the goal of earlier history, e.g., the goal ascribed to the discovery
of America is to further the eruption of the French Hevolution.
Thereby history receives its own special aims and becomes "a person
ranking with other persons" (to wit: "Self-Consciousness, Criticism,
the Unique", etc.), while what is designated with the words "destiny'", "goal", "germ"', or "idea" of earlier history is nothing more
than an abstraction formed from later history, from the active
influence which earlier history exercises on later history.
The further the separate spheres, which act on one another,
extend in the course of this development, Lhe more the original
isolation of the separate nationalities is destroyed by the developed mode of production and intercourse and the division of
labour between various nations naturally brought forth by these,
the more history becomes world history. Thus, for instance, if
in England a machine is invented, which deprives countless
workers of bread in India and China, and overturns the whole
form of existence of these empires, this invention becomes a worldhistorical fact. Or again, take the case of sugar and cof!ee which
have proved their world-historical importance in the nineteenth
century by the fact that the lack of these products, occasioned by
the Napoleonic Continental System, 12 caused the Germans [211 ti)
rise against Napoleon, and thus became the real basis of the!
glorious Wars of Liberation of 1813. From this it follows that this!
transformation of history into world history is not indeed a merej
abstract act on the part of the "self-consciousness", the worldl
spirit, or of any other metaphysical spectre, but a quite material,!
empirically verifiable act, an act the proof of which every indi-~
vidual furnishes as he comes and goes, eats, drinks and clothe~
himself.
'
In history up to the present it is certainly an empirical fact'
that separate individuals have, with the broadening of their
activity into world-historical activity, become more and more
enslaved under a· power alien to them (a pressure which they
have conceived of as a dirty trick on the part of the so-called uni··
versal spirit, etc.), a power which has become more and more
enormous and, in the last instance, turns out to be the worl<J,
market. But it is just as empirically establiRhed that, by the over-j
throw of the existing stale of society by the communist revolu-1
tion (of which more below) and the abolition of private propertyJ
which is identical with it, this power, which so ba£J'les the Ger-1
man theoreticians, will be dissolved; and that then the liberation,
of each single individual will be accomplished in the measure
in which history becomes transformed into world history.* From
• (Marginal note by Marx:I On the production of consciousness.
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· b e it is clear that the real intellectual wealth of the indith<; a 1°dcpends entirely on the wealth of his real connections.
vi< t1-\1wn will the separate individuals be liberated from the varOn ) n-it.ional and local barriers, be brought into practical conio!lst. 1'1 with the material and intellectual production of the
11ec JO world and be put !!l
·
· ·
•
· to
whole
a pos1t10n
to acqmre
t h e capacity
pnjov this all-sided product10n of t~e whole earth (the creat10ns
f ni·ui). All-round dependence, lh1s natural form of the world~ ·~tm'.ical co-operation of individuals, will be transformed by
tl~·is 1221 communist revolution into the control and conscious
mnslcry of these powers, which, born of the action of men on
on'e another. have till now overawed and governed men as
powers completely .alic_n to ~h~m. ~ow this vie.w can be expr~~ sed
again in speculal1ve-1d~.al,;st1~, 1.e., fantast1~, ~?rms as se\fgeneration of the species ( society as the subiect ), and thereby
the consecutive series of interrelated individuals connected
with each other can be conceived as a single individual, which
accomplishes the mystery of generating itself. It is clear
here that individuals certainly make one another, physically and
mentally, but do not make themselves either in the nonsense of
Saint Bruno, or in the sense of the "Unique", .of the "made"
man.
Finally, from the conception of history we have sketched we
obtain these further conclusions: (1) In the development of proclnctive forces there comes a stage when productive forces and
means of intercourse are brought into being, which, under the
~xisting relationships, only cause mischief, and are no longer
productive but destructive forces (machinery and money); and
connected with this a class is called forth, which has to bear all
the burdens of society without enjoying its advantages, which,
ousted from society, [23] is forced into the most decided antagonism to all other classes; a class which forms the majority of all
members of society, and from which emanates tho consciousness
of the necessity of u fundamental revolution, the communist
consciousness, which may, of course, arise among the other
ga)s~~s too thr?~gh the contemplation of .the situatio.n of this class.
b . I he. cond1t1ons under which defm1te productive forces can
~ .ipphed, are the conditions of the rule of a definite class of socwty,. w~ose social power, deriving from its prope'rty, has its
pralctical-Hlea\istic expression in each case in the form of the State;
an\, thcref.ore, every revolutionary struggle is directed against
~ c t[81• which till then has been in power.* (3) In all revolutions
P 1 now the mode of activity always remained unscathed and

--

the • [Marginal note by Marx:] The people are interested in maintaining
present state ol production.
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it was only a question of a different distribution of this activity,
a new distribution of labour to other persons, whilst the communist revolution is directed against the preceding mode of activity,
does away with labour,* and abolishes the rnle of all classes with
the classes themselves, becaiise it is carried through by the class
which no longer counts as a class in society, is not recognised as a
class, and is in itself the expression of 1he dissolutiou of all
classes, naLionalities, etc., within prrscnt society; and (4) Both for
the production on a mass scale of this communist consciousness,
and for the success of the cause itself, the alteration of men on a
mass scale is necessary, an alteration which can only take place
in a practical movement, a revolution; this revolution is necessary,
therefore, not only hecause the ruling class cannot be overthrown
in any other way, but also because the class overthrowing it can
only in a revohl.tion succeed in ridding itself of all the mnck of
ages and become fitted to found society anew.**
(7. Summary of lhc Materialislic Conception of History)
124] This coriception of history de pends on our ability to expound the real process of production, st~rting out from the material production of life itself, and to comprehend the form of intercourse connected with this and created by this mode of production
(i.e., civil society in its various stages), ns the basis of all history;
and to show it in its action as State, to explain all the different

* [The following words are crossed out in the manuscript:] ... tl1e form
of activity under which the rule o!...
** [The following passage is crossed out in the manuscript:] Whereas
all communists in France as well as in England and Germany have long
since agreed on the necessity of the revolution, Saint Bruno quietly continues to dream, and believes that "real humanismtt, i.e., communism, is
to take "the place o[ spiritualism" (which has no place) only in order that
it may gain respect. Thou, he continu•s in his dream, no douhL "salvation
will be attained, the earth becoming heaven, aud heaven eartl1". (The theologian is still unable to forget heaven.) "Then joy and bliss will resound in
celestial harmonies lo all eternity." (P. 140.)13 The holy father of the church
will be greatly surprised when judgement day overtakes him, tho day when
all this is lo come to pass-a day when the reflection in lhe sky of burnin~
cities will mark tlle dawn, wl1cn together with the "celestial harmonics'
the tunes of the Marseillaise and Carmagnole will Pcho in hi• ears accompanied
by the requisite roar of cannon, with the guillotine beating time; when the
infamous "mass" will shout fa lra, fa ira and su•pend "self-consciousness"
by means of the lamp-post." Saint Bruno hn" no reason at all to draw an
edifying pictul'(' "of joy and bli"" to all eternity". We forego the pleasure
of dclincatin!l' u priori Saint llruno's conduct on judgement day. It is moreovel' difficult to decide whether the proletalres en reoolution have to be conCC'ivcd as "substanc'.e'' 1 as ··ma~s", desiring to overthrow criticism, or as an
"emanation'' of the spirit which is, ho\\cvcr, still lacking in the consistence
Jll'f"~::iufy to digPsl nauer's il.iEl'atl.
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i ·c·ll produclH a11d fo1·ms of consciousness, religion, phithcor~ '. 'cthicH. elc., elc., anct trace their origins aud growth from
l 0 ~ 0 Pj 1 ;~i« by :which mcaus, of course, the whole thing can be
tha~ /'.~1 ·i;t its Lolalily (allll therefore, too, the reciprocal acliou
1 ;}~c:~c various sides ?n one auot~er). IL has not, like lite idcal?.1 .. ·icw of ltblory, 1n every period lo look for a catego1·y, bul
1 ~ re_ :11 ~ con~La11lly 011 I he 1·eal ground of history; it does uot explain
' 0•11 ~~ ice from the idea but explains the format ion of ideas from
JJ!~t~·rial practice; and accordingly it comes lo Lhe conclusion
~\~~l all forn1~ and products of conscious!less cannot be dissolved
by wrntal criticism, by resol11tio11 into "self-cow;ciummess" or
trausformaliou iulo"appurilions", "spectres", "faucies", 15 etc., but
011 Jy hy tlw practical overthrow of the actual social relaiious
which gave rise Lo this idealistic humbug; that uol criticism but
rernlntion is Lhe driving force of history, also of religion, of philosophy :md all other types of theory. It sltows Lhal history does
nol end hy beiug resolved iuto "self-cousciousness'' as "spirit of
1.he ~pirit",* but that in it al each stage there is found a material resull: a sum of productive forces, a historically created relatior1 of in1li\'i1luals lo uature aud lo one another, which is handed
dow11 to each geueration from its predecessor; a mass of productive forces. capital funds and comlilions, which, on the 0110
hand. is iudeed modified by the new generation, but also on
the other prcscribes for it its condilious of life and gives it a
definite development, a special character. It shows that cil'cumstances make men [25] just as much as men make circumstances.
This s11111 nf prod11cl.ive forces, capital fuuds anrl social forms
of. inte1·co11rse, which every inrlivid11al and generation fiuds in
existence as something given, is the real basis of what the philosophers have conceived as "substance" aud "essence of man'\
~nd what they have deified and attacked: a real basis which is not
m the loast disturbed, in its effect and influence on the develop~ncn t of rueu, by the fuel. that these philosophers revolt against
~~ a~ ··~l:lf-couscionsness" and the "Unique". These coudilions of
1 ~e, wh1eh different geucratious frnd in existence, decide also
~ icthC'~· or not lite periodically recmTing revolutionary couvul51~11 .wtl l be strong enough to overthrow the basis of the cntlrc
~x~~trng system. And if these material elements of a complete revodu 1 are not present (namely, on the one hand the existing pro~·e forces, on the other the formation of a revolutionary mass,
uN~ revolts not only against separate conditions of society up
"tot ren .. b~1l against the very "production of life" till then, the
11 activity" on which it was based), then, as fur as practical

<lf
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• Hr·uno BaUt>r's expression. -Ed.
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development is concerned, it is absolutely immaterial whether t!i4
idea of this revolution has been expressed a hundred times al;
ready, as the history of communism proves.

18. Unfoundedness of the Former,

Idealistic Conception of History;
of German Post-Hegelian Philosophy in Particular)
;

In the whole conception of history up to the present this real
basis of history has either been totally neglecter! or else con.
sidered as a minor matter quite irrelevant to the course of history.
History must, therefore, always he written according to an extra•
neous standard; the real production of life seems to be primeval
history, while the truly historical appears to be separated from
ordinary life, something extra-superterrestrial. With this th~
relation of man to nature is excluded from history and hence thd
antithesis of nature and history is created. The exponents of thil!
conception of history have consequently only been able to see in
history the political actions of princes and States, religious and
all sorts of theoretical struggles, and in particular in each histori~
cal epoch have had to share the illusion of that epoch. For instance,
if an epoch imagines itself to be actuated by purely "political,.
or "religious" motives, although "religion" and "politics"' are
only forms of its true motives, the historian accepts this opinion.
The "idea", the "conception" of the people in question about their
real practice, is transformed into the sole determining, active force,
which controls and determines their practice. When the crude
fol'm in which the division of labour appears with the Indians
and Egyptians calls forth the caste-system in their State and religion, the historian believes that the caste-system 126) is the power
which has produced this crude social form.
While the French and the English at least hold by the political illusion, which is moderately close to reality, the Germans
move in the realm of the "pure spirit", and make religiol.IS illusion
the driving force of history. The Hegelian philosophy of history
is the last consequence, reduced to its "finest expression~, of all
this German historiography, for which it is not a question of real,
nol' even of political, interests, but of pure thoughts, which consequently must appear to Saint Bruno, as a series of "thoughts,.
that devour one another and are finally swallowed up in "selfconsciousness"*; and even more consistently the course of history
appears to the Blessed !\lax Stirner, who knows not a thing about
real hislory, as I\ mere tale of "knights", robbers and ghosts, from
. ,. fMarginal note by Marx:] So-called objective historiography just cons1sU;;i in treating the historical conditions independent of activity. Reactionary
character.
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visions he can, of course, only save himself by "unholiness".

~~~seconception is truly reli?ious; .it post~lates religi~us. ma_n as

II irimit.ive man, the startmg-pomt of history; and m its 1mat. eubon puts the religious production of fancies in the place
~r\iw real production of the means of subsistence and of life

itself.
· of h"1story, toget h er wit
· h its
· d'1ssol11t1on
·
This whole conceptwu
ucl the scruple!< and qualms resulting from it, is a purely na~ional affair of the Germans and has only local interest for the
Gernmns, as for instance the important question treated several
times of late: how really we "pass from the realm of God to the
rc>alm of xlan"-as if this "realm of God" had ever existed anywhere save in the imagination, and the learned gentlemen, without.
being aware of it, were not constantly living in the "realm of Man"
to which they are now seeking the way; and as if the learned
pastime (for it is nothing more) of explaining the mystery of this
theoretical bubble-blowing did not on the contrary lie in demonstrating its origin in actual earthly conditions. Always, for these
Germani<, it is simply a matter of resolving the nonsense of earlier
writers (271 into some other freak, i.e., of presupposing that all
thig nonsense has a special sense which can be discovered; while
really "it is only a question of explaining this theoretical talk
from the acL11al existing conditions. The real, practical dissolution of these phrases, the removal of these notions from the conscionsuess of men, will, as we have already said, be effected by
altered circumstances, not by theoretical deductions. For the
mass of men, i.e., the proletariat, these theoretical notions do not
exist and hence do not require to be dissolved, and if this mass.
ever had any theoretical notions, e.g., religion, etc., these have
now long been dissolved by circumstances.
. The purely national character of these questions and solutions
is shown again in the way these theorists believe in all seriousness
~ha~ chimeras like "the God-Man", "Man", etc., have presided over·
md1vidual epochs of history (Saint Bruno even goes so far as to
assert that "only criticism and critics have made history" 16) and
when they themselves construct historical systems, they skip·
~ver ;'.!l earlier periods in the greatest haste and pass immediately
.rom 1\Iongolism" 17 to history "with meaningful content'', that
is lo say, to the history of the Hallische and Deutsche Jahrbiicher 18
T~id th~ dbsolution of the Hegelian school into a general squabble.
m e~_!?rgct all other nations, all real events, and the theatrum
reln t !~ ,c?1~fi~ed to the Leipzig Book Fair and the mutual quart s of Cr1l!c1sm". "1\fau", and "the Unique".* If these theorists
reat really historical subjects, as for instance the eighteenth

-*

i.e., Bruno Baupr, Ludwig Feuerbach and Max Stirner.-Ed.
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century, they merely give a history of the i<loas of the times, torn
away from the facts and the practical development fundamental
to them; and even that merely in order to represent that period
.as an imperfect preliminary stage, ihe as yet limited predecessor
of the real historical age, i.e., tho period of the German philosophic struggle from 1840 to 1811. As might be expected when the
history of an earlier period is written with the aim of accentuating
the brilliance of an unhistoric person and his fantasies, all the
really historic events, even the really historic invasions of politics into history, roceive no mention. Instead we get a narrati\·e
hased not on research but 011 arbitrary constructions and literary
gossip, such as Saint Bruno provided in his now forgotten history
of the eighteenth century. 19 These highfalutin and haughty hucksters of ideas, who imagine themselves infinitely exalted nbove
all national prejudices, are thus iu practice far more national
than the beer-quaffing philistines who dream of a united Germany.
They do not recognise the deeds or other nations as historical;
they live in Germany, to Germany, [28) :md for Germany; they
turn the Rhine-song into a religious hymn and conquer Alsace
and Lorraine by robbing French philosophy instead of the French
State, by Germanising French ideas instead of French provinces.
Horr Venedey is a cosmopolitan compared with the Saints Bruno
and Max, who, in the universal clominance of theo1·y, proclaim the
uuiversal dominance of Germany.
(9. Additional Criticism of Feuerbach,
of His Idealistic Conception of History)
It is also clear from these arguments how grossly Feuerbach
is deceiving himself when (Wigand's Vierteljahrsschrift, 1845, Hand
2) by virtue of the qualification "common man" he declares himself a communist, 20 transforms the latter into a predicate of "man",
and thereby thinks it possible to change the word "communist",
\\hich in the real world means the follower of a definite revolutionary party, into a mere category. Feuerbach 's whole deduction
with regard to the relation of men to one another goes only so far
as to prove that men need and always have needed each other,
Ile wants to establish consciousness of this fact, that is to say,
like the other theorists, merely to produce a correct consciousness
about an existing fact; whereas for the real communist it is a question of overthrowing the existing state of things. We thoroughly
11ppreciate, moreover, that Feuerbach, in endeavouring to produce
<:onsciousness of just this fact, is going as far as a theorist possibly
.can, without ceasing to be a theorist and philosopher. It is characteristic, however, that Saint Bruno and Saint Max seize on Feuorbach's conception of the communist and put it in place of the
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ommunist-which occurs, partly, in order that they can
1
rc 11 • 1~t communism too as "spirit of the spirit'', as a philosophical
co1m ;~ry as an equal opponent antl, in the case of Saint Bruno,
ca
• for pragma t"1c reason.
·, rg
lly also
l"'~s an example of Fen~r~ach's a~ceptan~e and at _the same ti!Ile
·sumlerstanding of ex1stmg reality, wl11ch he still shares with
mir opponents, we recall the passage in the Philosophie der Zuwhere he develops the view that the existence of a thing
~~a ma u is at the same time its or his essence, 21 that the conditions
of existence, the mode of life and activity of an animal or human
inrliYid1wl are those in which its "esseuce" feels itself satisfied.
Here evNY exception is expressly conceived as an unhappy chance,
~ 15 a11 <1bnormality which cannot be altered. Thus if miilions of
proletarians feel by no means contented with their living conditions. if their "existence" [29] does not in the least correspond to
th<'ir "essence", then, according to the passage quoted, this is an
um1voitlable misfortune, which must be borne quietly. 1'he million~ of proletuians antl communists, however, think differently
arul will prove thi:; in time, when they bring their "existence"
into harmony with their "essence'' in a practical way, by means
of a revolution. Feuerbach, therefore, never speaks of the world
of man·iu such cases, but always takes refuge in external nature,
and moreover ht nature which has not yet been subdued by men.
But eYery new invention, every advance made by industry, dctarlres another piece from this domain, so that the ground which
prndures examples illustr;iling such Feuerbachian propositions
is ol!'adily shrinking. The "essence" of the fish is its "existence",
waler -to go no further than this one proposition. The "essence·•
of the freshwater fish is the water of a river. But the latter ceases
to be the "essence" of the fish and is no longer a suitable medium
of existence as soon as the river is made to serve indusLry, as soon
as il is polluted by dyes and other waste products and navigated
by ~lt'amboats, or HS soon as its water is diverted into canals where
s!mple drainage can deprive the fi.sh of its medium of existence.
1 he explanation that all such contradiclions arc inevitable abnorm aIi ties does not essentially differ from the consolation which
1h~ Blessed l\Iax Stimer offers to the discontented, saying that
thrn coutrndict ion is their own contradiction and this predicament.
th~ir own predicament, whereupon they should either set their
~m_uds at ease, keep their disg11st to thernsel ves, or revolt against
it 1 11 some fant.astic way. It differs just as little from Saint Bruno's
fllegation that these unfortunate circumstances are due to the
1tct that those concerned arc stuck in tho muck of "substa11ce·•, have not ?dvanced to "ab5olute self-consciousness", and do
not realise that these arl verse conditions are spirit of their
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(III(

(1. The Ruling Class and Ruling Consciousness.
Formation of Hegel's Conception of the
Domination of the Spirit In History)
[30] The ideas of the ruling class are in every epoch the ruling
ideas: i.e., the class which is the r11ling material force of society,
is at tho same time its ruling intellectual force. The class which
11as the means of material production at its disposal, has control
at the same time over the means of mental production, so that
thereby, generally speaking, the ideas of those who lack the
means of mental production are subject to it. The ruling ideas
are nothing more than the ideal expression of the dominant mate.:
rial relationships, the dominant material relationships grasped as
ideas; hence of the relationships which make the one class the
ruling one, therefore, the ideas of its dominance. The individuals
composing the ruling class possess among other things consciousness, and therefore think. Insofar, therefore, as they rule as a
class and determine the extent and compass of an epoch, it is
self-evident that they do this in its whole range, hence among other
lhings rule also as thinkers, as producers o[ ideas, and regulate
the production and distribution of the ideas of their age: thus
their ideas are the ruling ideas of the epoch. Por instance, in an
age and in a country where royal power, aristocracy and bourgeoisie arc contending for mastery and where, therefore, mastery is
shared, the doctrine of the separation of powers proves to be the
dominant idea and is expressed as an "eternal law".
The division of labour, which we already saw above (pp. [15181)* as one of the chief forces of history up till now, manifests
itself also in the ruling class as the division of mental and (31 l
material labour, so that inside this class one part appears as the
thinkers of the class (its active, conceptive ideologists, who make
the perfecting of the illusion of the class about itself their chief
source of livelihood), while the others' attitude to these ideas
and illusious is more passive and receptive, because they are in
reality the active members of this class and have less time to make
up illusions and ideas about themselves. Within this class this
cleavage can even develop into a certain opposition and hostility
between the two parts, which, howeYer, in the case of a practical
collision, in which the class itself is endangered, automatically
comes to nothing, in which case there also vanishes the semblance
that the ruling ideas were not the ideas of the ruling class and had
• See pp. 30-34 of this book.-Ed.
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·er distinct from the power of this class. The existence of

3

,fi1~tionary ideas in a particular period presupposes the cxist-

re

of a revolutionary class; about the premises for the latter

011 fj~cient has already been said above (pp. [18-19, 22-231).*

su If now iu considering the course of history we detach the ideas
of tile ruling class f~om the ~uling class itself and attribnte_to them
independent existence, 1f we confine oursel vcs to sayrng that
~~~-c or those ideas were dominant at a given time, without bother·ng. onrscl ves about the conditions of prodnction and the pro~ucers of thel'e ideas, if we thus ignore the individuals ancl world
conditions which arc the source of the ideas, we can say, for in:<laucc, that during the time that the aristocracy was dominant,
llw concepts honour, loyalty, etc., were dominant, during the
dominance of the bourgeoisie the concepts freedom, equality,
<>tc. The ruling class itself on the whole imagines this to be so.
This conception of history, which is common to aU historians,
parlicularly since the eighteenth century, will necessarily come
up against [32] the phenomenon that increasingly abstract ideas
hold sway. i.e., ideas which increasingly take on the form of universality. For each new class which puts itself in the place of one
ruling before it, is compeUed, merely in order to carry through
its aim, to represent its interest as the common interest of aU the
members of society, that is, expressed in ideal form: it has to give
its ideas the form of universality, and represent them as the only
rational, universaUy valid ones. The class making a revolution
appears from the very start, if only because it is opposed to a
class, not as a class but as the representative of the whole of society; it appears as the whole mass of society confronting the one
ruling class.** It can do this because, to start with, its interest
really is more connected with the common interest of aU other nonruling classes, becaul'e under the pressure of hitherto existing
conditions its interest has not yet been able to develop as the
particular interest of a particular class. 11.s victory, therefore,
benefits also many individuals of the other classes which are not
~vin.ning a dominant position, but only insofar as it now puts these
lll<hviduals in a position to rai$e themselves into the rnling
cl~s$. Whon the French bourgeoisie overthrew the power of the
aristocracy. it thereby made it possible for many proletarians
lo raise themselves above the proletariat, but only insofar as they
hrcnine bourgeois. Every new class, therefore, achieves its hege• See pp. 34-35 and 37-38 of this hook.-Ed.
. •• ['.\-larginal note by Marx:[ Gniversality corresponds to (1) the class
~crsus the estate, (2) the competition, world-wide intercourse, etc., (3) the
(l•lat numerical strength ol the ruling class, (1) the illusion of th~ common

!d~ologists
cresl.s (in the beginning this illusion is
ancl the division of labour.
1

true), (5) the clelusion of the
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mony only on a broader basis than tlia t of the class ruling previously. whereas the opposition of the non-ruling class against the new
ruling class later develops all the more sharply and profoundly.
Both these things determine the fact that the struggle to be waged
against this new ruling class, in its turn, aims at a more decided
and radical negation of the previous conditions of society than
[33] could all previous classes which sought to rule.
This whole semblance, that the rule of a cerfain class is only
tlie rule of certain ideas, comes to a natural end, of course, as
soon as class rule in general ceases to be the form in which society
is organised, that is to say, as soon as it is no longer necessary t<>
represent a particular interest as general or the "general interest"
as ruling.
Once the ruling ideas have been separated from the ruling
individuals and, above all, from the relationships which result
from a given stage of the mode of production, and in this way
the conclusion has been reached that history is always under the
sway of ideas, it is very easy to a bsLract from these various ideas
"the idea'', the notion, etc., as the dominant force in history, and
thus to understand all these separate ideas and concepts as "forms
of self-determination" on the part of the concept de\·eloping in
history. It follows then naturally, too, that all the relationships
of men can be derived from the concept of man, man as conceived,
the essence of man, Jlfan. This has been done by the speculative
philosophers. Hegel himself confesses at the end of the Geschichtsphilosophie that he "has considered the progress of the concept
onlyn and has represented in history the "true theodicy". (P. 446.)
Now one can go back again to the producers of tlie "concept", t<>
the theorists, ideologists and philosophers, and one comes then
to the conclusion that the philosophers, the thinkers as such,
have al all times been dominant in history: a conclusion, as we see.
already expressed by Hegel. 22
The whole trick of proving the hegemony of the spirit in history
(hierarchy Stirnerjcalls it) is thus confined to the following three
efforts.
134] No. 1. One must separate the ideas of those ruling for empirical reasons, nnder empirical conditions and as empirical individuals. from these actual rulers, and thus recognise the rule
of ideas or illusions in history.
No. 2. One must bring an order into this rule of ideas, prove
a mystical connection among the successive ruling ideas, which
is managed by understanding them us "acts of self-determination
on the part of the concept" (this is possible b!'cause by virtue of
their empirical basis these ideas are really connected with one
another and because, conceived as mere ideas, they become selfdistinctions, distinctions made by thought).
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No. J. To r?.mo~·e ,Urn m)'.slical appcara,?ce of this '.'self-de~?riiniflg concepl 1L 1s wanged mt~ a pe~so~- Se!f-C~nscrnusness u lo appear 1horoughly matenahshc, mto a series of persons,
or; 0 represent the "concept" in history, into the "thinkers", the
1
•• , l h e 1
"<l eo Iog1s
· t s, w"h o agam
. arc un d erstoo d as t I1e
,,IY•hilosophers
punufacturers of hislory, as the "council of guardians", as the
·~tiers.* Thus the whole body of materialistic elements has been
:.~inovc<l from history an<l now full rein can be given to the speculalivc slecd.
This historical method which reigned in Germany, and especially tho re~son w~y, mu~t he. nndcrslood from its ~onn~ction wilh
1ho il111s1on oE 1deolog1sts rn general, e.g., the 1llus1ons of the
jurisls, poli1icians (oI the practical statesmen among them, too),
from the dogmatic dreamings and distortions of these fellows;
1his is explained perfectly easily from their practical position
in life, I heir job, and the division of labour.
1:1;)] Whilst in ordinary life every shopkeeper is very well able
to dislinguish between what somebody professes to be and what
he really is, onr historians have not yet won even this trivial
insight. They lake every epoch at i ls word and believe that every1lling it says.and imagines abont itself is true.

(IV]

( 1. Instruments of Production and Forms of Property)

. f ... ]** [40] From the first, there follows the premise of a highly
<lcYclopecl division of labour and an extensive commerce; from
Lhe second, the locality. In the first case the individnals must he
brought logether, in the second they find themselves alongside
the given instrument of prodnclion as instruments of production
themselves.
llcrc, therefore, arises the difference between natural instrnn1cnts of production and those created by civilisation. The liclcl
(water, elc.) can be regarded as n natural instrument of production.
I 11 lite first case, that of the natural instrument of prod11clio11,
11 ~dividua]s arc subservient to nature; in the second, to a product
ot labour. In the first case, therefore, property (landed property)
appears as direct natural domination, in the second, as domination
o[ labour, particularly of accumulated labour, capital. The first
caso prcstJ.pposcs that the individuals are united by some horn!:
farnily, tribe, the land itself, etc.; the second, that they are inde-

-

,,: l~larginal note by Marx:] Man=thc "rational human spirit".
I· our pages of the manufcri pt are missing here.-Ed.
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pendent of one another and are only held together by exchange.)
In the first case, what is involved is chiefly an exchange betwee~
men and nature in which the labour of the former is exchanged:!
for the products of the latter; in the second, it is predominantlyj
an exchange of men among themselves. In the first case, average,i
human common sense is adequate-physical activity is as yet noti
separated from mental activity; in the second, the division betwee~
physical and mental labour must already he practically completed.•l
In the first case, the domination of the proprietor over the pro- 1
pertyless may he based on a personal relationship, on a kind
of community: in the second, it must have taken on a material
shape in a third party-money. In the first case, small industry
·exists, but determined by the utilisation of the natural instrument of production and therefore without the distribution of labour
among various individuals; in the second, industry exists only
in and through the division of labour.
[411 Our investigation hitherto started from the instruments of
production, and it has already shown that private property was
a necessity for certain industrial stages. In industrie extractive
private property still coincides with labour; in small industry
and all agriculture up till now property is the necessary conse·quence of the existing instruments of production; in big industry
the contradiction between the instrument of production and
private property appears for the first time and is the product of
big industry; moreover, big industry must be highly developed
to produce this contradiction. And thus only with big industry
.does the abolition of private prop!Jrty become possible.

(2. The Division of Material and Mental Labour.
Separation of Town and Country. The Guild-System)
The greatest division of material and mental labour is the separation of town and country. The antagonism between town and
-country begins with the transition from barbarism to civilisation,
from tribe to State, from locality to nation, and runs through the
whole history of civilisation to the present day (the Anti-Corn
Law League 23 ).
The existence of the town implies, at the same time, the necessity of administration, police, taxes, etc., in short, of the municipality, and thus of politics in general. Here first became manifest the division of the population into two great classes, which
is directly based on the division of labour and on the instruments
-0f production. The town already is in actual fact the concentration
-0f the population, of the instruments of production, of capital.
of pleasures, of needs, while the country demonstrates just the
opposite fact, isolation and separation. The antagonism between

THE GERMAN IDEOLOGY

-----

49

, and country can only exist within the framework of private
to\\ 11 rty. It is the most crass expression of the subjection of the
pr~r:idnal under the division of labour, under a definite activity
Jed upon him-a subjection which makes one man into a re.t~ctNI town-animal, the other into a restricted country-animal,
~ 1 ~:1 d~ily creates an~w th~ conflict betwee!1 t~e!r interests. Labour
·" here again the chief thmg, power over md1v1duals, and as long
'.1, the latter exists, private property must exist. The abolition
~i the antagonism between town and country is one of the first
couditious (42) of communal life, a condition which again depends
011 a mass of material premises and which cannot be fulfilled by
thl' mere will, as anyone can see at the first glance. (These conditions have still to be enumerated.) The separation of town and
country can also be understood as the separation of capital and
)anded property, as the beginning of the existence and developllll'nl of capital independent of landed property-the beginning
of property having its basis only in labour and exchange.
In the towns which, in the Middle Ages, did not derive readymade from an earlier period but were formed anew by the serfs
who had become free, each man's own particular labour was his
only properly apart from the small capital he brought with him,
consistillg almost solely of the most necessary tools of his craft.
The competition of serfs constantly escaping into the town, the
constant war of the country against the towns and thus the necessity of an organised municipal military force, the bond of common
ownership in a particular kind of labour, the necessity of common
buildings for the sale of their wares at a time when craftsmen were
also traders, and the consequent exclusion of the unauthorised
from those buildings, the conflict among the interests of the various crafts, the necessity of protecting their laboriously acquired
skill, am! the feudal organisation of the whole of the country:
theso were the causes of the union of the workers of each craft in
guilds. We have not at this point to go further into the manifold
1no?ifications of the guild-system, which arise through later historical developments. The flight of the serfs into the towns went
on without interruption right through the Middle Ages. These
~crf~, persecuted by their lords in the country, came separately
int? lhe towns, where they found an organised community, against
which they were powerless and in which they had to subject them~e lws to the station assigned to them by the demand for their
!abour and the interest of their organised urban competitors.
fheso workers, entering separately, were never able to attain to
any powor, since, if their labour was of the guild type which had
~o ho learned, the guild-masters bent them to their will and organised thorn according to their interest; or if their labour was not
such as had to be learned, and therefore not of the guild type,

rill
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they became day-labourers and never managed to organise, remaining an unorganised rabble. The need for day-labourers in the
towns created the rabble.
These towns were true "associations", 24 called forth by the direct
(43] need, the care of providing for the protection of property,
and of multiplying the means of production and defence of the
separate members. The rabble of these towns was devoid of any
power, composed as it was of individuals strange to one another
who had entered separately, and who ;;tood unorganised over
against an organised power, armed for war, and jealously watching
over them. The journeymen and apprentices were organised in
each craft as it best suited the interest of the masters. The patriarchal relationship existing between them and their masters gave
the latter a double power-on the one hand because of their influence on the whole life of the journeymen, and on the other because,
for the journeymen who worked with the same master, it was a
real bond which held them together against the journeymen of
other masters and separated them from these. And finally, the
journeymen were bound to the existing order by their simple interest in becoming masters themselves. While, therefore, the
rabble at least carried out revolts against the whole municipal
order, revolts which remained completely ineffective because
of their powerlessness, the journeymen never got further than
small acts of insubordination within separate guilds, such as belong to the very nature of the guild-system. The great risings
of the Middle Ages all radiated from the country, but equally
remained totally ineffective because of the isolation and consequent crudity of the peasants. Capital in these towns was a naturally derived capital, consisting of a house, the tools of the craft, and the natural, hereditary
customers; and not being realisable, on account of the backwardness of commerce and the lack of circulation, it descended from
father to son. Unlike modern capital, which can be assessed in
money and which may be indifferently invested in this thing or
that, this capital was directly connected with the particular work
of the owner, inseparable from it and to this extent estate capital. In the towns, the division of labour between (44] the individual
guilds was as yet [quite naturally derived]* and, in the guilds
themselves, not at all developed between the individual workers.
Every workman had to be versed in a whole round of tasks, had
to be able to make everything that was to be made with his tools.
The limited commerce and the scanty communication between
the individual towns, the lack of population and the narrow needs
did not allow of a higher division of labour, and therefore every
• The manuscript is damaged.-Ed.
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ho wished to become a master had to be proficient in the

~~~lewof his craft. Thll:s there is fo1:1nd wit~ med_iev:al cr~ftsmen

"" . tercst in their spccrnl work and m profi.c1ency m 1t, which was
all inble of rising to a narrow artistic sense. For this very reason,
~~~~ver, every medieval craftsman was co1~pletely .abso~bed in
h' w·ork to which he had a contented, slavish relatwnsh1p, and
1
18
1 which he was subjected to a far greater extent than the modern
\\?orker, whose work is a matter of indifference to him. (3. Further Division of Labour. Separation of Commerce
and Industry. Division of Labour Between the
Various Towns. 1\Ianufacture)
The next extension of Lhe division of labour was the separation
of production and commerce, the formation of a special class of
merchants; a separation which, in the towns bequeathecl by a former period, had been handed clown (among other things with the
Jews) and which very soon appeared in the newly formed ones.
With Lhis thHe was given the possibility of commercial communications transcending the immediate neighbourhood, a possibility, the realisation of which depended on the existing means
of communication, the state of public safety in the countryside,
which was determined by political conditions (during the whole
of the Middle Ages, as is well known, the merchants travelled in
armed caravans), and on the cruder or more advanced needs (determined by the stage of culture attained) of the region accessible
to intercourse.
With commerce the prerogative of a particular class, with the
extension of trade through the merchants beyond the immediate
su1Toundings of the town, there immediately appears a reciprocal
action between producLion and commerce. The towns enter into
relations with one another, new tools are brought from one town
rnto the other, and the separation between production and commerce soon calls forth a new division of production between (451
the individual towns, each of which is soon exploiting a predominant branch of industry. The local restrictions of earlier times
begin grad11ally to be broken down. lt depends purely on the extension of commerce whether the
productive forces achieved in a locality, especially inYentions,
are lost for later development or not. As long as there exists no
~ 0 mmerce transcending the immediate neighbourhood, every
invention must be made separately in each locality, and mere
chances such as irruptions of barbaric peoples, even ordinary
Wars, are sufficient to cause a country with advanced productive
forcl's and needs to have to start right over again from Lhe begin4•

52

KARL MARX AND FREDERICK

~:NGELS

ning. In primitive history every invention had to be made daily
anew and in each locality independently. How little highly developed productive forces arc safe from complete destruction, given
even a relatively very extensive commerce, is proved by the
Phoenicians,* whose inventions were for the most part lost for
a long time to come through the ousting of thi~ nation from commerce, its conquest by Alexander and its consequent decline;
Likewise, for instance, glass-painting in the Middle Ages. Only
when commerce has become worl1l commerce and has as its basis
large-scale industry, when all nations arc drawn into the competitive struggle, is the permanence of the acquired productive
forces assured. The immediate consequence of the division of labour between
the various towns was the rise of manufactures, branches of production which had outgrown tho guild-system. Manufactures
first flourished, in Italy and later in Flanders, under the historical
premise of commerce with foreig11 nations: In other countries,
England and France for example, manufactures were at first confined to the home market. Besides tho premises already mentioned manufactures depend on an already advanced concentration
of population, particularly in the countryside, and of capital,
which began to accumulate in the hands of individuals, partly in
the guilds in spite of the guild regulations, partly among the merchants.
[46] That labour which from the first presupposed a machine,
even of the crudest sort, soon showed itself the most capable of
development. Weaving, earlier carried on in the country by the
peasants as a secondary occupation to procure their clothing,
was the first labour to receive an impetus and a further development through the extension of commerce. \Veaving was the first
and remained the principal manufacture. The rising demand for
clothing materials, consequent on the growth of population, the
growing accumulation and mobilisation of natural capital through
accelerated circulation, the demand for luxuries called forth by
the latter and favoured generally by the gradual extension of commerce, gave weaving a quantitative and qualitative stimulus,
which wrenched it out of the form of production hitherto existing.
Alongside the peasants weaving for their own use, who continued,
and still continue, with this sort of work, there emerged a new
class of weavers in the towns, whoso fabrics were destined for
the whole home market and usually for foreign markets too.
Weaving, an occupation demanding in most cases little skill
and soon splitting up into countless branches, by its whole nature
• [Marginal note by :\1arx:] and glass-painting in the Middle Ages.
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. ted the trammels of the guild, Weaving was, therefore, carf1!5~~ on nio~tly in villages and market centres without guild organ~·ieti'on which gradually became towns, and indeed the most
JSll
'
.
iri<hiug
towns m
cach l an d.
110{vith guild-free manufacture, property relations also quickly
changed. The first advance beyond naturally derived estate capital was provirled by the rise of merchants whose capital was from
the beginning movable, capital in the modern sense as far as
one can speak of it, given the circumstances of those times, The
•ccoilll advance came with manufacture, which again made mobile
. ~ muss of natural capital, and altogether increased the ma~s of
movable capital as against tlrnt of natural capital.
At the same time, manufacture became a refuge of the peasants
from the guilds which cxcludPd them or paid them badly, just as
earlier the guild-towns had (served] as a refuge 147] for the peasant~ from (the oppressive lundcd nobility],*Simultaneously with the beginning of manufactures there was
ll period of vagabondage caused by the abolition of the feudal bodies
of retainers, the disbanding of the swollen armies which had
flocked to serve the kings against their vassals, the improvement
of agriculture, and the transformation of great strips of tillage
into p:isturc laud. From this alone it is clear how this vagabondage
is strictly connected with the disintegration of the feudal system.
As early as the thirteenth century we fmd isolated epochs of this
kind, bnt only at the end of the fifteenth and beginning of the
.•ixtPenth does this vagabondage make a general and permanent
appearance. These vagabonds, who were so numerous that, for
instance, Henry VIII of England had 72,000 of them hanged,
were only prevailed upon to work with the greatest difficulty and
tbr?ugh the most extreme necessity, and then only after long
res18tancc. The rapid rise of manufactures, particularly in England.'. absorbed them gradually. . \\1th the advent of manufacture the various nations entered
11 1to a competitive relationship, the struggle for trade, which:was
fou~ht 01Jt in wars, protective duties and prohibitions, whereas
earl~er the nations, insofar as they were connected at all, had
~arried on an inoffensive exchange with each other. Trade had
ro~- now on a political significance.
With the advent of manufacture the relationship between worker
nd employer changed. In the guilds the patriarchal relationship
.~et ween journeyman and master continued to exist; in manufacture
1 5 place was taken by the monetary relation between worker anrl
~apitalist- a relatiouship which in the countryside and in small
owns retained a patriarchal tinge, but in the larger, the real
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manufacturing towns, quite early lost almost all patriarchal complexion.
i\Ianufacture and the movement of production in general received
an enormous impetus through the extension oI commerce which
came with the discovery of America and the sea-route to the East
Indies. The new products imported thence, particularly the
masses oI gold and silver which CR me into circulation and totally
changed the position of the ·classes towards one another, dealing
a hard blow to Ieudal landed property and to the workers; the
expeditions oI ad ,·enturers, colonisation; and above all the extension of markets into a world market, which had now become possible and was daily becoming more and more a fact, called forth
a new phase [48) of historical development, into which in general
we cannot here enter further. Through the colonisation of the newly
discovered countries the commerciul struggle oI the nations
amongst one another was given new fuel and accordingly greater
extension and animosity.
The expansion of trade and manufacture accelerated the accumulation oI movable capital, while in the guilds, which were not
stimulated to extend their production, natural capital remained
stationary or even declined. Trade Rnd manufacture created the
big bourgeoisie; in the guilds was concentrated the petty bourgeoisie, which no longer was dominant in the towns as formerly, but
had to bow to the might of the great merchants and manufacl urers. * Hence the decline oI the guilds, as soon as they came
into contact with manufacture.
The intercourse oI nations took on, in the epoch ol which we
have been speaking, two different forms. At first the small quantity of gold and silver in circulation involved the ban on the
export oI these metals; and industry, for the most part imported
Irom abroad and made necessary by the need for employing the
growing urban population, could not do without those privileges
which could be granted not only, oI course, against home competition, but chiefly against foreign. The local guild privilege was
in these original prohibitions extended over the whole nation.
Customs duties originated from the tributes which the Ieudal
lords exacted as protective levies against robbery Irom merchants
passing through t.heir territories, tributes later imposed likewise
by the towns, and which, with the rise oI the modern stales, were
the. Treasury's most obvious means oI raising money.
The appearance oI American gold and silver on the European
markets, the gradual development of industry, the rapid expansion of trade and the consoquen t rise of the non-guild bourgeoisie
* [l\larginal note by :\larx:] Petty bourgeoisie-.'.\Hddlc class-Big bourgeoisie.
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d of money, gave these measures another significance. The

s~ te which was daily less and less able to do without money, now

;,iJ~ed the ban on the export of gold and silver out of fiscal
re ;.iderations; the bourgeois, for whom these masses of money
c?~i-ch were hurled on to the market became the chief object of
wJerulntive buying, were thoroughly content with this; privileges
:;t·iblishod earlier became a source of income for the government
and were sold for money; in the customs legislation there appearer! the export duty, which, since it only [placed] a hindrance
in thr way of industry, [49] had a purely fiscal aim.
The second period began in the middle of the seventeenth century
aud lasted almost to the end of the eighteenth. Commerce and
navigation had expanded more rapidly than manufacture, which
played a secondary role; the colonies were becoming considerable
consumers; and after long struggles the separate nations shared
out the opening world market among themselves. This period
begins with the Navigation Laws and colonial monopolies. The
competition of the nations among themselves was excluded as
far as possible by tariffs, prohibitions and treaties; and in the
last resort the competitive struggle was carried on and decided
by wars. (especially naval wars). The mightiest maritime nation,
the English, retained preponderance in trade and manufacture.
Here, already, we find concentration in one country.
Manufacture was all the time sheltered by protective duties
in the home market, by monopolies in the colonial market, and
abroad as much as possible by differential duties. The workingup of home-produced material was encouraged (wool and linen
in England, silk in France), the export of home-produced raw
material forbidden (wool in England), and the [working-up]
of imported material neglected or suppressed (cotton in England).
The nation dominant in sea trade and colonial power naturally secured for itself also the greatest quantitative and
qualitative expansion of manufacture. Manufacture could not
he carried on without protection, since, if the slightest change
tak~·s place in other countries, it can lose its market and be ruined;
unuer reasonably favourable conditions it may easily be introduced into a country, but for this very reason can easily be des!royed. At the same time through the mode in which it is carr~ed ?n•. particularly in the eighteenth century, in the countrys~de, It Is to such an extent interwoven with the vital relationships
? a ~reat mass of individuals, that no country dare jeopardise
~ls existence by permitting free competition. Insofar as it manages
t? export, it therefore depends entirely on the extension or restric110n of commerce, and exercises a relatively very small reaction
,~r[ ~e latter]. Hence its secondary [importance] and the influence
' 1 e merchants] in the eighteenth century. [50] It was the mer-
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chants and especially the shippers who more than anybody else
pressed for State protection and monopolies; the manufacturers
also demanded and indeed received protection, but aII the time
were inferior in political importance to the merchants. The commercial towns, particularly the maritime towns, became to some
extent civilised and acquired the outlook of the big bourgeoisie,
but in the factory towns an extreme petLy-bourgeois outlook persisted. Cf. Aikin, 20 etc. The eighteenth century was the century
of trade. Pinto says this expressly: "Le commerce fait la marotte
du siecle"*; and: "Depuis quelque temps il n'est plus question que
de commerce, de navigation et de marine."** 26
The movement of capital, although considerably accelerated,
stiII remained, however, relatively slow. The splitting-up of the
world market into separate parts, each of which was exploited by
a particular nation, the exclusion of competition among themselves
on the part of the nations, the clumsiness of production itself
and the fact that finance was only evolving from its early stages,
greatly impeded circulation. The consequence of this was a haggling, mean and niggardly spirit which stiII clung to all merchants
and to the whole mode of carrying on trade. Compared with the
manufacturers, and above aII with the craftsmen, they were certainly big bourgeois; compared with the merchants and industrialists of the next period they remain petty bourgeois. Cf. Adam
Smith. 27
This period is also characterised by the cessation of the bans
on the export of gold and silver and the beginning of the trade
in money; by banks, national debts, paper money; by speculation
in stocks and shares and stockjobbing in all articles; by the development of finance in general. Again capital lost a great part
of the natural character which had stiII clung to it.

(4. The Most Complex Division of Labour.
Big Industry)
The concentration of trade and manufacture in one country,
England, developing irresistibly in the seventeenth century,
graduaIIy created for this country a relative world market, and
thus a demand for the manufactured products of this country,
which could no longer be met by the industrial productive forces
hitherto existing. This demand, outgrowing the productive
forces, was the motive power which, by producing big industrythe application of elemental forces to industrial ends, machinery
• "Commerce is the rage of the century. "-Ed.
•• "For some time now people have been talking only about commerce,
navigation and the navy."-Ed.
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the most complex division of labour-called into existence the

ab~ d (51 J period of private ownership since the Middle Ages. There

t ir dy existed in England the other preconditions of this new

a~e:e· freedom of competition inside the nation, the development

Pf ath~oretical mechanics, etc. (Indeed, the science of mechanics
rfected by Jliewton was altogether the most popular science in
~e·iuce and England in the eighteenth century.) (Free competition
-:~ide the nation itself had everywhere to be conquered by a revo~ution-1640 and 1688 in England, 1789 in France.)
Competition soon compelled every country that wished t()
retain its historical role to protect its manufactures by renewed
customs regulations (the old duties were no longer any good
against big industry) and soon after to introduce big industry under
protective duties. Big industry universalised competition in spite
of those protective measures (it is practical free trade; the protective duty is only a palliative, a measure of defence within free
trade), established means of communication and the modern world
urnrket, subordinated trade to itself, transformed all capital int()
industrial capital, and thus produced the rapid circulation (development of the ftnancial system) and the centralisation of capital.
lly universal competition it forced all individuals to strain their
energy to .the utmost. It destroyed as far as possible ideology,
religion, morality, etc., and where it could not do this, made
them into a palpable lie. It produced world history for the ftrst
time, insofar as it made all civilised nations and every individual
member of them dependent for the satisfaction of their wants on
the whole world, thus destroying the former natural exclusiveness
of separate nations. It made natural science subservient to capital
and took from the division of labour the last semblance of its
natural character. It destroyed natural growth in general, as far
as this is possible while labour exists, and resolved all natural
relationships into money relationships. In the place of naturally
grown towns it created tho modern, large industrial cities which
have sprung up overnight. Wherever it penetrated, it destroyed
the crafts and all earlier stages of industry. It completed the victn~y of the commercial town over the countryside. [Its first premise] was the automatic system. [Its development] produced a
~ass of productive forces, for which private [property!* became
Just as much a fetter (52] as the guild had been for manufacture
and the small, rural workshop for the developing craft. These
produc~ive forces received under the system of private property
:. one-sided development only, and became for the majority destrucive1 ~orc?s; moreover, a great multitude of such forces could ftnd no.
app 1cat1on at all within this system. Generally speaking, big
0
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industry created everywhere the same relations between th ·
classes of society, and thus destroyed the peculiar individuality o
the various nationalities. And finally, while the bourgeoisie o
each nation still retained separate national interests, big industry
created a class, which in all nations has the same interest and with
which nationality is already dead; a class which is really ri .
of all the old world and at the same time stands pitted against
Big industry makes for the worker not only the relation to the''
capitalist, but labour itself, unbearable.
It is evident that big industry does not reach the same level
of development in all districts of a country. This does not, however, retard the class movement of the proletariat, because the proletarians created by big industry assume leadership of this movement and carry the whole mass along with them, and because the
workers excluded from big industry are placed by it in a still
worse situation than the workers in big industry itself. The countries in which big industry is developed act in a similar manner
upon the more or less non-industrial countries, insofar as the latter arc swept by universal commerce into the universal competitive struggle.

it:·.

*

*

*

These different forms [of production) are just so many forms
-0f the organisation of labour, and hence of property. In each period
a unification of the existing productive forces takes place, insofar
.as this has been rendered necessary to needs.
15. The Contradiction Between the Productive
Forces and the Form of Intercourse as the Basis
of a Social Revolution)
The contradiction between the productive forces and the form
·-0f intercourse, which, as we saw, has occurred several times in
past history, without, however, endangering the basis, necessarily
on each occasion burst out in a revolution, taking on at the same
time various subsidiary forms, such as all-embracing collisions,
collisions of various classes, contradiction of consciousness, battle
of ideas, etc., political conflict, etc. From a narrow point of view
one may isolate one of these subsidiary forms and consider it as
the basis of these revolutions; and this is all the more easy as the
individuals who started the revolutions had illusions about their
own activity according to their degree of culture and the stage
of historical development.
Thus all collisions in history have their origin, according to
-0ur view, in the contradiction between the productive forces and
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h form (531 of intercourse. Incidentally, to lead to collisions
~ c. country, this contradiction need not necessarily have reached
~~~a extreme limit in this particular country. The competition
~th industrially more advanced countries, brought about by the
·pansion of international intercourse, is sufficient to produce
ex •imilar contradiction in countries with a backward industry
(e.'g., the latent prol~tar~at in Germany brought into view by the
cou1petition of Enghsh rndustry).

J6.

Competition of Individuals and the Formation of Classes.
Development of Contradiction Between Individuals and
the Conditions of Their Life.
The Illusory Community of Individuals in Bourgeois
Society and the Real Unity of Individuals
under Communism. The Subjugation of Society's Conditions
of Life to the Power of United Individuals)

Competition separates individuals from one another, not only
the bourgeois but still more the workers, in spite of the fact that
it brings them together. Hence it is a long time before these individuals can unite, apart from the fact that for the purpose of this
union -if it is not to be merely local-the necessary means, the
great industrial cities and cheap and quick communications, have
first to be produced by big industry. Hence every organised power
standing over against these isolated individuals, who live in
rt'lationships daily reproducing this isolation, can only be overcome after long struggles. To demand the opposite would be tantninount to demanding that competition should not exist in this
definite epoch of history, or that the individuals should banish
frorn their min.ds relationships over which in their isolation they
have no control
Tl1e building of houses. With savages each family has as a matter of course its own cave or hut like the separate family tent
of the nomads. This separate domestic economy is made only the
~t~~ necessary by the further development of private property.
. it the agricultural peoples a communal domestic economy is
Jui~t as impossible as a communal cultivation of the soil. A great
:r.vance was the building of towns. In all previous periods, howf 'er, the abolition of individual economy, which is inseparable
0
10 '. m tho abolition of private property, was impossible for the
uuple reason that tho material conditions goveroing it were not
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pres.ent. The setting-up of a communal domestic economy pre1
supposes the development of machinery, the use of natural forces
and of many other productive forces-.g., of water-supplies, [54)
of gas-lighting, steam-heating, etc., the removal [of the antago~
nism) of town and country. Without these conditions a communal
economy would not in itself form a new productive force; lacking
any material basis and resting on a purely theoretical foundation,
it would be a mere freak and would end in nothing more than a
monastic economy. -What was possible can be seen in the towns
brought about by condensation and the erection of communal buildings for various definite purposes (prisons, barracks, etc.).
That the abolition of individual economy is inseparable from the
abolition of the family is self-evident.
(The statement which frequently occurs with Saint Max that
each is all that he is through the State is fundamentally the same
as the statement that tho bourgeois is only a specimen of the
bourgeois species; a statement which presupposes that the class of
bourgeois existed before the individuals constituting it.*)
In the Middle Ages the citizens in each town were compelled
to unite against the landed nobility to save their skins. Tim
extension of trade, the establishment of communications, led the
separate towns to got to know other towns, which had asserted
the same interests in the struggle with the same antagonist. Out
of the many local corporations of burghers there arose only gradually the burgher class. The conditions of life of the individual
burghers became, on account of their contradiction to the existing
relationships and of the mode of labour determined by these, conditions which were common to them all and independent of eaclt
individual. The burghers had created the conditions insofar as
they had torn themselves free from feudal t·ies, and were created
by them insofar as they were determined by their antagonism to
the feudal system which they found in existence. When the individual towns began to enter into associations, these common conditions developed into class conditions. The same conditions, the·
same contradiction, the same interests necessarily called forth
on the whole similar customs everywhere. The bourgeoisie itself,
wiLh its conditions, develops only gradually, splits according
to the division of labour into various fractions and finally absorbi;
all propertied classes it finds in existence** (while it develops the
• [Marginal note by Marx:] With the philosophers pre-existence of th"'

clas~.

•• [Marginal note by Marx:! To begin with it ab~orbs the branches of
labour directly belonging to the State and then all ± [more or Jessi ldeologlcal estates.
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.. rity of the earlier propertyless and a part of the hitherto
JlJ_aJOertied classes into a new class, the proletariat) in the measure
P 10 ~hich all property found in existence is transformed into into''
·1
"tl
1 •trial or commercrn cap1 a .
'";fbe separate iudividuals form a class only insofar as (55] they
1 . ve to carry on a common battle against another class; other1:; ·r they are on hostile terms with each other as competitors. On
Di~ other hand, the class in its turn achieves an independent ex·,tcucc over against the individuals, so that the latter find their
~~uclitions of existence predestined, and hence have their position
ill life and their personal development assigned to them by their
dass, become subsumed under it. This is the same phenomenon
"' the subjection of the separate individuals to the division of
labour and can only be removed by the abolition of private proper! v and of labour* itself. We have already indicated several times
1; 0 w this subsuming of individuals under the class brings with
it their subjection to all kinds of ideas, etc. lf from a philosophical point of view one considers this evolu1ion of individuals in the common conditions of existence of
<'states and classes, which followed on one another, and in the
accompanying general conceptions forced upon them, it is certainly very easy to imagine that in these individuals the species,
-0r "~fan", has evolved, or that they evolved "Man" -and in this
way one can give history some hard clouts on the car. One can conceive these various estates and classes to be specific terms of the
general expression, subordinate varieties of the species, or evolutionary phases of "Man··.
This subsuming of individuals under definite classes cannot
be aholished until a class has taken shape, which has no longer
any particular class interest to assert against the ruling class.
The transformation, through the division of labour, of personal
powers (relationships) into material powers, cannot be dispelled
by dismissing the general idea of it from one's mind, but can
only be abolished by the individuals again subjecting these matc;!a~ P?wers to themselves and abolishing the division of labour.**
_h1s 1s not possible without the community. Only in community Iwith others has each] individual (56] the means of cultivat~ng his gifts in all directions; only in the community, therefore,
18 personal freedom possible. In the previous substitutes for the
community, in the State, etc., personal freedom has existed only

-
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for the individuals who developed within the relationships of
the ruling class, and only insofar as they were individuals of
this class. The illusory community, in which individuals have
up till now combined, always took on an independent existence
in relation to them, and was at the same time, since it was the
combination of one class over against another, not only a completely illnsory community, but a new fetter as well. In the real
community the individuals obtain their freedom in and throull'h
their association.
Individuals have always built on themselves, but naturally
on themselves within their given historical conditions and relationships, not on the "pure" individual in the sense of the ideologists. But in the course of historical evolution, and precisely
through the inevitable fact that within the division of labour
social relationships take on an independent existence, there appears a division within the life of each individual, insofar as it is
personal and insofar as it is determined by some branch of labour
and the conditions pertaining to it. (We do not mean it to be understood from this that, for example, the rentier, the capitalist, etc.,
cease to be persons; but their personality is conditioned and determined by quite definite class relationships, and the division
appears only in their opposition to another class and, for themselves, only when they go bankrupt.) ln the estate (and even more
in the tribe) this is as yet concealed: for instance, a nobleman
always remains a nobleman, a commoner always a commoner,
apart from his other relationships, a quality inseparable from
his individuality. The division between the personal and the
class individual, the accidental nature of the conditions of life
for the individual, appears only with the emergence of the clnss,
which is itself a product of the bourgeoisie. This accidental character is only engendered and developed (57] by competition
and the struggle of individuals among themselves. Thus, in imagination, individuals seem freer under the dominance of tlu~
bourgeoisie than before, because their conditions of life seem
accidental; in reality, of course, they are less free, because they
are more subjected to the violence of things. The difference from
the estate comes out particularly in the antagonism between the
bourgeoisie and the proletariat. When the estate of the urban burghers, the corporations, etc., emerged in opposition to the landed
nobility, their condition of existence-movable property and
craft labour, which had already existed latently before their
separation from the feudal ties-appeared as something positive,
which was asserted against feudal landed property, and, th~re
fore, in its own way at first took on a feudal form. CertaiI!ly
the refugee serfs treated their previous servitude as something
accidental to their personality. But here they only were doing
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hat every class that is freeing itself from a fetter does; and they
;;1-d not free themselves as a class hut separately. Moreover, they
d~d 110 t rise above the system of estates, hut only formed a new
\ate retaining their previous mode of labour even in their new
::tuatton, and developing it further by freeing it from its earlier·
fetters, which no longer corresponded to the development already
·ittained.
' for the proletarians, on the other hand, the condition of their
existe 11ce, labour, and with it all the conditions of existence goverHillg modern society, have become something accidental, something over which they, as separate individuals, have no control,
and over which no social organisation can give them control.
The contradiction between the individuality of each separate pro-·
letarian and labour, the condition of lifo forced upon him, becomes evident to him himself, for he is sacrificed from youth upwards
and, within his own class, has no chance of arriving at tho condi-·
tions which would place him in the other class. (58] NB. It must not he forgotten that the serfs' very need·
of existing and the impossibility of a large-scale economy, which
involved the distribution of the allotments among the serfs, very
soon reduced the services of the serfs to their lord to an average
of payments in kind and statute-labour. This made it possible
for the serf to accumulate movable property and hence facilitated
his escape out of possession of his lord and gave him the prospect
of making his way as an urban citizen; it also created gradations
among the serfs, so that the runaway serfs were already half
burghers. 1t is likewise obvious that the serfs who were
masters of a craft had the best chance of acquiring movable
property. Thus, while the refugee serfs only wished to be free to develop
and assert those conditions of existence which were already there,
and hence, in the end, only arrived at free labour, the proletarians, if they are to assert themselves as individuals, will have
~o abolish the very condition of their existence hitherto (which
1 11s, moreover, been that of all society up to the present), namely,
.abour. Th11s they find themselves directly opposed to the form
III which, hitherto, the individuals, of which society consists,
~avo givcu themselves collective expression, that is, the State.
11 order, therefore, to assert themselves as individuals, they must
overthrow the State.
c lt follows from all we have been saying up till now that the
e~~nmunal relationship into which the individuals of a class
ag-~red, and which was determined by their common interests over
•llnst a third party, was always a community to which these
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individuals belonged only as average individuals, only insofar
.as they lived within the conditions of existence of their class_;
.a relationship in which they participated not as individuals but
as members of a class. With the community of revolutionary pro"
letarians, on the other hand, who take their conditions (591 of
existence and those of all members of society under their control,
it is just the reverse; it is as individuals that the individuals participate in it. It is just this combination of individuals (assuming
the advanced stage of modern productive forces, of course) which
puts the conditions of the free development and movement of
individuals under their control-conditions which were previously
.abandoned to chance and had won an independent existence over
.against the separate individuals jrrst because of their separation
.as individuals, and because of the necessity of their combination
which had been determined by the division of labour, and througq
their separation had become a bond alien to them. Combination
up till now (by no means an arbitrary one, such as is expounded
for example in the Contrat social,28 but a necessary one) was an
agreement upon these conditions, within which the individuals
were free to enjoy the freaks of fortune (compare, e.g., the formation of the North American State and the South American repub~
lies). This right to the undisturbed enjoyment, within certai~
conditions, of fortuity and chance has up till now been called
personal freedom. These conditions of existence are, of course, only
the productive forces and forms of intercourse at any particulail
time.
'
Communism differs from all previous movements in that iJ
overturns the basis of all earlier relations of production and inter·
course, and for the first time consciously treats all natural pre~
mises as the creatures of hitherto existing men, strips them of theil
natural character and subjugates them to the power of th~
united individuals. Its organisation is, therefore, essentially ecoJJ
nomic, the material production of the conditions of this unity; i
turns existing conditions into conditions of unity. The reality
which communism is creating, is precisely the true basis for ren
dering it impos.~ible that anything should exist independentlJi
of individuals, insofar as reality is only a product of the pre•
ceding intercourse of individuals themselves. Thus the com•
munists iJI practice treat the conditions created up to now bJ
production and intercourse as inorganic conditions, without,
however, imagining that it was the plan or the destiny ol
previous generations to give them material, and without believin&
that these conditions were inorganic for the individual~
creating them.
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(7. Contradiction Between Individuals and the Conditions
f Their Life as a Contradiction Between the Productive Forces
0 d the Form of Intercourse. The Development of the Productive
an
Forces and the Change of the Forms of Intercourse)
[fiOl The difference between the individual as a person and what
is accidental ~o ?im_is not a conc~ptual dif~ere_nce but a hi~torical
fact. This d1strnction has a different s1gmficance at different
til)les-c.g., the estate as something accidental to the individual
in the eighteenth century, the family more or less too. It is not
a di~ti nction that we have to muke for each age, but one which
each age makes itself from among the different elements which
it finds in existence, and indeed not according to any theory, but
compelled by material collisions in life.
Wlrnt appears uccidental to the later age as opposed to the
earlier-and this applies also to the elements handed down by
an carlicl' age -is a form of intercourse which corresponded to
a definite stage of development of the productive forces. The
relation of the productive forces to the form of intercourse, is
the rclatio11 of the form of intercourse to the occupation or activity of the individuals. (The fundamentnl form of this activity
is, of course, material, on which depend all other forms -mental,
political, religions, etc. The various shaping of material life is,
of course, in every case dependent on the needs which are already
developed, and the production, as well as the satisfaction, of
these needs is an historical process, which is not found in the case
of a sheep or a dog (Stirner's refractory principal argument adversus hominem), although sheep and dogs in their present form
certainly, but malgre eux, are products of an historical process.)
The couditions under which individuals have intercourse with
each other, so long as the above-mentioned contradiction is absent,
are conditions appertaining to their individuality, in no way
external to them; conditions under which these definite individuals, liYing under defrnite relationships, can alone produce their
material life and what is connected with it are thus the conditions
of th?ir self-activity and are produced by this self-activity.* The
defuntc condition under which they produce, thus corresponds,
~s long as [61) the coutradiction has not yet appeared, to the reality of their conditioned nature, their one-sided existence, the
o_ne-sidedness of which only becomes evident when the contradic¥fn ent~rs on the sceno and thus exists for the later individuals.
~en this condition appears as an accidental fetter, and the consciousnPss that it is a fetter is imputed lo the earlier age as well.
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These various conditions, which appear first as conditions oC
self-activity, later as fetters upon it, form in the whole evolution
of history a coherent series of forms of intercourse, the coherence
of which consists in this~ in the place of an earlier form of inter-!
course, which has become a fetter, a new one is put, corresponding
to the more developed productive forces and, hence, to the advanced mode of the self-activity of individuals-a form which in
its turn becomes a fetter and is then replaced by another. Since
these conditions correspond at every stage to the sirnul taneous de~
velopment of the productive forces, their history is at the same tim~
the history of the evolving productive forces taken over by each
new generation, and is, therefore, the history of the development
of the forces of the individuals themselves.
Since this evolution takes place naturally, i.e., is not subordi~
nated to a general plan of freely combined individuals, it pro~
ceeds from various localities, tribes, nations, brunches of labour,
etc., eacli of wliich to start with develops independently of the
others and only gradually enters into relation with the others ..
Furthermore, it takes place only very slowly; the various stagiis
and interests are never completely overcome, but only subordinated to the prevailing interest and trail along beside the latter for
centuries afterwards. It follows from this that witliin a nation itself the individuals, even apart from their pecuniary circumstances, have quite different developments, and that an earlier
interest, the peculiar form of intercourse of which has already been
ousted by that belonging to a later interest, remains for a long
time afterwards in possession of a traditional power in the illusory community (State, law), which has won im existence independent of the individuals; a power which in the last resort can
only be broken by a revolution. This explains why, with reference
to individual points [62] which allow of a more general summingup, consciousness can sometimes appear further advanced than
the contemporary empirical relationships, so that in the struggles
of a later epoch one can refer to earlier theoreticians as authorities.
On the other hand, in countries which, like North America,
begin in an already advanced historical epoch, the development
proceeds very rapidly. Such countries have no other natural premises than the individuals, who settled there and were led to do
so because the forms of intercourse of the old countries did not
correspond to their wants. Thus they begin with the most advanced individuals of the old countries, and, therefore, with the
correspondingly most advanced form of intercourse, before this
form of intercourse has been able to establish itself in the old
countries. This is the case with all colonies, insofar as they are not
mere military or trading stations. Carthage, the Greek colonies,
and Iceland in the eleventh and twelfth centuries, provide exam-
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of this. A similar relationship issues from conquest, when a

y1c~1 of intercourse which has evolved on another soil is brought

0 ~cr
0~
5

complete to the conquered country: whereas in its home it
still encumbered with interests and relationships left over
f:.;:!U· parJier periods, here it can and must be established comletcly and without hindrance, if only to assure the conquerors'
19
1 sting power. (England and Naples after the Norman conquest,
~hrn they received the most perfect form of feudal organisation.)

f.

(8. The Role of Violence (Conquest) in History]
This whole interpretation of history appears to be contradicted
by the fact of conquest. Up till now violence, war, pillage, murder

and robbery, etc., have been accepted as the driving force of
histor\'. Here we must limit ourselves to the chief points and
take, therefore, ouly the most striking example-the destruction
of an old civilisation by a barbarous people and the resulting
formation of 1111 entirely new organisation of society. (Rome and
the lmrharians; feudalism and Gaul; the Byzantine Empire and
the 'l'urks, 30 )
[(;31 \\'ith the conquering barbarian people war itself is still,
as indicated ahove, a regular form of intercourse, which is the
more eagerly exploited as the increase in population together with
the lrnditional and, for it, the ouly possible crude mode of production gives rise to the need for new means of production.
In ltnly, on the other hand, the coucentration of landed property
\can~ed not only by buying-up and indebtedness but also by inher1tauce, since loose living being rife and marriage rare, the old
families gradually died out and their possessions fell into the
hands of a few) and its conversion into grazing-land (caused not
?nly by lhe usual economic forces still operative today but by the
nuporl.ation of plundered and tribute-corn and the resultant lack
or clP1na11d for llalian corn) brought about the almost total disappea~ancc of the free population. The very slaves died out again and
agu1n, and bad constantly to be replaced by new ones. Slavery
re?'1<1inc<l the basis of the whole productive system. The plebeians,
1111 rlway between freemen and slaves, never succeeded in becoming
~oru than a proletarian rabble. Rome indeed never became more
. au n city; its connection with the provinces was almost exclu81'"1t:ly political and could, therefore, easily be broken again by
po ll1ca1 events.
t'Jrothing is more common than the notion that in history up
1 now it has only been a question of taking. The barbarians
5•
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take the Roman Empire, and this fact of laking is made to explai~
the transition fro.m the old world to the. feu~al system. In th~
taking by barbarians, however, the question is, whether the na1
tion which is conquered has evolved induslrial productive forces!
as is the case with modern peoples, or whether their productive
forces are based for the most part merely on their association an~
on the community. Taking is Inrther determined by the objec1
taken. A banker's fortune, consisting of paper, cannot be takem
at all, without the taker's submilting lo the conditions of production and intercourse of the country taken. Similarly the total
industrial capital of a modern industrial country. And finally,
everywhere there is very soon an end to taking, and when there i1
nothing more to take, you have to set aboul producing. From thil
necessity of producing, which very soon asserts itself, it follo~
[64] that the form of community adopled by the setlling con<
querors must correspond to tho stage of development of the pro:
ductive forces they find in existence; or, if this is not the case
from the start, it must change according to the productive forces.
By this, too, is explained the fact, which people profess to havd
noticed everywhere in the period following the migration of th~
peoples, namely, that the servant was master, and that the conquerors very soon took over language, culture and manners fro~
the conquered. The feudal system was by no means brought complete from Germany, but had its origin, as far as the conquerors
were concerned, in the martial organisation of the army during
the aclual conquest, and this ouly evolved after the conquest
into the feudal system proper lhrough the aclion of the productiv~
forces found in the conquered countries. To what an ex lent this
form was determined by lhe productive forces is shown by the
abortive attempts lo realise olher forms derived from reminiscences of ancient Rome (Charlemagne, etc.).
To be continued.

[9. The Development of Contradiction
Between the Productive Forces and the Form of Intercourse
in the Conditions of Big Industry and Free Competition.
Antithesis Between Labour and Capital)
In big industry and competition the whole mass of condilions
of existence, limilations, biases of individuals, arc fused together
into the two simplest forms: private property and labour. With
money every form of intercourse, aucl intercourse itself, is considered fortuitous for the individuals. Thus money implies that
all previous inlercourse was only intercourse of individuals under
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ticlllar conditions, not of individuals as individuals. These
par <lit ions are reduced to two: accumulated labour or privaLe propcotn·
aiid actual labour. If both or one of these ceases, then intercl' } ~ ~
. ursc comes to a sLandstill. The modern economisLs themselves,
co
Sismondi, Cherbuliez, etc., oppose "association of indic_-.7j,;als" to "association of capital". On the other hand, the indi~~d11al~ themselves are entirely snbordinated to the division
of labour and hence are brought into the most complete dependence
011 one another. Private properLy, insofar as within labonr itself
it is opposed to labour, evolves out of the necessity of accumulation, aml has still, to begin wiLh, rather the form of ~he commuualit.y; bnL in its further development it approaches more and
more Lim modern form of private property. The division of labour implies from the outset the division of Lhe conditions of labour,
of lools and materials, and thus Lhe splitting-up of accumulated capital among different owners, and thus, also, the division between capiLal and labour, and the different forms of property it~elf. The more the division of labour develops (65] and
accnmnlation grows, the sharper are Lhe forms that this process
oI d iIIerentiation assumes. Labour itself can only exist on the
premise of this fragmentation.
(Personal energy of the individuals of various nations-Germans
and Americans-energy even through cross-breeding-hence the
cretinism of the Germans; in France and England, etc., foreign
peoples transplanted to an already developed soil, in America
to an entirely new soil; in Germany the natural populaLion quietly
stayed where it was.)
Thus two facts are here revealed.* First the productive forces
appear as a world for themselves, quite independent of and divorced from the individuals, alongside the individuals: the reason
for this is that the individuals, whose forces they are, exist split
up 11nrl in opposition to ono another, whilst, on the other hand,
these forces are only real forces in the intercourse and association
of these individuals. Thus, on the one hand, we have a totality
of productive forces, which have, as it were, taken on a material
forrn and arc for the individuals no longer the forces of the individ~tals but of private property, and hence of the individuals only
~nsofar as they are owners of private property themselves. Never,
in ~ny _earlier period, have the productive forces taken on a form
so indifferent to the intercourse of individuals as individuals,
because their intercourse itself was formerly a restricted one.

-*

[Marginal note by Engels:] Sismondi.
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On the other hand, standing over against these producti
forces, we have the majority of the individuals from whom the
forces have been wrested away, and who, robbed thus of all re
life-content, have become abstract individuals, but who are, ho
ever, only by this fact put into a position to enter into relatio
with one another as individuals.
The only connection which still links them with the productiv
forces and with their own existence -labour-has lost all semblan
of self-activity and only sustains their (66) life by stunting i
While in the earlier periods self-activity and the production o
material life were separated, in that they devolved on differen
persons, and while, on account of the narrQwness of the indi
viduals themselves, the production of material life was considere
as a subordinate mode of sulf-activity, they now diverge to sue
an extent that altogether material life appears as the end, an
what produces this material life, labour (which is now the only
possible but, as we sec, negative form of self-activity), as the:
means.
(10. The Necessity, Conditions and Consequences
of the Abolition of Privat.e Property)

Thus things have now come to such a pass, that the individuals
must appropriate the existing totality of productive forces, not
only to achieve self-activity, but, also, merely to safeguard their
very existence.
This appropriation is first determined by the object to be appropriated, tho productive forces, which have been developed to a
totality and which only exist within a universal intercourse.
From this aspect alone, therefore, this appropriation must have
a universal character corresponding to the productive forces and
the intercourse. The appropriation of these forces is itself nothing
more than the development of the individuaJ capacities corresponding to the material instruments of production. The appropriation of a totality of instruments of production is, for this very
reason, the development of a totalily of capacities in the individuals themselves.
This appropriation is further determined by the persons appropriating. Only the proletarians of the present day, who arc completely shut off from all self-activity, are in a position to achieve
a complete and no longer restricted self-activity, which consists
in the appropriation of a totality of productive forces and in the
thus postulated development of a totality of capacities. All earlier
revolutionary appropriations were restricted; individuals, whose
self-activity was restricted by a crude instrument of production
and a limited intercourse, appropriated this crude instrument (67)
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odnction, and hence merely achieved a new state of limitabut
u , • themselves remained subordinate to the division of labour
thcf thl'ir owu instrument of production. Iu all expropriations
uni to 110 w, a mass of individuals remained subservient to a single
~ 1 P.truiuenL of production; in the appro11riation by the prole:'.:~juu~, a m~"? of instruments of Jlroduction must be ~nadc s~bject
L-0 each i11d1v1dual, and properLy to all. Modern universal mlercour~e can be controlled by individuals, therefore, only when coutrolk1i hy al I.
Tbis appropriatio11 is furLher determined by the manuer in
whicl1 iL m11Ht he effected. IL can ouly be effected through a union,
wiiieli hy the character o[ the proletariat itself can again only he
a uuiwr~:il ollt', aud through a revolution, in which, on the 011e
h;rnd, the rower of the earlier mode of production and intercourse
and ~ocial orga11i~atio11 is overthrown, and, on the oLhor hand,
lht•re develops tho universal character and the energy of tho prolPlaria t, without which Lhe revolution cannot be accomplished;
and in which, furLher, Lhe proletariaL rids itself of everything
that still clings to iL from its previous position in socieLy.
Ouly at tl1i~ stage does se\f-activiLy coiucide with material
life, wh~ch corrospouds to the development of individuals inLo
ccnnplele individuals and the casLing-off of al\ 11atural limitations.
Tltu tra11~formdio11 of labour into self-activity correspouds to
the tr;>usformation of the earlier limited intercourse inLo the
int.crconrse of individuals as such. With the appropriation of
the total productive forces through united individuals, private
propC>rly comes to an end. Whi\sL previously in history a particular conditiou always appeared as accidental, now the isolation of iudividuals and the parLicular private gain of each mau
ham themselves become accidental.
The individuals, who are no longer subject [68) to the division
o[ labour, have been conceived by the philosophers as an ideal,
undPr the name "!\Ian". They have conceived the whole process
which we have outlined as the evoluLionary process of ":\fan",
~o ~hat at every historical stage "Man" was substituted for the
111cl1viduals and shown as the motive force of history. The whole
proct•ss Wus thus conceived as a process of the self-estrangement
?f"~lan",* imJ this was essentially due to the fact Lhat the 11verage
1 nd1vitlual of the Inter stage was always foisted on to the earlier
stage, aud I.he consciousness of a later age on lo the individuals of
an earlier. Ttn·ough this inversion, which from the first is an abstract image of the actual conditions, it was possible to transform
the whole of history into an evolutionary process o[ consciousness.

0!011pr Their instrumenL of production became their property,

• [.\lnrginal note by Marx:} Self-estrangement.
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Civil society embraces the whole material intercourse of ind
viduals within a definite stage of the development of productiv
forces. It embraces the whole commercial and industrial life
a given stage and, insofar, transcends the State and the nation
though, on the other hand again, it must assert itself in its foreig
relations as nationality and inwardly must organise itself as State
The term "civil society" (biirgerliche Gesellschaft)* emerged in th
eighteenth century, when llroperly relationships had already.
extricated themselves from the ancient and medieval communal
society. Civil society as such only develops with the bourgeoisie;
the social organisation evolving directly out of production and
commerce, which in all ages forms the basis of tho State and of
the rest o{ the idealistic** superstructure, has, however, always
been designated by the same name.

(11.J The Relation of State and Law to Property
The first form of property, in the ancient world as in the Middle
Ages, is tribal property, determined with the Romans chiefly
by war, with [69) the Germans by the roaring of cattle. In the
case of the ancient peoples, since several tribes live together in
one town, the tribal property appears as State property, and the
right of the individual to it as mere "possession'' which, however,
like tribal properly as a whole, is confined to landed property
only. Real private property began with the ancients, as with
modern nations, with movable property.-(Slavory and community) (dominium ex jure Quiritum***). In the case of the nations
which grew out of the Middle Ages, tribal properly evolved through
various stages-feudal landed properly, corporative movable
property, capital invested in manufacture-to modern capital,
detennined by big industry and universal competition, i.e., pure
private property, which has cast off all semblance of a communal
institution and has shut out the State from any influence on the
development of property. To this modern private property corresponds the modern State, which, purchased gradually by the
owners of property by means of taxation, has fallen entirely
into their hands through the national debt, and its existence has
become wholly dependent on the commercial credit which the
• "Burgerliche Gesellschaft" can mean either "bourgeois society" or
"civil socicty".-Ed.
** i.e., ideal, ideological.-Ed.
*•* Ownership in accordance with the law applying to full Homan
citizens. -Ed.
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. iers of property, the bourgeois, extend to it, as reflected in the
and fall of State funds on the stock exchange. By the mere
ris~ that it is a class and no longer an estate, the bourgeoisie is
~ac ed to organise itself no longer locally, but nationally, and to give
or~ncral form to its mean average interest. Through the emancia 1ion of private property from the community, the State has
c:co!lIC a separate entity, beside and outside Civil Society; but it
•5 nothing more than the form of organisation which the bourgeois
~ecessarily adopt both for internal and external purposes, for
the mutual guarantee of their properly and interests. The independence of the State is only found nowadays in those countries
where the estates have not yet completely developed into classes,
where the estates, done away with in more advanced countries,
still have a part to play, and where there exists a mixture; countries, that is to say, in which no one section of the population
can achieve dominance over the others. This is the case particularly iu Germany. The most perfect example of the modern State
is North (70) America. The modern French, English and American
writers all express the opinion that the State exists only for the
sake of private property, so that this fact has penetrated into the
consciousness of the normal man.
Since .the State is the form in which the individuals of a ruling
class assert their common interests, and in which the whole civil
society of an epoch is epitomised, it follows that the State mediates
in the formation of all common institutions and that the instil11tio115 receive a political form. Hence the ilhISion that law
is based on the will, and indeed on the will divorced from its real
basis-on free will. Similarly, justice is in its turn reduced to the
actual 111ws.
Civil law develops simultaneously with private property out
of the disintegration of the natural community. With the Romans
~he development of private property and civil law had no further
Industrial and commercial consequences, because their whole mode
of production did not alter.* With modern peoples, where the
teudal c?mmunity was disintegrated by industry and trade, there
~an with the rise of private property and civil law a new phase,
": ~ch was capable of further development. The very first town
~hich carried on an extensive maritime trade in the ~fiddle Ages,
t malll., also devoloped maritime law. 31 As soon as industry and
. rade 1developed private property further, first in Italy and later ·
~n ot i~r countries, the highly developed Roman civil law. was
~h1mediately adopted again and raised to authority. When later
u e.bo1:1rgeoisie had acquired so much power that the princes took
Pits interests in order to overthrow the feudal nobility by means
0 ~' 1

--

• !Marginal note by Engels:] (Usury!)
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of the bourgeoisie, there began in all countries-in France in th
sixteenth century-tho real development of law, which in al
countries except England proceeded (711 on the basis of the Roma
Codex. In England, too, Roman legal principles had to be intr
duced to further the development of civil law (especially in th
case of movable property). (It must not be forgotten that la
has just as little an independent history as religion.)
ln civil law the existing property relationships are declare
to be the result of the general will. The jus utendi et abutendi
itself asserts on the one hand the fact that private property h
become entirely independent of the community, and on the othe
the illusion that private property itself is based solely on th
private will, the arbitrary disposal of the thing. In practice, th
abuti** has very definite economic limitations for the owner o
private property, if he docs not wish to see his property and henc·
his jus abutendi* ** pass into other hands, since actually the thing
considered merely with reference to his will, is not a thing at ali
but only becomes a thing, true property in intercourse, and ind '
pendently of the law (a relationship, which the philosophers cal
an idea****). This juridical illusion, which reduces law to th
mere will, necessarily leads, in the further development of pro
erty relationships, to the position that a man may have a leg
title to a thing without really having the thing. If, for instance
the income from a piece of land is lost owing to competition, the
the proprietor has certainly his legal title to it along with th
jus utendi et abutendi. But he can do nothing with it: he ow
nothing as a landed proprietor if in addition he has not enoug
capital to cultivate his ground. This illusion of the jurists als
explatns the fact that for them, as for every code, it is altogethe
fortuitous that individuals enter into relationships among them·
selves (e.g., contracts); it explains why they consider that thes
relationships [can] be entered into or not at will, [72] and that
their content rests purely on the individual [free] will of the con~
tracting parties.
Whenever, through the development of industry and commerce.
new forms of intercourse have been evolved (e.g., insurance companies, etc.), the law has always been compelled to admit them
among the modes of acquiring property.*****

* The right of using antl consuming (also: abusing), i.e., of dispo~·
ing of a thing at will.-Nd.
· "* Consuming or almsing.-Ed.
uo Tho right of abusing.-Ed.
•••• [Marginal note by Marx:] For the philosophers relationship=idea.
They only know the relation of "Man" to himself and hence for them all real
relations become ideas.
••••• Further, at the end of the manuscript, there are notes writtl!ll
in Marx's 1_J.and which were intended for his further elaboration.-Ed.
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( 12. Forms of Social Consciousness)
The influence of the division of labour on science.
Thc role of repression with regard to the State, right, morality,
ctl.In the! Jaw the bourgeois must give themselves a general exprcFEion precisely because they rule as a class.
J'\at1m1I science and history.
Tlirre is no history of politics, law, science, etc., of art, religion,
etc.*
JVhy the ideologists turn everything upside-down.
lleligiouists, jurists, politicians.
J uri;:ts, politicians (statesmen in general), moralists, religionisls.
For Lhis ideological subdivision within a class, 1. The occupation assumes an independent existence owing to division of labour:
e\'eryone believes his craft to be the true one. The very nature
of their craft causes them to succumb the more easily to illusions
rl'gurding the connection between their craft and reality. Jn their
co11~cious11ess, in jurisprudence, politics, etc., relationships become
concepts; since they do not go beyond these relationships, the
concepts of the relationships also become fixed concepts in their
mind. The judge, for example, applies the code, he therefore regards legislation as the real, active driving force. Respect for
their goods, because their craft deals with general matters.
Idea of justice. Idea of State. The matter is turned upside-down
iu ordinary consciousness.

Religion is from the outset consciousness of the transcendental
arising from a real necessity.
This more popular.
Tl'a<lition, with regard to law, religion, etc.

•

•

r73l** Individuals always started, and always start, from themselves. Their relations are the relations of their real life. How

-.

~ l'iarginal nole by Marx:] To the "communiLy" as it appears in lhe

~hctent Slate, in feudalism and in lhe absolute monarchy, to lhis bond cor"5,J~n~ especially lhe religious conceptions.

l'
• 1 his last page is not numbered m lho manuscript. IL contains noles
/ 1•llng_ to lhe beginning of the aulhors' exposilion of the materialistic
or'i'hept1on of history. The ideas expressed here arc developed in Part I
e chaplcr, in Section 3.-Ed.
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does it happen that their relations assume an independen~
existence over against them? and that the forces of their ow:q
life overpower them?
;
In short: the division of labour, the level of which depends on the
development of the productive power at any particular time.
Landed property. Communal property. Feudal. Modern.
Estate property. Manufacture property. Industrial capital.
Written between Novcmbcr 1845
and August 1846
First published in Russian in
the Marx-Engels Archives, Book I,
1924

Translated from the German

KARL MARX

From THE POVERTY OF PHILOSOPHY

Economic categories are only the theoretical expressions, the
abstractions of the social relations of production. M. Proudhon,
holding things upside down like a true philosopher, secs in actual
rrlatio11s nothing but the incarnation of these principles, of these
categories, which were slumbering-so M. Proudhon the philosopher tells us-in the bosom of the "impersonal reason of
humanify".
!\I. Proudhon the economist understands very well that men
make cloth, linen or silk materials in defmite relations of production. But what he has not understood is that these definite social
relations are just as much produced by men as lineu, flax, etc.
Social relations arc closely hound up with productive forces.
In acquiring new productive forces men change their mode of
production; and in changing their mode of production, in changing
tlie way of earning their living, they change all their social relations. The hand-mill gives you society with the feudal lord; the
steam-rnill, society with the industrial capitalist.
The same men who establish their social relations in conformity
wit.h tltcir material productivity, produce also principles, ideas
and categories, in conformity wilh their social relations.
Tims these ideas, these categories, arc as little eternal as the
relations they express. They are historical and transitory products.
Tlwre is a continual movement of growth in productive forces,
?f destruction in social relations, of formation in ideas; the only
:~~~1table thing is the abstraction of movement-mars immortagconornists have a singular method or procedure. There
are only two kinds of institutions for them, artificial
and 1111tural. The institutions of feudalism are artificial institnlih·ons, those of the bourgeoisie are natural institutions. In this
t ey resemble the theologians, who likewise establish two kinds
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of religion. Every religion which is not theirs is an invention of
men, while their own is an emanation from God. When the economists say that present-day relations-the relations of bourgeois
production-are natural, they imply that these are the relations
in which wealth is created and productive forces developed in
conformity with the laws of nature. These relations therefore
are themselves natural laws independent of the influence of time.
They are eternal laws which must always goYern ~ociety. Thus
there has been history, hul there is no louger any. There has been
history, since there were the institutions of feudalism, and in these
institutions of feudalism we find quite different relations of production from those of bourgeois society, which the economists
try to pass off as natural and as such, eternal.
Feudalism also had its proletariat-the estate of serfs, which
contained all the germs of the bourgeoisie. Feudal production also
had two antagonistic elements which are likewise designated by
the name of the good side and the bad side of feudalism, il"respective
of the fact that it is always the bad side that in the end triumphs
oYer the good side. It is the bad side that pl'Oduces the movement
which makes history, by proYiding a struggle. II', during the
epoch of the domination of feudalism, the economists, enthusiastic oYer the knightly virtues, the beautiful harmony between
rights and duties, the patriarchal life of the towns, the prosperous condition of domestic industry in the countryside, the de\"elopment of industry organised into corporations, guilcls and
frateruities, in short, eYerything that coustitutes the good side
of feudalism, had set themselYes the problem of eliminating
eYerything that cast a shadow on this picture-serfdom, privileges, anarchy-what would ha\·e happened? All the elements
which called forth the struggle would have been destroyed, and
tl1e development of the bourgeoisie nipped in the bud. One would
have set oneself the absurd problem of eliminating history.
After the triumph of the bourgeoisie there was no longer any
question of the good or the bad side of feudalism. The bourgeoisie
took po~session of the productive forces it had developed under
feudalism. All the old economic forms, the corresponding civil
relations, the politicnl state which was the official expression of
the old civil society, were smashed.
Tlms feudal production, to be judged properly, must be considered as a mode of production founded on antagonism. It must
be shown how wealth was produced within this antagonism, how
the prorluctiYe forces were developed at the same time as class
antagonisms, how one of the classes,. the bad side, the drawback
of society, went on growing until the material conditions for its
emancipation had attained full maturity. Is not this as good as
saying that the mode of production, the relations in which pro-
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dnctive forces are developed, are a1.1ything but eternal laws, but
thiit they correspond to a definite development of men and of their
iroductive forces, and that a change in men's prodnctive forces
~cccssarily brings about a change in their relations of production?
As 1be main thing is not to be deprived of the frnits of civilisation,
of the acquired productive forces, the traditional forms in which
they were produced must be smashed. From this moment the revoJul ionary class becomes conservative.
The bonrgeoisie begins with a proletariat which is itself a relic
of the proletariat of feudal times. In the course of its historical
dr' elopment, the bourgeoisie necessarily develops its antagonistic
character, which at first is more or less disguised, existing only in
a J.iLent state. As the bourgeoisie develops, there develops in its
)Josom a new proletariat, a modern proletariat; there develops
a struggle between the proletarian class and the bourgeois class,
a slrnggle which, before being felt, perceived, appreciated, understood, avowed and proclaimed aloud by both sides, expresses
ilsl'H. lo start with, merely in partial and momentary conflicts,
in ,ubversive acts. On the other hand, if all the members of the
1nodern bourgeoisie have the same interests inasmuch as they
form a class as against another class, they have opposite, antagonistic interests inasmuch as they stand face lo face wiLh one another. '!'his opposition of interests results from the economic concl ilions of their bourgeois life. From day to day it thus becomes
clcal'er that the production relations in which the bourgeoisie
moves have not a simple, uniform character, !Jilt a dual character; that in the selfsame relations in which wealth is produced,
povcrl y is produced also; that in the selfsame relations in which
there is a development of the productive forces, there is also a
fu1·rc producing repression; that these relations produce bourgeois
u·ea/tli. i.e., the wealth of the bourgeois class, only by continually
an11ih ilating the wealth of the individual members of this class
ancl by producing an ever-growing proletariat.
The more the antagonistic character comes to light, the more
the Pconomists, the scientific representatives of bourgeois prod~iclion, find themselves in confliet with their own theory; and
d1firl'ent schools arise .
. \ye have the fatalist economists, who in their theory are as
Indifferent to what they call the dra,vbacks of bourgeois pro~luction as the bourgeois themselves are in practice to the suffer~nlfs of the proletarians who help them to acquire wealth. In
fatalist school there are Classics and Romantics. The Class'.c~. like Adam Smith and Ricardo, represent a bourgeoisie which,
~htJe still struggling with the relics of feudal society, works only
d0 P~rge economic relations of feudal taints, to increase the proUctive forces and to give a new upsurge to industry and commerce.
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The proletariat that takes part in this struggle and is absorbed
in this feverish labour experiences only passing, accidental sufferings, and itself regards them as such. Economists like Adam Smith
and Ricardo, who are the historians of this epoch, have no other
mission than that of showing how wealth is acquired in bourgeois
production relations, of formulating these relations into categories, into laws, and of showing how superior these laws, these
categories, are for the production of wealth to the laws and categories of feudal society. Poverty is in their eyes merely the pang
which accompanies every childbirth, in nature as in industry.
The Romantics belong to our own age, in which tho bourgeoisie
is in direct opposition to the proletariat; in which poverty is
engeudered in as great abundanco as wealth. The economists now
pose as blase fatalists, who, from their elevated position, cast a
proudly disdainful glance at the human machines who manufacture
wealth. They copy all the developments given by their predecessors, and the indifference which in the latter was merely naivete
becomes in them coquetry.
Next comes the humanitarian school, which sympathises with
the bad side of present-day prorluction relations. It seeks, by way
of easing its conscience, to palliate even if slightly the real contrasts; it sincerely deplores tho distress of the proletariat, the
unbridled competition of the bourgeois among themselV"es; it
counsels the workers to be sober, to work hard and to have few
children; it advises the bourgeois to put a reasoned ardour into
production. The whole theory of this school rests on interminable
distinctions between theory and practice, between principles and
results, between idea and application, between form and content,
between essence and reality, between right and fact, between the
good side and the bad side.
The philanthropic school is the humanitarian school carried
to perfection. It denies the necessity of antagonism; it wants to
turn all men into bourgeois; it wants to realise theory in so far
as it is distinguished from practice and contains no antagonism.
It goes without saying that, in theory, it is easy to make an abstraction of the contradictions that are met with at every moment
is actual reality. This theory would therefore become idealised
reality. The philanthropists. then, want to retain the categories
which express bourgeois relations. without the antagonism which
constitutes them and is inseparable from them. They think they
arc seriously fighting bourgeois practice, and they are more bourgeois than the others.
Jusl as the economists are the scientific representatives of the
bourgeois class, so the Socialists and the Communists are the
theoreticians of the proletarian class. So long as the proletariat
is not yet sufficiently developed to constitute itself as a class,
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aud consequently so long as the struggle itself of the proletariat
with the bourgeoisie has not yet assrrmed a political character,
nnd the productive forces are not yet sufficiently developed in
tlic bo~om of the bourgeoisie itself lo enable us to catch a glimpse
of tJie material conditions necessary for the emarreipation of the
proletariat and for the formation of a new society, these theoretici >i JI~ are merely nlopians who, to meet the wants of the oppressed
c l<1sses, improvise systems and go in search of a regenerating
scicucc. But in the measure that history moves forward, and with
it the struggle of the proletariat assumes clearer outlines, they
no longer need to seek science in their minds; they have only
to lake note of what is happening before their eyes and to become
its monthpiece. So long as they look for science and merely make
systems, so long as they are at the begiuning of the struggle, they
see iu poverty nothing but poverty, without seeing in it the revolutionary, subversive side, which will overthrow the old society.
from this moment, science, which is a product of the historical
1110\"emenl, has associated itself consciously with it, has ceased to
he doctrinaire and has become revolutionary.
Let ns return lo '.\'[. Proudhon.
EYery ecouomic relation has a good and a bad side; it is the
one point on which i\1. Proudhon does not give himself the lie.
He sees the good side expounded by the economists; the bad
sidr he sees denounced by the Socialists. lie borrows from the
eco11omists the necessity of eternal relations; he borrows from
the Socialists the illusion of seeing in poverty nothing but poverty.
Ile is iu agreement with both in wanting to fall back upon the
a11tliority of science. Science for him reduces itself to the slender
proportions of a sci en lil'1c l'ormula; he is the man in search of form11las. Thus it is that \I. Proudhon flatters himself on having
giYPn a criticism of both political economy aud communism: he
is bcu£'ath them both. Beneath the economists, ~ince, as a philo8ophcr wl10 has at his elbow a magic formula, he tlrnnght he could
clispeuse with going into purely economic details; beneath the
Sori<rlisls, because he has neither courage enough nor insight
e11m1gh lo rise, be it even speculatively, above the bourgeois horizon.

ffe wants to be the synthesis-he iR a compoRile error.
He wa11 ls to soar aR the man of science above the bomgeois
a11d the proletarian; he is merely the ·petty bonrgcois, continually
tossc'<i hack and forth between capital and Jabour, political econo111y and communism ....
Large-scale industry concentrates i11 one place a crowd of pcof}e unknown lo one another. Competition divides their interests.
(_1 1t the maiulonancc of wages, this common iulrrPsl. which they
•ave against their boBs, unites them in a common thought of
.G-!Q87

82

KARL MARX

resistance-combination. Thus combination always has a double
aim, that of stopping competition among the workers, so that
they can carry on general competition with the capitalist. I! the
first aim of resistance was merely the maintenance of wages, combinations, at first isolated, constitute themselves into groups as
the capitalists in their turn unite for the purpose of repression,
and in face of always united capital, the maintenance of the association becomes more necessary to them than that of wages. This
is so true that English economists are amazed to see the workers
sacrifice a good part of their wages in favour of associations, which,
ir1 the eyes or these economists, are established solely in favour
of wages. lu this struggle-a veritable civil war-all the elements necessary for a coming battle unite and develop. Once
it has reached this point, association takes on a political character.
Economic conditions had first transformed the mass of tlie
people of the country into workers. The domination of capital
has created for this mass a common situation, common interests.
This mass is thus already a class as against capital, but not yet
for itself. In the struggle, of which we have uoted ouly a few
phases, this mass becomes united, and constitutes itself as a class
for itself. The interests it defends become class interests. But
the struggle of class against class is a political struggle.
In the bourgeoisie we have two phases to distinguish: that in
which it constituted itself as a class under the regime of feuclalism and absolute monarchy, and that in which, already constituted as a class, it overthrew feudalism and monarchy to make
society into a bourgeois society. The first of these phases was the
longer and necessitated the greater efforts. This too began by partial combinations against the feudal lords.
Much research has been carried out to trace the different historical phases that the bourgeoisie has passed through, from the
commune up to its constitution as a class.
Bnt when it is a question of making a precise study or strikes,
combinations and other forms in which the proletarians carry
out before our eyes their organisation as a class, some are seized
with real fear and others display a transcendental disdain.
An oppressed class is the vital condition for every society
founded on the antagonism of classes. The emancipation of the
oppressed class thus implies necessarily the creation of a new ~o
ciety. For the oppressed class to be able to emancipate itself it
is necessary that the productive powers already acquired and
the existing social relations should no longer be capable of existing side by side. Of all the instruments of production, the greatest productive power is the revolutionary class itself. Tho organisation of revolutionary elements as a class supposes the existence
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of <111 the productive forces which could be engeudered in the
]Jo:;oni of the old society.
!)ors this mean that afLer the fall of the old society there will
]H' <l new class domination culminating in a uew political power?
;'lo.

The condition for the emancipation of the working class is the
abolit.ion of every class, just as the condition for the liberulion
ol' 1be third estate, of the bourgeois order, was the abolition of
nil rstales* and all orders.
The working class, in the course of its development, will sub:'li111l<' for the old civil society an association which will exclude
clil~~cs and their antagonism, and there will be no more political
powrr properly so-called. since political power is precisely the
oftifial expression of antagonism in civil society .
.\lcauwhile the antagonism between the proletariat and the
JJomgeoisie is a struggle of class against class, a struggle which
carried to its highest expression is a total revolution. Indeed,
i., it at all surprising that a society founded on the opposition
of classes should culminate in brutal contradiction, the shock of
hocly against body, as its final denouement?
Do not say that social movement excludes political movement.
Tl1ere is never a political movement which is not at the same
Lime social.
It is only in an order of things in which there are no more
classes and cla,ss antagonisms that social evolutions will cease to
be political revolutions.
IYritlen in the first half of 1847
Fir,\ published as n separate
book in Paris and Brussels in 1847

Translated from the French

---\\'it~ Jsta~es

here in the historical sense of the estates of feudalism, estates
isl 1 •fmJte and limited privileges. The revolution of the bourgeoisie abolIt 1 ~' 1 the estates and their privileges. Bourgeois society knows only clas•"~roJ""· _therefore, absolutely in contradiction with history to describe tbe
188;\ariat as the "fourth estate". [Nqte by F. Engels to the German edition,
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From MANIFESTO OF THE COMMUNIST PARTY32

BOURGEOIS AND PROLETARIANS*

The history of all hitherto existing society** is the history
of class struggles.
Freeman and slave, patrician and plebeian, lord and serf, guildmaster*** and journeyman, in a word, oppressor and oppressed,
stood in constant opposition to one another, carried on an uninterrupted, now hidden, now open light, a light that each time ended,
either in a revolutionary re-constitution of society at large, or
in the common ruin of the contending classes.
Jn the earlier epochs of history, we find almost everywhere
a complicated arrangement of society into various .orders, a manifold gradation of social rank. In ancient Rome we have patricians, knights, plebeians, slaves; in the Middle Ages, feudal

* By bourgeoisie is me•nt the class of modern Capitalists, owners of
the means of social production and employers ol wage-labour. By proletariat, the class of modern wage-labourers who, having 110 rnear1s ol production ol their own, are reduced to selling their labour-power in order to live.
lNote by Engels to the English edition of 1888.)
• • That is, all written history. In 1847, the pre-llistory of society, the

-social organisation existing _Previous to recorded history, was all but_unkno,".n·
·since then, Haxthausen discovered common ownN""htp of laud 111 Hussra,
Maurer proved it to be the social foundation from which all Teutouic races
started in lti8tury, and by and hy village communities were found to be,
·Or to ltave been the primitive form of society everywhere from Iudia to
Ireland. Tire irrner organisation of this primitive Communistic society
was laid bare, in its typical form, by :\!organ's crmYuing discovery of the
trne nature u[ tile gens and its relation tb the tribe. Willi lire dissolution
of tllese primaeval communities society begins to be differentiated into
separate and frnally antagonistic classes. I have attempted to retrace this
process of dissolution in: '"Der Ursprung der Familie, des Privateigeutlmms
uncl des Staats" [The Origin of the Family, Private Property and the State.Ed.), 2nd edition, Stllttgart 188(). [Note by Engels to the English edition
of 1888.)

••• Guild-master, that is,

H

full member of a guild. a master within, not

.a head of a guild. [:Vole by Engels to the Enl{lish edition of 1888.)
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Jorde'. vassals, gnild-masters, journeymen, apprentices, serfs; in
.1 J 111 ost all of these classes, again, subordinate gradations.
' The modern bourgeois societ.y that has sprouted from the
ruin" of feudal society ltas not done away wilh class antagonisms.
[I haH but established new classes, new conditions of oppression,
11 e 1,· forms o[ stmggle in place of the old 011es.
() 11 r epoch, the epoch o[ the bourgeoisie, po~sesses, however,
i1ti 8 di,;ti11ctive feature: it has simplilicd the cla~s 1111tagonisms.
~ociety as a whole is more and more spli\.Ling up into two grea\
ho"tilc camps, into two great classes directly facing each other:
llonrgcoisie and Proletariat.
frnm the serfs of the .'\liddle Ages sprang the chartered burglH•rs of the earliest towns. From these burgesses the nrst ckt1ll't1ls of t!te bo11rgeoisie were developed.
The discovery oI America, the rounding of the Cape, opened
up fresh ground for the rising bourgeoisie. The East-Indian antl
Chi11ese markets, the colonisation of America, trade with the
colonies, the increase in the means oI exchange and in commodities generally, gave to commerce, to navigatio11, to industry, an
impulse never before known, and thereby, to tltC revol 11tionary
ekment in the tottering feudal society, a rapid development.
The feudal system of industry, under which industrial procl11cl ion was monopolised by closed guilds, now no longer sufficed
for t!te growing wants of the new markets. The manufact11ri11g
sy:;tem t'ook its place. The guild-masters were pushed on one side
h~· the ma1111factming middle class; div is ion of labour between
the diflere11t corporate guilds vanished in the face of division
or labom in each singk workshop.
\lcantime the markets kept ever growing, the demand enr
ri;ing. Even manufacttu·e no longer suffice<!. Thereupon, steam
mid rnacbinery reYolntionised industrial production. The place
of 111a1111facture was taken by the giant, l\Iodern Industry, the
place of the industrial middle class, by industrial millionaire~,
lht· leaders of whole industrial armies, the mocler11 bourgeoi~.
_\lodern ind11stry has established the world market, for whici1
lhe discovery of America paved the way. This market bas given
"" immense development to commerce, to· 11avigation, to corn11111nication by land. This development has, in its turn, react.NI
on the extension of industry; anti in proportion as indu~try,
con1mene, navigation, railways extended, in the ~ame pl'OJIOr·
110 n the bonrgcoisie developed, increased its capital, and pushed
1lllo the backgroLmd every class handed down from the l\Iidd le
Ages.
We sec, therefore, how the modern bolffgeoisie is itself the
rro.duct Of a long Course of deYClopment, of a Series of rOVOlllJOl!S in the modes of production and of exchange.
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Each step in the development of the bourgeoisie was accompanied by a corresponding political advance of that class. An
oppressed class under the sway of the feudal nobility, an armed
and self-governing association in the mediaeval commune*; here
independent urban republic (as in Italy and Germany), there
I axable "third estate" of the monarchy (as in France), afterwards,
in the period of manufacture proper, serving either the semifeudal or the absolute monarchy as a counterpoise against the
nobility, and, in fact, corner-stone of the great monarchies in
general, the bourgeoisie has at last, since the establishment of
Modern Industry and of the world-market, conquered for itself,
in the modern representative State, exclusive political sway.
The executive of the modern State is but a committee for managing the common affairs of the whole bourgeoisie.
The bourgeoisie, historically, has played a most revolutionary part.
The bourgeoisie, wherever it has got the upper hand, has put
an end to all feudal, patriarchal, idyllic relations. It has pitilessly torn asunder the motley feudal tics that bound man to his
"natural superiors", and has left remaining no other nexus between man and man than naked self-interest, than callous "cash
payment". It has drowned the most heavenly ecstasies of religious
fervour, of chivalrous enthusiasm, of philistine sentimentalism,
in the icy water of egotistical calculation. lt has resolved personal worth into exchange value, and in place of the numberless
indefeasible chartered freedoms, has set up that single, unconscionable freedom-Free Trade. In one word, for exploitation, veiled
by religious and political illusions, it has substituted naked,
shameless. direct, brutal exploitation.
The bourgeoisie has stripped of its halo every occupation
hitherto honoured and looked up to with reverent awe. lt has
converted the physician, the lawyer, the priest, the poet, the
man of science, into its paid wage-labourers.
The bourgeoisie has torn away from the family its sentimental
veil, and has reduced the family relation to a mere money relation.
The bourgeoisie has disclosed how it came to pass that the
brutal display of vigour in the l\fidrlle Ages, which Reactionists
so much admire, found its fitting complement in the most slothful

*

"Commune" was the name taken, in France, by the nasceuL towns even

before they had ronquered from their feudal lords and masters local selfgo\•ernment and political rights as the "Third Estate". Generally speaking,
for the economical development of the Jiourgeoisie, England is here taken
as the typical country; for its political development, France. [Note by Engels
to the English edition of 1888.J

This was the name given their urban communities by the townsmm of
Italy and Franc•, aft~r they had purc\lascd or wrested their initial rights
of self-gornrnment from their feudal lords. [Note by F.ngels to the German
editiori of 1890.]
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indolence. It has been the first to show what man's activity can
bring about. It has accomplished wonders far surpassing Egypli<t" pyramids, Roman aqueducts, and Gothic cathedrals; it has
cou<lucted expeditions that pnt in the shade all former Exoduses
of nations and crusades.
The bourgeoisie cannot exist without constantly revolutioni=ing the instruments of production, and thereby the relations
of production, and with them the whole relations of society.
Coiicervation of the old modes of production in unaltered form,
'"''· 011 the contrary, the first condition of existence for all earlier
ir1<li,1strial classes. Constant revolutionising of production, unintPrrll pted disturbance of all social conditions, everlasting uncertainly and agitation distinguish the bourgeois epoch from all
earlier ones. All fixed, fast-frozen relations, with their train
or ancient and venerable prejudices and opinions, are swept
aw~y. all new-formed ones become antiquated before they can
o""ify. All that is solid melts into air, all that is holy is profaned,
and man is at last compelled to face with sober senses, his real
conditions of life, and his relations with his kind.
Tile need of a constantly expanding market for its products
drn,es the bonrgeoisie over the whole surface of the globe. It
IIIll.'t nestle everywhere, settle everywhere, establish connexions
en'rywhere.
The bourgeoisie has through its exploitation of the world-market
given a cosmopolitan character to production and consumption
iu <•very country. To the great chagrin of Heactionists, it has
drawn from under the feet of industry the national ground on
which it stood. All old-established national industries have been
dPstroycd or are daily being destroyed. They are dislodged by
new industries, whose introduction becomes a life and death
question for all civilised nations, by industries that no longer
work up indigenous raw material, but raw material drawn from
the remotest zones; industries whose products ore consumed, not
only at home, but in every quarter of the globe. ln place of the
old wants, satisfied by the productions of the country, we fmd
new wants, requiring for their satisfaction the products o[ distant
lands and climes. In place of the old local and national seclusion
and self-sufficiency, we have intercourse in every direction,
lJJii\"crsal inter-dependence of nations. And as in material, so also
u~ intellectual production. The intellectual creations of individ11al nations become common property. National one-sidedness
anJ narrow-mindedness become more and more impossible, and
from the numerous national and local literatures, there arises
u World literature .
.The bourgeoisie, by the rapid improvement of all instruments
of Jlror\nction, by the immensely facilitated means of communi-
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cation, draws all. even the most barbarian, nations into civilisation. The cheap prices of its commodities are the heavy artillery
with which it bal le("lj down all Chinese walls, with which it forces
the barbarians' intensely ohstiuate hatred of foreigners to capitulate. It compels all nations, 011 pain of extinction, to adopt the
boul'geois mode of production; it compels them to introduce what
it calls civilisation into their midst, i.e., to bocome bourgeois
themsehes. 111 one word, it creati>s a world after its own
image.
The honrgeoisie bas subjected the country to the rule or the
I ow118. It has created enormous cities, has greatly increased the
urban population as compared with the rural, anrl ha~ thus rescned
a considerable part of the population from the idiocy of rural
life. J 11st as it has made the conn try dependent on the tow11s, rn
it has made barbarian aud se111i-barbarian countries rlependent
on the civilised 011es, nations of peasants on nations of bourgeoi~,
the Ea8t on the West.
The bourgeoisie keeps TllOre and more doing away with the
scattered state of the population, of the means of production,
and of property. It has agglomeraterl population, centraliHecl
means or production, and has concentrated property i11 a few
hands. The necessary consequence of this was political centralisation. Independent, or b11t loosely connected provinces, with
separat<l interests, laws, governments and systems of taxation,
became lumped together into one nation, with one government,
one code o[ laws, one national class-interest, one frontier and
one customs-tariff.
The bourgeoisie. during its rule of scarce one hundred years, has
created more massive and more colossal pI'oductive forces than
have all preceding generatio11s together. Subjection of Nature's
forces to man, machinery, application of chemistry to industry
and agricultU!'e, steam-navigation, railways, electric telegraphs,
clearing of whole continents for cultivation, canalisation of rivers,
whole populations conjured out of the grooml--what earlier
century had even a presentiment that such productive forces
slumbered in the lap of social labour?
\Ve see then: the means of production and of exchange, on whose
foundation the bourgeoisie built itself up, wore generated in
feudal society. At a certain stage in the development of these
rneans of production and oI exchange, the courlitions under which
feudal society produced and exclurnged, the feudal organisation
of agriculture a111l manufacturing industry, in one word, tho
feudal relations of proporty became no longer compatible with
the already developer! productive forces; they became so
many fetters. They had to be burst asunder; they wore burst
asunder.

MAN!F~:STO

OF THE COMMC!\"!ST PARTY

89

Jnto their place stepped free competition, accompanied
bv a social aurl political constitution adapted Lo it, and
the economical and political sway of the bourgeois
cl<t~~ .
. \ ~imilar movemenL is going on before onr own eyes. i\1oderu
1io 11 rgcois socieLy with its relations of production, of exchange
,u 11 l of property, a society that has conjured up such gigantic
111 ran,.: of production and of exchange, is like the sorcerer, who
j, 110 longer able lo control the powers o'f the nether world whom
tu• ha~ called up by his spells. For many a decade past the history
of imluslry and commerce is but the history of the revolt of
modern proc!uctive forces against modern conditions of production. against the ]Jro1ierty relations that are the conditions for
tile existence of the bourgeoisie and of its rule. It is enough to
11 wution the commercial crises that by their periodical return
put on its trial, each time more tl1reateningly, the existence of the
entire bourgeois society. Ju these crises a great part not only of
the existing products, but also of the previously created productive forces, are periodically destroyed. In these crises there
hrcaks ouL an epidemic that, iu all earlier epochs, would have
"crmed an absurdity- -the epidemic of over-production. Society
suddenly frnds itself put back into a state of momentary barbarism; it appears as if a famine, a universal war of devastation had
cuL off the supply of every means of subsistence; industry and
commerce seem to be destroyed; and why? Because there is too
much civilisation, too much means of subsistence, Loo mnch indnslry. loo much commerce. The productive forces at the disposal
of society no longer Lend to further the development of the coudiliou~ of bourgeois property; on the contrary, they have become
too powerful for 11Iese conditions, by which they are feLLered,
<tllll so soon as they overcome these fellers. they bring disorder
in lo I he whole of bourgeois society. endanger the existence of
bourgeois properly. The conditions of bourgeois society arc too
narrow lo comprise the wealth crealed by them. And how does
lhp l1onrgeoisie get over Lhese crises? On the one hand by enforced
de~truclion of a mass of productive forces; on the other, by the
1·onqnest of new markets, and by the more thorongh exploitation
0 the old ones. That is to say, by paving the way for more exten~tvo 11nd more destructive crises, and by diminishiug the means
whcrnhy crises arc prevented.
The weapons with which the bourgeoisie felled feudalism lo lhe
ground are now turned against the bourgeoisie itself.
llnt not only ha~ the bourgeoisie forged the weapons that bring
death to itself; it has also caHed into exisLence the men who are
t o wield those weapons-the modern working class-the pro1
etarians.
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ln proportion as the bourgeoisie, i.e., capital, is developedJ
in the same proportion is the proletariat, the modern workinfd
class, developed-a class of labourers, who live only so long ali
they find work, and who find work only so long as their labom;
increases capital. These labourers, wl10 must sell themselve~
piecemeal, are a commodity, like every other article of commerce~
and are consequently exposed to all the vicissitudes of competition)'
to all the fluctuations of the market.
·
Owing to the extensive use of machinery and to division o
labour, the work of the proletarians has lost all individual char<!
arter. aud, consequently, all charm for the workman. He become~
an appendage of the machine, and it is only the most simple~
most monotonous, and most easily acquired knack, that is required of him. Hence, the cost of production of a workman is r~
stricted, almost entirely, to the means of subsistence that he req·
uires for his maintenance, and for the propagation of his race. But
the price of a commodity, and therefore also of labour, is equal
to its cost of production. In proportion, therefore, as the repul-'
sivcness of the work increases, the wage decreases. Nay more, i:q
proportion as the use of machinery and division of labour in~
creases, in the same proportion the burden of toil also increases~
whether by prolongation of the working hours, by increase of the
work exacted in a given time or by increased speed of the
machinery, etc.
l\lodern industry has converted the little workshop of the
patriarchal master into the great factory of the industrial capitalist. :\fasses of labourers, crowded into the factory, are organised like soldiers. As privates of the industrial army they are
placed under the command of a perfect hierarchy of officers and
sergeants. Not only are they slaves of the bourgeois class, and
of the bourgeois State; they are daily and hourly enslaved by the
machine, by the overlooker, and, above all, by the individual
bourgeois manufacturer himself. The more openly tl1is despotism
proclaims gain to be its end and aim, the more petty, the more
llateful aud the more embittering it is.
The less the skill and exertion of strength implied in manual
labour, in other words, the more modern industry becomes developed, the more is the labour of men superseded by that of women.
Differences of age and sex have no longer any distinctive social
validity for the w:orking class. All arc instrurnenls of labour,
more or less expensive to use, according to their age and
sex.
No sooner is the exploitation of tlie labourer by the manufacturer, so far, at an end, and he receives his wages in cash, than
he is set upon by the other portions of the bourgeoisie, the landlord, the ~hopkeeper, the pawnbroker, etc.
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The lower strata of the middle class-the small tradespeople,
shopkeepers, and retired tradesmen generally, the handicraftswen and peasants-all these sink gradually into the proletariat,
pnrtly because their diminutive capital docs not suffice for the
ocale on which Modern Industry is carried on, and is swamped in
; he competition with the large capitalists, partly because their
spl'cialised skill is rendered worthless by new methods of pro(1 uction. Thus the proletariat is recruited from all classes of the
population.
The proletariat goes through various stages of development.
\\"illr its birth begins its strnggle with the bourgeoisie. At first
the contest is carried on by individual labourers, then by the
workpeople of a factory, then by the operatives of one trade,
iu oue locality, against the individual bourgeois who directly
exploits them. They direct their attacks not against the bourgeois conditions of production, but against the instruments of
production themselves; they destroy imported wares that compete
with their labour, they smash to pieces machinery, tlrey set factorir~ ablaze, they seek to restore by force the vanished status of the
workman of the Middle Ages.
At this stage the labourers still form an incoherent mass scattered over the whole country, and broken up by their mutual compclHion. If anywhere they nnite to form more compact bodies,
this is not yet the consequence of their own active union, but
of the union of the bourgeoisie, which class, in order to attain
it~ own political ends, is compelled to set the whole proletariat
ir1 motion, and is moreover yet, for a time, able to do so. At this
~tagc, therefore, the proletarians do not fight their enemies, but
tlrr enemies of their enemies, the remnants of absolute monarchy,
lire landowners, the non-industrial bourgeois, the petty bourgeoisie. Thus the whole historical movement is concentrated in the
hands of the bourgeoisie; every victory so obtained is a victory
for the bourgeoisie .
. But with the development of industry the proletariat not only
I11crcascs in number; it becomes concentrated in greater masses,
it~ strength grows, and it feels that strength more. The various
1 utcrests und conditions o[ life within the ranks of the proletariin are more and more equalised, in proportion as machinery
<>hlHerates all distinctions of labour, and nearly everywhere
r·ech(ces wages to the same low level. The growing competition
aiuong the bourgeois, and the resulting commercial crises, make
lhp wages of the workers ever more fluctuating. The unceasing
1mpro1·ement of machinery, ever more rapidly developing, makes
~lie>ir livelihood more and more precarious; the collisions between
Incl ivi<lual wodmrnn and individual bourgeois take more and
111 o1·e the character of collisions between two classes. Thereupon
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the workers begin to form combi11ations (Trades' Unions) against
the bourgeois; they club together in order to keep up the rate
of wages; they fo1111d permanent associations in order to make
provision beforehand for these occasional revolts. Here and there
the contest breaks out into riots.
Now and then the workers arc victorious, but only ror a time.
The real fruit of their battles lies, not in the immediate result,
but in the ever-expanding union of the workers. This union is
helped 011 by the im11rnved means of communication that are
created by modern industry and that place the workers of different localities in contact with one another. It was just this contact that was needed to centralise the numerous local struggles,
all of the same character. into one national struggle between
classes. Hut every class struggle is a political struggle. And that
union, to attain which the burghers of the Middle Ages, with
their miserable highways, required centuries, the modem prolctaria11s, thanks to railways, achieve in a few year~.
This organisation of the proletarians into a class. and consequently into a political party, is continually being upset again
by the competition between the workers themselves. Hut it ever
rises np again, stro11ger, firmer, mightier. It compels legislative
recognition of particular interests of the workers, by taking advantage of the divisions among the bourgeoisie itself. Thus the tenhonrs' bill in Er1glancl was carried.
Altogether collisions between the classes of the old society
further, in many ways, the course of development of the proletariat. The bourgeoisie finds itself involved in a constant bat.tie.
At first with the aristocracy; later on, with those portions of the
bourgeoisie itself, whose interests have become antagonistic
to the progress of industry; at all I imes, with the bourgeoisie
of foreign countries. In all these battles it sees itself corn11clled
to appeal to the proletariat, to ask for its help, aml thus, to drag
it into the political arena. The bourgeoisie ii.self, therefore, supplies the proletariat with its own elements of political and general
eel ucation, in other words, it furnishes the proletariat with weapons
for fighting the bourgeoisie.
Further, as we have alrem.ly seen, entire sections of lhc ruling
classes are, by the advanee of industry, precipitated into the
proletariat, or arc at least threatened in their cou<litions of
existence. These also supply the proletariat with fresh elements
of en! ighlenment amt progress.
Finally, in times when the class struggle nears the decisive
hour, the process of dissolution going on within the ruling class,
in fact within the whole range of old society, assn mes such a violent,
glaring character, that a small section o[ the ruling class cuts itself
adrift, and joins the revolutionary class, the class thut holds the
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fnt 11 re iu its hands. Just as, thererorc, aL au curlier period, a section
of the nobility wenL over Lo Lhe bourgeoisie, so now a portion
of tbe bourgeoisie goes over to the proletariat, and in particular,
•1 portion of the bourgeois ideologists. who have raised themselves
; 0 tlie level of comprehending thcoreLically the historical move11lent as a whole.
Of all the classes thaL stand face to face with the bourgeoisie
today, the proletariaL alone is a really revolutionary class. The
other classes decay and finally disappear in the face of Modern
Ind us try; the proletariat is its special and essential product.
Tlie lower middle class, the small manufacLurer, the shopkeeper,
tln• 11rtisan, Lhe peasant, all these fight against the bourgeoisie,
Lo save from extinction their existence as fractions of the middle
class. They are therefore noL revolutionary, but conservative,
Niiv more, they are reactionary, for Lhey try to roll back the
wh;~el of history. If by chance they are revolutionary, they are
~o only in view of their impending transfer inLo the proletariat,
they thus defend not their present, buL their future interests,
they desert their own.sLand point to place themselves at that of the
proletariat.
The "dangerous class", the social scum, that passively rotting
mass thrown orf by the lowest layers of old socieLy, may, here
i111d there, be swepL into the movement by a proletarian revolu1io11, its conditions pf life. however, prepare iL far more for
tlie parL of a bribed tool of reacLionary intrigne.
Irr the conditions of the proletariat, those of old society at
large ;ire already virtually swamped. The proletarian is without
properly; his relation to his wife and children has no longer
anyLhing in common with the bourgeois family-relations; modern
industrial l11hour, modern subjection to ca11ital, the same in
England as in France, in America as in Germany, has stripped
him of every trace of national character. Law, morality, religion.
nrc lo him so many bourgeois prejudices, behind which lurk in
mnhush just as many bourgeois ir1Lerests.
All the pi·eceding classes thaL got the upper hand, songht Lo
forti/y their already acquired stat11s by snbjecting society at
large lo I heir conditions of a11propriation. The prolcLarians canHoL become masters of the producl.h'e forces of society. except
by abolishing their own previous mode of appropriation, and
lhnrehy also every other previo11s rnode of aJlpropriaLio11. They
~lftYc nothing of their own to secure and Lo fortify; their mission
is. Lo destroy all previous securiLies for, and insurances of, irrdi' 1duaJ property.
.
. All previous hisLorical movements were mrn·ements of minori~ ies. or in the in Le rests of minorities. Tlte proletarian movement
is lhe ~elf-conscious, indepcmdenL movemenL of the immense
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majority, in the interests of the immense majority. The proletariat, the lowest stratum of our present society, cannot stir,
cannot raise itself up, without the whole superiucumbeut strata
of official society being sprung into the air.
Thongh not in substance, yet in form, the struggle of the proletariat with the bourgeoisie is at first a national struggle. The
proletariat of each country must, of course, first of all settle
matters with its own bourgeoisie.
In depicting the most general phases of the development of the
proletariat, we traced the more or less veiled civil war. raging
within existing society, up to the point where that war breaks out
into open revolution, and where the violent overthrow of
the bourgeoisie lays the foundation for the sway of the proletariat.
Hitherto, every form of society has been based, as we have
already seen, on the antagonism of oppressing and oppressed
classes. But in order to oppress a class, certain conditions must
be assured to it under which it cau. at least, continue its slavish
existence. The serf, in the period of serfdom, raised himself
to membership in the commune, just as the petty bourgeois, under
the yoke of feudal absolutism, managed to develop inlo a bourgeois. The modern labourer, on the contrary, instead of rising
with the progress of industry, sinks deeper and deeper below the
conditions of existence of his own elass. He becomes a pauper,
and pauperism develops more rapidly than populatio11 and weaHh.
And here it becomes evident, that the bourgeoisie is unfit any
longer to be the ruling class in society, and to impose its conditions of existence upon society as au over-riding law. It is unfit
to rule because it is incompetent to assure an existence to its
slave within his slavery, because it cannot help letting him sink
into such a state, that it has to feed him, instead of being fed
by him. Society can uo longer live under this bourgeoisie,
in other words, its existence is no louger compatible with
society.
The essential condition for the existence, and for the sway of
the bourgeois class. is the forrnatiou and augrnental-iou of capital;
the condition for capital is wage-labour. Wage-labour rests exclusively on competition between the labourers. The advance of
industry, whose involuntary promoter is the bourgeoisie, replaces
the isolation of the labourers, due to competition, by their revolutionary combination, due to association. Tho development of
Modern Industry, therefore, cuts from under its feet the very
foundation on which the bourgeoisie produces and appropriates
products. What the bourgeoisie, therefore, produces, above all,
is its own grave-diggers. Its fall and the victory of the proletariat are equally inevitable.
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PROLETARIANS AND COMMUNISTS

[n what relation do the Communists stand to the proletarians
a whole?
The Communists do not form a separate party opposerl lo other
working-class parties.
They have no interests separate and apart from those of the
prolelariat as a whole.
They do not set up any sectarian principles of their own, by
whicb to shape and mould the proletarian movement.
The Communists are distinguished from the other working-class
parties by this only: 1. Iu the national struggles of the proletariaus of the different countries, they point out and bring to the
fronl Lhe common interests of the entire proletariat, independently
of all nationality. 2. In the various stages of development which
the ~truggle of the working class against the bourgeoisie has to
pass Lhrough, they always and everywhere represent the inlerusts
of thu movement as a whole.
The Communists, therefore, are on the one hand, practically,
thr, most advaneed and resolute section o[ the working-class
parlics of uvery country, that section which pushes forward all
others; on the other hand, theoretically, Lhey have over the great
ma,;s of the proletariat the advantage of clearly understanding
Lhe line of march, the conditions, and Lhe ultimate general results
of I he proletarian movement.
The immediate aim of the Communists is the same as that of all
the other proletarian parties: formation of the proletariat into
a class, overthrow of the bourgoois supremacy, conquest
political power by the proletariat.
The theoretical conclusions of the Communists are in no way
based on ideas or principles that have been invented, or discoverp1J. by this or that would-be universal reformer.
. They merely express, in general terms, actual relations springIng from an existing class strugglo, from a historical moYement going on under our very eyes. The abolition of existing
property relations is not at all a distinctive feature of Coma~

of
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. All property relations in the past have continually been subJcct to historical change consequent upon lhe change in historical
conuitions.
The Frunch Revolution, for example, abolished feudal
Property in favour of bourgeois property.
f 'I'he distinguishing feature of Communism is not the abolition
0 property generally, bul the abolition of bourgeois property.
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But Imodern bourgeois private property is the final arrd mostj
complete expression of the system of producing and appropriat~j
ing products, that is based orr class arrtagorrisms. orr tire exploi-;
1
talion of the many by the few.
In this sense, the theory of the Communists may be summed!
up in the single sentence: Abolition of private proiierty.
;
We Communists have been reproached with the desire of abol-'.
ishing the right of personally acquiring property as the fruit'
of a man's ow1r labour, which property is alleged to be the ground,
work of all persoual freedom, activity and independence.
Hard-won. self-acquire<!. self-earned property! Do you mean
l he property of the petty artisan and of the small peasant, a form·
of property that preceded the bourgeois form? There is no need
to abolish that; the development of ind us try has to a great extent;
already destroyed it, and is still destroying it daily.
'
Or do you mean modern bourgeois private property?
Ilut does wage-labour cre!lte any property for the labourer?,
Not a bit. It creates capilal, i.e., that kind of property which•
exploits wage-labour, and which cannot iucrease except upon;
condition of begetting a new supply of wage-labour for fresh.
exploitation. Property, in its present form, is based on the antagonism of capital and wage-labour. Let us examine both sides'
of this antagonism.
To be a capitalist, is lo have not only a pnrely personal, but·
a social status in production. Capital is a collective product, and
only by the united action of many members, nay, in lhe last
resort, only by lhe united action of all members of society, can
it be set in motion.
Capital is, therefore, not a personal. it is a social power.
When, therefore, capital is converted into cornmorr property,'
into tire property of all members of society, personal property
is not thereby transformed into social property. It is only the
social character of tire property that is changed. It loses its class
character.
Let 11~ now take wage-labour.
The average price of wage-labour is the minimum wage, i.e.,
that quantum of the mearrs of subsistence. which is absolulely
requisite to keep the labourer in bare existence as a labourer,
What, therefore, the wage-labourer appropriates by means of
his labonr. merely suffices to prolong and reproduce a bare existence. We by 110 means intend to abolish this personal appropriation of lhe products of labour. an appropriatio11 that is made
for the maintenance and reprod11ction of humarr life, and that
leaves no s11rpl11s wherewith to command the labour of others.
All that we want to do away with, is tho miserable character
of this approprfation, under which the labourer lives merely
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increase capital, and is allowed to live only in so far as the

. 0 1erest of the ruling class requires it.
111 In bourgeois society, living labour is

but a means to increase
ccumulated labour. In Communist society, accumulated labour
~ but a means to widen, to enrich, to promote the existence of the
1.
labourer.
In bourgeois society, therefore, the past dominates the
pre~euL; in Communist society, the present dominates the past.
In bourgeois society capital is independent and has individuality,
while the living person is dependent and has no individuality.
And the abolition of this state of things is called by the bourgrois, abolition of individuality and freedom! And rightly so.
The abolition of bourgeois individuality, bourgeois independence,
and bourgeois freedom is undoubtedly aimed at.
By freedom is meant, under the present bourgeois conditions
of production, free trade, free selling and buying.
BuL if selling and buying disappears, free selling and buying
disappears also. This talk about free selling and buying, and all
the other "brave words" of our bourgeoisie about freedom in
general, have a meaning, if any, only in contrast with restricted
selling and buying, with the fettered traders of the Middle Ages,
but have no meaning when opposed to the Communistic abolition
of buying and selling, of the bourgeois conditions of production,
and of the bourgeoisie itself.
You are horrified at our intending to do away with private
property. But in your existing society, private property is already
done away with for nine-tenths of the population; its existence
for the few is solely due to its non-existence in the hands of those
nine-tenths. You reproach us, therefore, with intending to do
away with a form of property, the necessary condition for whose
existence is the non-existence of any property for the immense
majority of society.
In one word, you reproach us with intending to do away with
Your property. Precisely so; that is just what we intend.
From the moment when labour can no longer be converted into
capital, money, or rent, into a social power capable of being
monopolised, i.e., from the moment when individual property
cau no longer be transformed into bourgeois property, into capital,
froJU that moment, you say, individuality vanishes.
You must, therefore, coJifess that by "individual" you mean
no other person than the bourgeois, than the middle-class owner
of property. This person must, indeed, be swept out of the way,
an~ made impossible.
Communism deprives no man of the power to appropriate tho
roducts of society; all that it does is to deprive him of the power
0 subjugate the labour of others by means of such appropriation.
7-1067
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It has· been objected that upon the abolition of private prop.
erty all Jwork will cease, and universal laziness will overtake us,
According to this, bourgeois society ought long ago to have
gone to the dogs through sheer idleness; for those of its membel'll
who work, acquire nothing, and those who acquire anything4
do not work. The whole of this objection is but another expres,
sion of the tautology: that there can no longer be any wage-labom
when there is no longer any capital. .
All objections urged against the Communistic mode of pro,
ducing and appropriating material products, have, in the same
wa,y, been urged against the Communistic modes of producing and
appropriating intellectual products. Just as, to the bourgeois,
the disappearance of class property is the disappearance of pro·
duction itself, so the disappearance of class culture is to hilll
identical with the disappearance of all culture.
That culture, the loss of which he laments, is, for the enormowi
majority, a mere training to act as a machine.
But don't wrangle with us so long as you apply, to our intended
abolition of bourgeois property, the standard of your bourgeoi~
notions of freedom, culture, law, &c. Your very ideas are but the,
outgrowth of the conditions of your bourgeois production and
bourgeois property, just as your jurisprudence is but the will
of your class made into a law for all, a will, whose essential
character and direction are determined by the economical con~
ditions of existence of your class.
The selfish misconception that induces you to transform into
eternal laws of nature and of reason, the social forms springing
from your present mode of production and form of property...,.
historical relations that rise and disappear in the progress of pro·
duction-this misconception you share with every ruling class
that has preceded you. What you see clearly in the case of ancient
property, what you admit in the case of feudal property, you
are of course forbidden to admit in the case of your own bonrgeois
·form of property.
Abolition of the family! Even the most radical flare up at this
infamous proposal of the Communists.
On what foundation is the present family, the bourgeois family,
based? On capital, on private gain. In its completely developed
form this family exists only among the bourgeoisie. But this
state of things finds its complement in the practical absence of the
family among the proletarians, and in public prostitution.
The bourgeois family will vanish as a matter of course when
its complement vanishes, and both will vanish with the
vanishing of capital.
Do you charge us with wanting to stop Lhe exploiLation of
children by their parents? To this crime we plead guilty.
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But, you will say, we destroy the most hallowed of relations,
"·hen we replace home education by social.
_\nd your education! Is not that also social, and determined by
tbe social conditions under which you educate, by the intervention, direct or indirect, of society, by means of schools, &c.?
The Communists have not invented the intervention of society
in education; they do but seek to alter the character of that interyention, and to rescue education from the influence of the ruling
clas~.

The bourgeois clap-trap about the family and education, about
the hallowed co-relation of parent and child, becomes all the
Jllorc disgusting, the more, by the action of Modern Industry,
11 11 family ties among the proletarians are torn asunder, and their
children transformed into simple articles of commerce and instruments of labour.
- But you Communists would introduce community of women,
screams the whole bourgeoisie in chorus.
The bourgeois sees in his wife a mere instrument of production.
Ile hears that the instruments of production are to be exploited
in common, and, naturally, can come to no other conclusion
than that the lot of being common to all will likewise fall to the
women.
Uc has not even a suspicion that the real point aimed at is
lo do away with the status of women as mere instruments of
production.
For the rest, nothing is more ridiculous than the virtuous
indignation of our bourgeois at the community of women which,
they pretend, js to be openly and officially established by the
Communists. The Communists have no need to introduce community of women; it has existed almost from time immemorial.
Our bourgeois, not content with having the wives and daughters
of their proletarians at their disposal, not to speak of common
prostitutes, take the greatest pleasure in seducing each other's
wives.
Bourgeois marriage is in reality a system of wives in common
and thus, at the most, what the Communists might possibly be
reproached with, is that they desire to introduce, in substitution
for a hypocritically concealed, an openly legalised community
of women. For the rest, it is sC'lf-evident that the abolition of the
present system of production must bring with it the abolition
<;f the community of women springing from that system, i.e.,
of yrostitution both public and private,
!'he Communists are further reproached with desiring to abolish
countries and nationality.
The working men have no country, We cannot take from them
''"hat they have not got, Since the proletariat must first of all
1*
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acquire political supremacy, must rise to be the leading class of
the nation, must constitute itself the nation, it is, so far, itself
national, though not in the bourgeois sense of the word.
National differences and antagonisms between peoples are
daily more and more vanishing, owing to the development of
the bourgeoisie, to freedom of commerce, to the world-market,
to uniformity in the mode of production and in the conditions
of life corresponding thereto.
The supremacy of the proletariat will cause them to vanish
still faster. United action, of the leading civilised countries at
least, is one of the first conditions for the emancipation of the
proletariat.
ln proportion as the exploitation of one individual by another
is put an end to, the exploitation of one nation by another will
also be put an end to. ln proportion as the antagonism between
classes within the nation vanishes, the hostility of one nation·
to another will come to an end.
The charges against Communism made from a religious, a
philosophical, and, generally, from an ideological standpoint,
arc not deserving of serious examination.
Does it require deep intuition to comprehend that man's ideas,
views and conceptions, in one word, man's consciousness, changes
with every change in the conditions of his material existence,
in his social relations and in his social life?
What else does the history of ideas prove, than that intellectual
production changes its character in proportion as material production is changed? The ruling ideas of each age have ever been
the ideas of its ruling class.
When people speak of ideas that revolutionise society, they
do but express the fact, that within the old society, the elements
of a new one have been created, and that the dissolution of the
old ideas keeps even pace with the dissolution of the old conditions
of existence.
When the ancient world was in its last throes, the ancient
religions were overcome by Christianity. When Christian ideas
succumbed in the 18th century to rationalist ideas, feudal society
fought its death battle with the then revolutionary bourgeoisie.
The ideas of religious liberty and freedom of conscience merely
gave expression to the sway of free competition within the domain
of knowledge.
"Undoubtedly," it will be said, "religious, moral, philosophical
and juridical ideas have been modified in the course of historical
development. But religion, morality, philosophy, political science,
and law, constantly survived this change."
"There are, besides, eternal truths, such as Freedom, Justice,
etc., that are common to all states of society. But Communism
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abolishes eternal truths, it abolishes all religion, and all morality,
instead of constituting them 011 a new basis; it therefore acts
in contradiction to all past historical experience."
What docs this accusation rednce itself to? The history of all
pasL society has consisted in the development of class antagonisms,
antagonisms that assumed different forms at different epochs.
Bnt whatever form they may have taken, one fact is common
to all past ages, viz., the exploitation of one part of society by
the other. No wonder, then, that the social consciousness of past
ages, despite all the multiplicity and variety it displays, moves
within certain common forms, or general ideas, which cannot
completely vanish except with the total disappearance of class
antagonisms.
The Communist revolution is the most radical rupture with
tradiLional properLy relations; no wonder that its development
involves the most radical rupture with traditional ideas.
But let us have done with the bourgeois objections to
Communism.
We have seen above, that the first step in the revolution by the
working class, is to raise the proletariat to the position of niling
class, to win the battle of democracy.
The proletariat will use its political supremacy to wrest, by
degrees, all capital from the bourgeoisie, to centralise all instruments of production in the hands of the State, i.e., of the proletariat organised as the ruling class; and to increase the total of
productive forces as rapidly as possible.
Of course, in the beginning, this cannot be effected except by
rnrans of despotic inroads on the rights of property, and on the
conditions of bourgeois production; by means of measures, therefore, which appear economically insufficient and untenable, but
which, in the course of the movement, outstrip themselves, necessiLate further inroads upon the old social order, anrl arc unavoidable as a means of entirely revolutionising the mode of production.
These measures will of course be different in different countries.
Nevertheless in the most advanced countries, the following
will be pretty generally applicable.
1. Abolition of property in land and application of all rents
of land to public purposes.
2. A heavy progressive or graduated income tax.
3. Abolitiou of all right of inheritance.
4. Confiscation of the property of all emigrants and rebels .
. 5. Centralisation of credit in the hands of the State, by means
0 1 a national bank with State capital and an exclusive monopoly.
. 6. Centralisation of the means of communication •nd transport
111 the hands of the State.
·
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7. Extension of factories and instruments of production owned
by the State; the bringing into cultivation of waste-lands, and
the improvement of the soil generally in accordance with a common plan.
8. Equal liability of all to labour. Establishment of industrial
armies, especially for agriculture.
9. Combination of agriculture with manufacturing industries;
gradual abolition of the distinction between town and country,
by a more equable distribution of the population over the country.
10. Free education for all children in public schools. Abolition
of children's factory labour in its present form. Combination of
education with industrial production, &c., &c.
When, in the course of development, class distinctions have
disappeared, and all production has been concentrated in the
hands of a vast association of the whole nation, the public power
will lose its political character. Political power, properly so
callee!, is merely the organised power of one class for oppressing
another. If the proletariat during its contest with the bourgeoisie
is compelled, by the force of circumstances, to organise itself
as a class, if, by means of a revolution, it makes itself the ruling
class, and, as such, sweeps away by force the old conditions of
production, then it will, along with these conditions, have swept
away the conditions for the existence of class antagonisms and of
classes generally, and will thereby have abolished its own
supremacy as a class.
In place of the old bourgeois society, with its classes and class
antagonisms, we shall have an association, in which the free
development of each is the condition for the free development of
all.
Wrillon in December 1847-January
1848
Originally published as a separate
~dition in German in London in
F ~ 111· uary 1848

Printed according to the 1888
English edition

KARL MARX

From WAGE LABOUR AND CAPITAL

In production, men not only act on nature but also on one
another. They produce only by co-operating in a certain way and
mutually exchanging their activities. In order to produce, they
entPr into definite connections and relations with one another
and only within these social connections and relations does their·
action on nature, does production, take place.
These social relations into which the producers enter with one
auoth~r, the conditions under which they exchange their activitie~ and participate in the whole act of production, will naturally
vary according to the character of the means of production. With
the invention of a new instrument of warfare, firearms, the whole
internal organisation of the army necessarily changed; the relationships within which individuals can constitute an army and
act as an army were transformed and the relations of different
armies to one another also changed.
Thus the social relations within which individuals produce,
the social relations of production, change, are transformed, with the
change and development of the material means of production, the
productive forces. The relations of production in their totality con.~titute what are called the social relations, society, and, specifically,
a society at a definite stage of historical development, a society with
a peculiar, distinctive character. Ancient society, feudal society,
bourgeois society are such totalities of production relations, each
~f which at the same time denotes a special stage of development
1!1 the history of mankind.
Capital, also, is a social relation of production. It is a bourgeo!s production relation, a production relation of bourgeois
soc;ety. Are not the means of subsistence, the instruments of
labour, the raw materials of which capital consists, produced and
accumulated under given social conditions, in definite social
relations? Are they not utilised for new production under given
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social conditions, in definite social relations? And is it not jus~
this definite social character which turns the products servinl
for new production into capital?
Written by Marx on the basis of
lectures delivered by him in the
latter half of December 1847
Published in the N eue Rheinische
Zeitung Nos. 264-67 and 269, of
April 5-8 and 11, 1849
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KARL MARX

From THE CLASS STRUGGLES IN FRANCE
1848 TO f8503S

In common with the bourgeoisie the workers had made the
February Revolution, and alongside the bourgeoisie they sought
to secure the advancement of their interests, just as they had
installed a worker in the Provisional Government itself alongside
the bourgeois majority. Organise labour! But wage labour, that
is the existing, the bourgeois organisation of labour. Without
it there is no capital, no bourgeoisie, no bourgeois society. A special Ministry of Labour! But the ministries of Finance, of Trade,
of Public Works-are not these the bourgeois ministries of labour?
And alongside these a proletarian Ministry of Labour had to be
a ministry of impotence, a ministry of pious wishes, a Luxembourg Commission. Just as the workers thought they would be
able to emancipate themselves side by side with the bourgeoisie,
so they thought they would be able to consummate a proletarian
revolution within the national walls of France, side by side with
the remaining bourgeois nations. But French relations of production are conditioned by the foreign trade of France, by her position on the world market and the laws thereof; how was France
to break them without a European revolutionary war, which would
strike back at the despot of the world market, England?
. As soon as it has risen up, a class in which the revolutionary
Interests of :society are concentrated finds the content and the
material for its revolutionary activity directly in its own situation: foes to be laid low, measures dictated by the needs of the
~truggle to be taken; the consequences of its own deeds drive
It on. It makes no theoretical inquiries into its own task. The
~'rench working class had not attained this level; it was stilt
incapable of accomplishing its own revolution.
The development of the industrial proletariat is, in general,
conditioned by tho development of the industrial bourgeoisie.
Only under its rule does the proletariat gain that extensive

national existence which can raise its revolution to a nationa
-one, and does it itself create the modern means of production
which become just so many means of its revolutionary emancipation. Only its rule tears up the material roots of feudal societ
ancl levels the ground on which alone a proletarian revolutio
is possible. French industry is more developed and the Frenc
bourgeoisie more revolutionary than that of the rest of the Con
tinent. But was not the February Revolution levelled direct}
against the finance aristocracy? This fact proved that the industrial bourgeoisie did not rule France. The industrial bourgeoisie
can rule only where modern industry shapes all property rela-J
tions to suit itself, and industry can win this power only wherel
it has conquered the world market, for national bounds are inade-·
quate for its development. But French industry, to a great extent, j
maintains its command even of the national market only through\
a more or less modified system of prohibitive duties. While, there-;
fore, the French proletariat, at the moment of a revolution, pus;. j
sesses in Paris actual power and influence which spur it on to a drive;
beyond its means, in the rest of France it is crowded into separate, l
.scattered industrial centres, being almost lost in the superior I
numbers of peasants and petty bourgeois. The struggle against 1
<:apital in its developed, modern form, in its decisive aspect, the.
struggle of the industrial wage-worker against the industrial
bourgeois, is in France a partial phenomenon, which after the
February days could so much the less supply the national content
-0f the revolution, since the struggle against capital's secondary
modes of exploitation, that of the peasant against usu,ry and
mortgages or of the petty bourgeois against the wholesale dealer,
banker and manufacturer, in a word, against bankruptcy, was
still hidden in the general uprising against the finance aristocracy.
Nothing is more understandable then, than that the Paris proletariat sought to secure the advancement of its own interests
side by side with those of the bourgeoisie, instead of enforcing
them as the revolutionary interests of society itself, that it let
the red flag be lowered to the tricolour. The French workers could
not take a step forward, could not touch a hair of the bourgeois
-0rder, until the course of the revolution had aroused the mass of
the nation, peasants and petty bourgeois, standing between the
proletariat and the bourgeoisie, against this order, against the
rule of capital, and had forced it to attach itself to the proletarians as their protagonists. The workers could buy this victory only
through the tremendous defeat in June .... 3 '
"The February Revolution was the beautiful revolution, the
revolution of universal sympathy, because the antagonisms
which had flared up in it again~t the monarchy slumbered undeveloped, harmoniously side by side, because the social struggle
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diich formed their background had won only an airy existence,
existence of phrases, of words. The June Revolution is the ugly
~"·olution, the repulsive revolution, because deeds have taken
1h•' place of phrases, because the republic uncovered the head of
~lw monster itself by striking off the crown that shielded and
courealed it.-Order! was the battle cry of Guizot. Order! cried
5(-1>,1stiani, the follower of Guizot, when Warsaw became Russian.
Order! shouts Cavaignac, the brutal echo of the French National
M,-rmbly and of the republican bourgeoisie. Order! thundered
his grapeshot, as it ripped up the body of the proletariat. None
of the numerous revolutions of the French bourgeoisie since 1789
""'~ ;111 attack on order; for they allowed the rule of the class, they
allowed the slavery of the workers, they allowed the bourgeois
ordrr to endure, no matter how often the political form of this
rult• and this slavery changed. June has violated this order. Woe
10 .lune!" (N. Rh. Z., June 29, 1848.)
\\"oe to June! re-echoes Europe.
Tho Paris proletariat was forced into the June insurrection by
1hP bourgeoisie. This sufficed to mark its doom. Its immediate,
urnwed needs did not drive it to engage in a fight for the forcible
ovPrthrow of the bourgeoisie, nor was it equal to this task. The
,J/nniteur had to inform it officially that the time was past when
thP republic saw any occasion to bow and scrape to its illusions,
;ontl only its defeat convinced it of the truth that tho slightest
i111provement in ils position remains a utopia within the bourgeois
n·public, a utopia that becomes a crime as soon as it wants to
hl'r.omc a reality. In place of its demands, exuberant in form, but
J>l'I ty and even bourgeois still in content, the concession of which
it wanted to wring from the February republic, there appeared
tin• bold slogan of revolutionary struggle: Overthrow of the bourgenisie! Dictatorship of the working class!
Hy making its burial place the birthplace of the bourgeois
rep11blic, the proletariat compelled the latter to come out forthWll h in its pure form as the state whose admitted object it is
tu perpetuate the rule of capital, the slavery of labour. Having
cu11~tantly before its eyes the scarred, irreconcilable, invincible
ew.•my-invincible because his existence is the condition of its
own life-bourgeois rule, freed from all fetters, was bound to turn
•111111cdiately into bourgeois terrorism. With the proletariat reiuoyed for the time being from the stage and bourgeois dictatorship
1'l'rngnisod officially, the middle strata of bourgeois society, tho
!WI ty bourgeoisie and the peasant class, had to adhere more and
111 01·0 closely to the proletariat as their position became more
;111 bearable and their antagonism to the bourgeoisie more acute.
• 11 sl as earlier they had to find the cause of their distress in its
'IJ 1 ~11rgc, so now in its defeat.
: 11
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If the June insurrection raised the self-assurance of the bourgeo·
sie all over the Continent, and caused it to league itself open!
with the feudal monarchy against the people, who was the fit
victim of this alliance? The Continental bourgeoisie itself. Th
June defeat prevented it from consolidating its rule and fro
bringing the people, half satisfied and half out of humour, t
a standstill at the lowest stage of the bourgeois revolution.
Finally, the defeat of June divulged to the despotic powe
of Europe the secret that France must maintain peace abroa
at any price in order to be able to wage civil war at home. Th
the peoples who had begun the fight for their national independen
were abandoned to the superior power of Russia, Austria an~
Prussia, but, at the same time, the fate of these national revolu~
tions was made subject to the fate of the proletarian revolution~
and they were robbed of their apparent autonomy, their inde~
pendence of the great social revolution. The Hungarian shall no1
be free, nor the Pole, nor the Italian, as long as the worker remaij"
a slave!
Finally, with the victories of the Holy Alliance, 35 Europ
has taken on a form that makes every fresh proletarian upheava•
in France directly coincide with a world war. The new French
revolution is forced to leave its national soil forthwith and conquer
the European terrain, on which alone the social revolution of the
nineteenth century can be accomplished.
Thus only the June defeat has created all the conditions under
which France can seize the initiative of the European revolution.
Only after being dipped in the blood of the June insurgents did the
tricolour become the flag of the European revolution-the red fiag!
And we exclaim: The revolution is dead!-Long live the revolution! ...
The condition of the French peasants, when the republic had.
added new burdens to their old ones, is comprehensible. Itcan
be seen that their exploitation difiers only in form from the exploi-:
tation of the industrial proletariat. The exploiter is the same:
capital. The individual capitalists exploit the individual peasant~
through mortgages and usury; the capitalist class exploits the peas~
ant class through the state taxes. The peasant's title to property
is the talisman by which capital held him hitherto under its
spell, the pretext under which it set him against the industrial
proletariat. Only the fall of capital can raise the peasant; only
an anti-capitalist, a proletarian government can break his economic misery, his social degradation. The constitutional republic
is the dictatorship of his united exploiters; the social-democratic,
the Red republic, is the dictatorship of his allies. And the scale
rises or falls, according to the votes that the peasant casts into
the ballot box. He himself has to decide his fate. So spoke the
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socialists in pamphlets, almanacs, calendars and leaflets of all
1 jnds. This language became more understandable to him through
1~c counter-writings of the party of Order, 36 which, for iLs part,
turned to him, and which, by gross exaggeration, by its brutal
conception and representation of the intentions and ideas of the
<:ocialists, struck the true peasant note and overstimulated his
i'usl after forbidden fruit. But most understandable was the language of the actual experience that the peasant class had gained
from the use of the suffrage, were the disillusionments overwhelmillg him, blow upon blow, with revolutionary speed. Revolutions
are the locomotives of history .. ..
Little by little we have seen peasants, petty bourgeois, the
middle classes in general, stepping alongside the proletariat,
driven into open antagonism to the official republic and treated
bv it as antagonists. Revolt against bourgeois dictatorship, need
0 j a change of society, adherence to democratic-republican instituii ons as organs of their movement, grouping round the proletariat
as the decisive revolutionary power-these are the common charactrristics of the so-called party of social-democracy, the party
of the Red republic. This party of Anarchy, as its opponents christ.eucd it, is no less a coalition of different interests than the
party of Order. From the smallest reform of the old social disorder
lo the overthrow of the old social order, from bourgeois liberalism
to revolutionary terrorism-as far apart as this lie the extremes
that form the starting point and the finishing point of the party
of "Anarchy."
Abolition of the protective tariff-Socialism! For it strikes at
the monopoly of the industrial faction of the party of Order.
Regulation of the state budget-Socialism! For it strikes at the
monopoly of the financial faction of the party of Order. Free admission of foreign meat and corn-Socialism! For it strikes at the
monopoly of the third faction of the party of Order, large landed
property. The demands of the free-trade party, that is, of the
rnost advanced English bourgeois· party, appear in France as so
lllany socialist demands. Voltairianism-Socialism! For it strikes
at a fourth faction of the party of Order, the Catholic. Freedom
~f ~he press, right of association, universal public education8oc1alism, Socialism! They stike at the general monopoly of the
Party of Order.
So swiftly had the march of the revolution ripened conditions
that the friends of reform of all shades, the most moderate claims
0~ the middle classes, were compelled to group themselves round
t e banner of the most extreme party of revolution, round the
red flag.
f Yet, manifold as the Socialism of the different large sections
'° the party of Anarchy was, according to the economic con-

ditions and the total revolutionary requirements of their cl
or fraction of a class arising out of these, in one point it is in h
mony: in proclaiming itself the means of emancipating the pro
tariat and the emancipation of the latter as its object. Delibera
deception on the part of some; self-deception on tho part of t
others, who give out the world transformed according to th
own needs as the best world for all, as the realisation of all rev
lutionary claims and the elimination of all revolutionary coll
sions.
Behind the general socialist phrases of the "party of Anarchy
which sound rather alike, there is concealed the Socialism of t
"National", of the "Presse" and the "Siecle'',37 which more or le
consistently wants to overthrow the rule of the finance aristocrac
and to free industry and trade from their hitherto existing fette
This is the Socialism of industry, of trade and of agricultu
whose bosses in the party of Order deny these interests, in so f
as they no longer coincide with their private monopolies. Socia
ism proper, petty-bourgeois Socialism, Socialism par excellenc
is distinct from this bourgeois Socialism, to which, as to eve
variety of Socialism, a section of the workers and petty bourgeo·
naturally rallies. Capital hounds this class chiefly as its creditor,
so it demands credit institutions; capital crushes it by competitio
so it demands associations supported by the state; capital ove
whelms it by concentration, so it demands progressive taxes, limit~
tions on inheritance, taking over of large construction projec
by the state, and other measures that forcibly stem the grow
of capital. Since it dreams of the peaceful achievement of i
Socialism-allowing, perhaps, for a second February Revolutio
lasting a brief day or so- the coming historical process naturall
appears to it as an application of systems, which the thi nke~
of society, whether in companies or as individual inventors,
devise or have devised. Thus they become the eclectics or adepi.
of the existing socialist systems, of doctrinaire Socialism, whic4,
was the theoretical expression of the proletariat only as lon!J
as it had not yet developed further into a free historical move~
ment of its own.
While this utopia, doctrinaire Socialism, which subordinates.
the total movement to one of its moments, which puts in place.
of common, social production the brainwork of individual pedants
and, above all, in fantasy does away with the revolutionary
struggle of the classes and its requirements by small conjurers'
tricks or great sentimentality; while this doctrinaire Socialism.
which at bottom only idealises present society, takes a picture
of it without shadows and wants to achieve its ideal athwar~
the realities of present society; while the proletariat surrenders
this Socialism to the petty bourgeoisie; while the struggle of the
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d ·fferent socialist leaders among themselves sets forth each of the
~-called systems as a pretentious adherence to one of the transit
5 oints of the social revolution as against another-the proletariat·
Pa!liPS more and more round revolutionary Socialism, round Com~1111;5m, for which the bourgeoisie has itself invented the name
of Blanqui. This Socialism is the declaration of the permanence of
the revolution, the class dictatorship of the proletariat as the necessarv transit point to the abolition of class distinctions generally,
to ihc abolition of all the relations of production on which they
re~t. to the abolition of all the social relations that correspond to
tbe~c relations of production, to the revolutionising of all the
idc-as that result from these social relations.
\\"ri t len between January and
Nov~rob!!r 1, 1850
Pn l11ished in the
journal N eue Rhelntsche Zettung.
Polilisch-iikonomische Revue Nos. 1,
2, 3, 5-6 for 1850

Translated from the German

KARL MARX AND FREDERICK ENGELS

From ADDRESS OF THE CENTRAL COMMITTEE
TO THE COMMUNIST LEAGUE8 8

The relation of the revolutionary workers' party to the 'pettybourgeois democrats is this: it marches together with them against
the faction which it aims at overthrowing, it opposes Lhem in
everything whereby they seek to consolidate their position in
their own interests.
Far from desiring to revolutionise all society for the revolutionary proletarians, the democratic petty bourgeois strive for
a change in social conditions by means of which existing society
will be made as tolerable and comfortable as possible for them.
Hence they demand abovo all diminution of state expenditure
by a curtailment of the bureaucracy and shifting the chief taxes
on to the big landowners and bourgeois. Further, they demand
the abolition of the pressure of big capital on small, through
public credit institutions and laws against usury, by which means
it will be possible for them and the peasants to obtain advances,
on favourable conditions, from the state instead of from the
capitalists; they also demand the establishment of bourgeois
property relations in the countryside by the complete abolition
of feudalism. To accomplish all this they need a democratic state
structure, either constitutional or republican, that will give
them and their allies, the peasants, a majority; also a democratic
communal structure that will give them direct control over
communal property and a series of functions now performed
by the bureaucrats.
The domination and speedy increaso of capital is further to be
counteracted partly by restricting the right of inheritance and
partly by transferring as many jobs of work as possible to the
state. As far as the workers are concerned, it remains certain
above all that they arc to remain wage-workers as before; the
democratic petty bourgeois only desire better wages and a more
secure existence for the workers and hope to achieve this through

ADDRESS OF CENTRAL COMMITTEE TO COJllMUNIST LEAGUE

113

arLial employment by the state and through charity measures;

Pn short, they hope to bribe the workers by more or less concealed

~hns and to break their revolutionary potency by making their
position tolerable for the moment. The demands of the pettybourgeois democracy here summarised are not put forward by all
of its factions at the same time and only a very few members
of them consider that these demands constitute definite aims in
their entirety. The further separate individuals or factions among
theni go, the more of these demands will they make their own,
and those few who see their own programme in what has been
outlined above might believe that thereby they have put forward
the utmost that can be demanded from the revolution. But these
demands can in no wise suffice for the party of the proletariat.
While the democratic petty bourgeois wish to bring the revolution to a conclusion as quickly as possiblo, and with the achievement, at most, of the above demands, it is our interest and our
task to make the revolution permanent, until all more or less
possessing classes have been forced out of their position of dominance, until the proletariat has conquered state power, and the
association of proletarians, not only in one country but in all
the dominant countries of the world, has advanced so far that
competition among the proletarians of these countries has ceased
au<l that at least the decisive productive forces are concentrated
in tho hands of the proletarians. For us the issue cannot be the
alteration of private property but only its annihilation, not
tho smoothing over of class antagonislilS but the abolition of
classes, not the improvement of existing society but the foundation
of a new one.
London, March 1850
Distributed in leaflet form in 1850
l'uhlishod by Engels in the
third edition of Marx's Revelations
A bout the Cologne Communist
Trial, Zurich, 1885
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FREDERICK ENGELS

From THE PEASANT WAR IN GERMANY

The worst thing that can befall a leader of an extreme party
is to be compelled to take over a government at a time when
society is not yet ripe for the domination of the class he represents and for the measures which that domination implies. What
he can do depends not upon his will but upon the degree of antagonism between the various classes, and upon the level of development of the material means of existence, of the conditions
of production and commerce upon which class contradictions
always repose. What he ought to do, what his party demands of
him, again depends not upon him or the stage of development of the
class struggle and its conditions. He is bound to the doctrines
and demands hitherto propounded which, again, do not proceed
from the class relations of the moment, or from the more or less
accidental level of production and commerce, but from his more
or less penetrating insight into the general result of the social
and political movement. Thus, he necessarily finds himself in an
unsolvable dilemma. What he can do contradicts all his previous
actions and principles, and the immediate interests of his party,
and what he ought to do cannot be done. In a word, he is compelled
to represent not his party or his class, but the class for whose
domination the movement is then ripe. In the interests of the
movernent he is compelled to advance the interests of an alien
class, and to feed his own class with talk and promises, and with
the asseveration that the interests of that alien class arc their
own interests. He who is put into this awkward position i~ irrevocably lost. We have seen examples of this in recent times, and
need only to recall the position taken in the last French proYisional government by the representatives of the proletariat, 39 though
they themselves represented only a very low stage of development
of the proletariaL. Whoever can still speculate with official posts
after the experiences of the February government-Lo say uothing
of our own noble German provisional governments and imperial
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gencies40 -is either foolish beyond measure or is only paying
r~ <ervice to the extreme revolutionary party.
hPJ\liinzer's position at the head of the "eternal council" of Miihlhausen w11s indeed much more precarious than that _of _any modern
revolutionary regent. Not only the movement of his time, but the
e was not ripe for the ideas of which he himself had only
:g faint notion. The class which he represented was still in its
birth throes. It was not yet capable of assuming leadership over,
and transforming, society. The social changes that his fancy
evoked had little ground in the then existing economic conditions.
\\'hat is more, these conditions were paving the way for a social
svstem that was diametrically opposite to what he aspired to.
Nevertheless, he was bound to his early sermon of Christian
equality and evangelical community of ownership, and was comp~Iled at least to attempt its realisation. Community of ownership,
universal and equal labour, and abolition of all rights to exercise
authority were proclaimed. But in reality Miihlhausen remained
a republican imperial city with a somewhat democratised con~tilution, a senate elected by universal suffrage and controlled
by a forum, and with a hastily improvised system of care for
the poor. The social upheaval that so horrified its Protestant
burgher contemporaries actually never transcended a feeble,
unconscious and premature attempt to establish the bourgeois
Fociety of a later period.
Munzer himself seems to have sensed the abyss between his
theories and the surrounding realities, an abyss that he must
have felt the more keenly, the more his visionary aspirations
were distorted in the crude minds of his mass of followers. He
devoted himself to extending and organising the movement with
a zeal rare even for him. He wrote letters and sent messengers
aud emissaries in all directious. His writings and sermons breathed
a revolutionary· fanaticism, astonishing even when comJJared
with his former works. The naive youthful humour of i\liinzer's
pre-revolutionary pamphlets is gone. The placid scholastic
language of the thinker, typical of his earlier years, is gone too.
Munzer becomes a positive prophet of the revolution. He untiringly fans the hatred against the ruling classes, he spurs the wildest
passions, and nscs only the forceful language that religious and
nationalist delirium put into the mouths of the Old Testament
prophets. The style he adopts reflects the educational level of the
Public he seeks to influence.
\\"l'itten in the summer of 1850
~.uhlishcd in the journal
../ue Rheinische Zeit111tf!. Politisch-

Translat~<l

from the German

o conom ;sche Revue No. 3-6, t850

8•

FREDERICK ENGELS

t'rom REVOLUTION AND COUNTER-REVOLUTION IN
GERMANY41

The first act of the revolutionary drama on the Continent o
Europe has closed. The "powers that were" before the hurricarn
of 1848, are again "the powers that be'", and the more or les
popular rulers of a day, provisional governors, triumvirs, dictat
ors, with their tail of representatives, civil commissioners, mili
tary commissioners, prefects, judges, generals, officers and! sol
diers, are thrown upon foreign shores, and "transported beyorn
the seas" to England or America, there to form new government
"in partibus infidelium, "42 European committees, central commit
tees, national committees, and to announce their advent wit)
proclamations quite as solemn as those of any less imaginar:
potentates.
A more signal defeat than that undergone by the continenta
revolutionary party-or rather parties-upon all points of th1
line of battle, cannot be imagined. But what of that? Has no
the struggle of the British middle classes for their social anc
political supremacy embraced forty-eight, that of the Frencl
middle classes forty years of unexampled struggles? And wa
their triumph ever nearer than at the very moment when restorec
monarchy thought itself more firmly settled than ever? The time
of that superstition which attributed revolutions to the ill-wil
of a few agitators, have long passed away. Everyone knows nowa
days, that wherever there is a revolutionary convulsion, theri
must be some social want in the background, which is preventec
by outworn institutions from satisfying itself. The want ma~
not yet be felt as strongly, as generally, as might insure imme
diate success, but every attempt ·at forcible repression will onl~
bring it forth stronger and stronger, until it bursts its fetters
If, then, we have been beaten, we have nothing else to do bu
to begin again from the beginning. And, fortunately, the prob
ably very short interval of rest which is allowed us between th•
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close of the first and the beginning of the second act of the movement, gives us time for a very necessary piece of work: the study
of the causes that necessitated both the late outbreak, and its
defeat; causes that are not to be sought for in the accidental
efforts, talents, faults, errors or treacheries of some of the leaders, but in the general social state and conditions of existence
of each of the convulsed nations. That the sudden movements
of February and March, 1848, were not the work of single individuals, but spontaneous, irresistible manifestations of national
wants and necessities, more or less clearly understood, but very
distinctly felt by numerous classes in every ·country, is a fact
recognised everywhere but when you inquire into the causes
of the counter-revolutionary successes, there you are met on
evt'ry hand with the ready reply that it was Mr. This or Citizen
That, who "betrayed" the people. Which reply may be very
true, or not, according to circumstances, but under no circumstances does it explain anything-not even show how it came
to pass that the "people" allowed themselves to be thus betrayed.
And what a poor chance stands a political party whose entire
stock-in-trade consists in a knowledge of the solitary fact, that
Citizen So-and-so is not to be trusted.
The inquiry into, and the exposition of, the causes both of the
revolutionary convulsion and its suppression, are, besides, of
paramount importance in a historical point of view. All these
petty personal quarrels and recriminations-all these contradictory assertions, that it was Marrast, or Ledru-Rollin, or Louis
Blanc, or any other member of the Provisional Government, or
the whole of them, that steered the revolution amidst the rocks
upon which it foundered-of what interest can they be, what
light can they afford to the American or Englishman, who
observed all these various movements from a distance too great to
allow of his distinguishing any of the details of operations? No
man in his senses will ever believe that eleven men,* mostly
of very indifferent capacity, either for good or evil, were able
in three months to ruin a nation of thirty-six millions, unless
those thirty-six millions saw as little of their way before them
as the eleven did. But how it came to pass, that these thirty-six
millions were at once called upon to decide for themselves which
way to go, although partly groping in dim twilight, and how
then they got Jost and their old leaders were for a moment allowed
to return to their leadership, that is just the question.
If, then, we try to Jay before the readers of The Tribune the
causes which, while they necessitated the German Revolution
of 1848, Jed quite as inevitably to its momentary repression
• Members of the French Provisional Government.-Ed.

118

FRF.DERICK ENGF.LS

in 1840 aud '50, we shall noL be expecLed to give a complet
hisLory of the events as they passed in that country. Later events,
and Lhe judgment of coming generaLions, will decide what portion of that confused mass of seemingly accidental, incoherent
and incongruous facts is to form a part of Lhe world's history.
The time for such a task has not yet arrived; we must confine
ourselves to the limits of the possible, and be satisfied, if we
can fiurl rational causes, based upon undeniable facts, to explain
the chief events, the principal vicissiLudes of that movement, and
to give us 11 clue as to the tlirectio11 which the next and perhaps not very d·isLant outbreak will impart to the German
people ....
But it is the fate of all revolutions Lhat this union of different.
classes, which in some degree is always Lhe necessary condition
of any revolutiou, caunoL subsist long. No sooner is Lhe victory
gained against the common enemy, than the victors become
divided among themselves into different camps and turn their
weapous against each other. It is this rapid and passionaLe deve~
lopment of class anLagonism which, in old and complicated social
organisms, makes a revolution such a powerful agent of social
and political progress; it is this incessantly quick upshooting
of, new parties succeeding each other in power which, during
those violent commotions, makes a naLion pass iu five years over
more ground than it would have done in a century under ordinary
circumstances....
Now, insurrection is an art quite as much as war or any other,
and subject to certain rules of proceeding, which, when neglected,
will produce the ruin of the party neglecLing them. Those rules,
logical deductions from the nature of the parLies and the circumsLances one has to deal with in such a case, are so plain and simple
that the short experience of 1848 had made the Germans preLty
well acquainted with them. Firstly, never play with insurrection unless you are fully prepared to face the consequences of
your play. Insurrection is a calculus with very indefinite magnitudes, the value of which may change every day; the forces
opposed to you have all the advantage of organization, discipline
and habitual auLhoriLy; unless you bring strong odds against them,
you are defeated an<l ruined. Secondly, the insurrectiouary career
once entered upon, act with the greaLest determination, and
on the offensive. The defensive is the death of every armed rising;
it is lost before it measures itself with Hs enemies. Surprise your
antagonists while their forces are scattering, prepare new successes, however small but daily; keep up Lhe moral ascendant
which the first successful rising has given Lo you; rally thus
those vacillating elements to your side which always follow the
strongest impulse, and which always look out for the safer side;
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force your enemies to a retreat before they can collect therr
againsL you; in the words of Danton, the greatesL master
0 r revolutionary policy yet known: de l'azulace, de l'audace, encore
de l' audace!

8 trenglh

1\'J'ittPn in August 1s;;1.
September 1852
PuhlishPrl in The New-York
/}atly Tribune in 1851-52

Written in Bnglish

KARL MARX

From THE EIGHTEENTH BRUMAIRE OF LOUIS BONAPARTE••

Hegel remarks somewhere that all facts and personages of great
importance in world history occur, as it were, twice. He forgot
to add: the first time as tragedy, the second as farce. Caussidiere
for Danton, Louis Blanc for Robespierre, the Montagne of 1848
to 1851 for the Montagne of 1793 to 1795, the Nephew for the
Uncle. And the same caricature occurs in the circumstances attending the second edition of the eighteenth Brumaire. 44
Men make their own history, but they do not make it just
as they please; they do not make it under circumstances chosen
by themselves, but under circumstances directly encountered,
given and transmitted from the past. The tradition of all the
dead generations weighs like a nightmare on the brain of the
living. And just when they seem engaged in revolutionising
themselves and things, in creating something that has never yet
existed, precisely in such periods of revolutionary crisis they
anxiously conjure up the spirits of the past to their service and
borrow from them names, battle cries and costumes in order
to present the new scene of world history in this time-honoured
disguise and this borrowed language. Thus Luther donned the
mask of the Apostle Paul, the Revolution of 1789 to 1814 draped
itself alternately as the Roman republic and the Roman empire,
and the Revolution of 1848 knew nothing better to do than to
parody, now 1789, now the revolutionary tradition of 1793to1795.
In like manner a beginner who has learnt a new language always
translates it back into his mother tongue, but he has assimilatell
the spirit of the new language and can freely express himself
in it only when he finds his way in it without recalling the old
and forgets his native tongue in the use of the new.
Consideration of this conjuring up of the dead of world history
reveals at once a salient difference. Camille Desmoulins, Danton,
Robespierre, Saint-Just, Napoleon, the heroes as well as the
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parLics and Lhe masses of the old French Revolution, performed
the task of their time in Roman costume and with Roman
phrases, the task of unchaining and setting up modern bourgeois
~ociety. The first ones knocked the feudal basis to pieces and
111 owed off the feudal heads which had grown on it. The other creat·
cd inside France the conditions under which alone free competit iou could be developed, pareelled landed property exploited and
1lw unchained industrial productive power of the nation employed;
ancl beyond the French borders he everywhere swept the feudal
institutions away, so far as was necessary to furnish bourgeois
society in France with a suitable up-to-date environment on the
European Continent. The new social formation once established,
the antediluvian Colossi disappeared and with them resurrected
Homanity-the Bmtuses, Gracchi, Publicolas, the tribunes,
the senators, and Caesar himself. Bourgeois society in its sober
reality had begotten its true interpreters and mouthpieces in the
Says, Cousins, Royer-Collards, Benjamin Constants and Guizots;
its real military leaders sat behind the office desks, and the
hogheaded Louis XVlll was its political chief. Wholly absorbed
in the production of wealth and in peaceful competitive struggle,
it no longer comprehended that ghosts from the days of Rome
had watched over its cradle. But unheroic as bourgeois society
is, it nevertheless took heroism, sacrifice, terror, civil war and
battles of peoples to bring it into being. And in the classically
austere traditions of the Roman republic its gladiators found the
ideals and the art forms, the self-deceptions that they needed
in order to conceal from themselves the bourgeois limitations
of the content of their struggles and to keep their enthusiasm
on tho high plane of the great historical tragedy. Similarly, at
another stage of development, a century earlier, Cromwell and
the English people had borrowed speech, passions and illusions
from the Old Testament for their l)ourgeois revolution. When the
real aim had been achieved, when the bourgeois transformation of
English society had been accomplished, Locke supplanted
Habakkuk.
Thus the awakening of the dead in those revolutions served the
purpose of glorifying the new struggles, not of parodying the
old; of magnifying the given task in imagination, not of fleeing
from its solution in reality; of finding once more the spirit of
revolution, not of making its ghost walk about again.
From 1848 to 1851 only the ghost of the old revolution walked
nb?ut, from Marrast, the republicain en gants jaunes, * who rlisg~1sed himself as the old Bailly, down to the adventurer, who
hides his commonplace repulsive features under the iron death
~k of Napoleon. An entire people, which had imagined that
• Republican in yellow gloves.-Ed.
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by means of a revolution it had imparted to itself an accelerate
power of motion, suddenly finds itself set back into a defunct
epoch and, in order that no doubt as to the relapse may be possibleli
the old dates arise again, the old chronology, the old names, th '.
old edicts, which had long become a subject of antiquarian eru
dition, and the old minions of the law, who had seemed Ion
decayed. The nation fools like that mad Englishman in Bedla
who fancies that he lives in the times of the ancient Pharao
and daily bemoans the hard labour that he must perform in th
Ethiopian mines as a gold digger, immured in this subterranea
prison, a dimly burning lamp fastened to his head, the oversee
of the slaves behind him with a long whip, and at the exits a con
fused welter of barbarian mercenaries, who understand neithe
the forced labourers in the mines nor one another, since the
speak no common language. "And all this is expected of me,
sighs the mad Englishman, "of me, n freeborn Briton, in orde
to make gold for the old Pharaohs." "In order to pay the deb
of the Bonaparte family," sighs the French nation. The Englis
man, so long as he was in his right mind, could not gel rid of th
fixed idea of making gold. The French, so long as they were engage
in revolution, could not get rid of the memory of Napoleo
as the election of December 1Qt5 proved. They hankered to retur
from the perils of revolution to the flesh-pots 46 of Egypt, an
December 2, 1851 was the answer. They have not only a caric
ture of the old Napoleon, they have the old Napoleon himsel
caricatured as he must appear in tho middle of the ninetcent
century
The social rovolution of the nineteenth century cannot dra
its poetry from the)ast, but only from the future. l t cannot begi
with itself before it has stripped off all superstition in regar
to the past. Earlier revolutions required recollections of pas
world history in order to drug themselves concerning their o
content. In order lo arrive al its own content, the revolutio
of the nineteenth century must let the dead bury their dead
There the phrase went beyond the content; here thH conten~
goes beyond the phrase.
'
The February Revolution was a surprise attack, a taking of th•
old society unawares, and the people proclaimed this unexpecte~
stroke as a deed of world importance, ushering in a new epoch
On December 2 the February Revolution is conjured away b.
a cardsharper's trick, and what seems overthrown is no longe~
the monarchy but the liberal concessions that were wrung fro~
it by centuries of struggle. Instead of society having conquered
a new content for itself, it seems that the state only returned
to its oldest form, to the shamelessly simple domination of
the sabre and the cowl. This is the answer to the coup d8
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of February 1848, given by tho coup de tete** of December
l8.)1. Easy come, easy go. Meanwhile the interval of time has not
pn~"e<l by unused. During the years 1848 to 1851 French society
]las made up, and that by an abbreviated because revolutio11ary
!llethod, for the studies and experiences which, in a regulur, so to
~ 1 wak. textbook course of development, would have had to precedL' Ihe February llevolution, if it was to be more than a ruffling
of 1hc smface. Society now seems to have fallen buck behind its
point of departure; it has in truth first to create for itself the
reroluLiouary point of departure, the situation, the relations,
the couditions under which alone modern revolution becomes
serious.
Bourgeois revolutions, like those of the eighteenth century,
~tonn swiftly from success to success; their dramatic effects
011ttlo each other; men and things seem set in sparkling brilliants;
ecstasy is the everyday spirit; but they are short-lived; soon they
have attained their zenith, and a long crapulent depression lays
hold of society before it learns soberly to assimilate the results
of il.s storm-and-stress period, On Lhe other baud, proletarian
rc\'Olutions, like those of the nineteenth century, criticise themsclws constantly, interrupt themselves continually in their own
couw>, come back to the apparently accomplished in order to begin
it afresh, deride with unmerciful thoroughness the inadequucies,
weakuesses and paltrinesses of their first attempts, seem to throw
dow11 their a<lversary only in order that he may draw new strength
frou1 the earth and rise again, more gigautic, before them, recoil ever
and auon from the indefinite prodigiousness of their own aims,
until a situation has been created which makes all turuing back
impossible, and the conditions themselves cry out;
JIic Rhodus, hie salta!
Here is the rose, here dance! 47 ...

11 iain*

_ On !\lay 28, 1849, the Legislative National Assembly met.
On December 2, '1851, it was dispersed. This period covers the
span of life of the constitutional, or parliamentary, republic.
1n the llrst :French Revolution the rule of the Constitutionalists
i~ followed by the rule of the Girondins and the rule of the Girondtn• by the rule of the J acobins. Each of these parties relies on the
ntore progressive party for support. As soon as it has brought the
l'evo1L1tion far enough to be unllhlc to follow it furLher, still less
lo go ahead of it, it is thrust aside by the bolder ally that stands
hfltin<l it itnd sent to the guillotine. The revolution thus moves
a oug- an ascending line.

--

.: Coup de main: Unexpected stroke.-/i'd.
Coup de tete: Rash act.-Ed.
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It is the reverse with the Revolution of 1848. The proletarh
party appears as an appendage of the petty-bourgeois-democrat
party. It is betrayed and dropped by the latter on April 1<
May 15, and in the June days. The democratic party, in its tlll'I
leans on the shoulders of the bourgeois-republican party. Tl
bourgeois-republicans no sooner believe themselves well esta!
lished than they shake off the troublesome comrade and suppQ
thcm~elves on the shoulders of the party of Order. The parl
of Order hunches its shoulders, 48 lets the bourgeois-republicai
tumble and throws itself on the shoulders of armed force.
fancies it is still sitting on its shoulders when, one fine momi!Ji
it perceives that the shoulders have transformed themsel!j
into bayonets. Each party kicks back at the one behind, wh~~
presses upon it, and leans against the one in front, which push
backwards. No wonder that in this ridiculous posture it Ioa
its balance and, having made the inevitable grimaces, collap9
with curious capers. The revolution thus moves in a descendii
line. It finds itself in this state of retrogressive motion befo
the last February barricade has been cleared away and the fiil
revolutionary authority constituted. 48
The period that we have before us comprises the most motl4
mixture of crying contradiCtions: constitutionalists who conspi
openly against the Constitution; revolutionists who are confesse,
ly constitutional; a National Assembly that wants to be omm
potent and always remains parliamentary; a Montagne th
finds its vocation in patience and counters its present defea
by prophesying future victories; royalists who form the patJ
conscripti* of the republic and are forced by the situation to ke
the hostile royal houses, to which they adhere, abroad, and t
republic, which they hate, in France; an executive power th
finds its strength in its very weakness and its respectability
the contempt that it calls forth; a republic that is nothing but t
combined infamy of two monarchies, the Restoration and t:
July Monarchy, with an imperial label-alliances whose fi.1
proviso is separation; struggle whose first law is indecisio
wild, inane agitation in the name of tranquillity, most solen
preaching of tranquillity in the name of revolution; passio
without truth, truths without passion; heroes without her11
deeds, history without events; development, whose sole drivi1
force seems to be the calendar, wearying with constant repetitit
of the same tensions and relaxations; antagonisms that periodic1
ly seem to work themselves up to a climax only to lose the
sharpness and fall away without being able to resolve themselve
pretentiously paraded exertions and philistine terror at ti
• Patres conscrlpti: Senators.-Ed.
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d noer of the world coming to an end, and at the same time the
!it'iest intrigues and court comedies played by the world
~deemers, who in their laisser aller* remind us less of the Day
f Judgement than of the times of the Fronde-the official collective genius of France brought to naught by the arLful stupidity
of a single individual; the collective will of the nation, as ofLen
as it speaks through universal suffrage, seeking its appropriate
expression through the inveterate enemies of the interests of the
masses, until at length it finds it in the self-will of a filibuster.
If any section of history has been painted grey on grey, ft is this.
Men and events appear as inverted Schlemihls, as shadows that
have lost their bodies, 60 The revolution itself paralyses its own
bearers and endows only its adversaries with passionate forcefulness. When the "red spectre", continually conjured up and exorcised by the counter-revolutionaries, finally appears, it appears
not with the Phrygian cap of anarchy on its head, but in the uniform of order, in red breeches,, ..
Legitimists and Orleanists, as we have said, formed the two
great factions of the party of Order, Was that which held these
factions fast to their pretenders and kept them apart from one
another nothing but lily and tricolour, House of Bourbon and
House of Orleans, different shades of royalism, was it at all the
confession of faith of royalism? Under the Bourbons, big landed
property had governed, with its priests and lackeys; under the
Orleans, high finance, large-scale industry, large-scale trade, that
is, capital, with its retinue of lawyers, professors and smoothtongued orators. The Legitimate Monarchy was merely the political expression of the hereditary rule of the lords of the soil,
as the July Monarchy was only the political expression of the
usurped rule of the bourgeois parvenus, What kept the two factions
apart, therefore, was not any so-called principles, it was their
material conditions of existence, two different kinds of property,
it was the old contrast between town and country, the rivalry
between capital and landed property. That at the same time old
~omories, personal enmities, fears and hopes, prejudices and
Illusions, sympathies and antipathies, convictions, articles of
faith and principles bound them to one or the other royal house,
who is there that denies this? Upon the different forms of property, upon the social conditions of existence, rises an entire
~uperstructure of distinct and peculiarly formed sentiments,
Iil1Isions, modes of thought and views of life. The entire class
creates and forms them out of its material foundations and out
of ~he corresponding social relations. Tho single individual, who
derives them through tradition and upbringing, may imagine
• Laisser aller~ Letting things take their course.-Ed.
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that they form the real motives and the starting-point of h'
activity. While Orleanists and Legitimists, while each facti
sought to make itself and the other believe that it was loyalt
to their two royal houses which separated them, facts later prove
that it was rather their divided interests which forbade the unitin
of the two royal houses. And as in private life one differentiat
between what a man thinks and says of himself and what h'
really is and does, so in historical struggles one must distinguis ·
still more the phrases and fancies of parties from their real organ
ism and their real interests, their conception of themselves
from their reality. Orleanists and Legitimists found themselv
side by side in the republic, with equal claims. If each side wishe
to effect the restoration of its own royal house against the other
that merely signified that each of the two great interests into whic
the bourgeoisie is split-landed property and capital-sought t
restore its own supremacy and the subordination of the other
We speak of two interests of the bourgeoisie, for large lande
property, despite its feudal coquetry and pride of race, has been1
rendered thoroughly bourgeois by the development of modern!
society. Thus the Tories in England long imagined that the~
were enthusiastic about monarchy, the church and the beauties:
of the old English Constitution, until the day of danger wrung'
from them the confession that they are enthusiastic only about:
ground rent....
As against the coalesced bourgeoisie, a coalition between petty
bourgeois and workers had been formed, the so-called social-democratic party. The petty bourgeois saw that they were badly rewarded after the June days of 1848, thaL their material interests
were imperilled and that the democratic guarantees which were
to ensure the effectuation of these interests were called in question
by the counter-revolution. Accordingly, they came closer to the
workers. On the other hand, their parliamentary representation,
the Montagne, thrust aside during the dictatorship of the bourgeois republicans, had in the last half of the life of the Constitucmt Assembly reconquered its lost popularity through the
sLruggle with Bonaparte and the royalist ministers. It had concluded an alliance with the socialist leaders. In February 1849,
banquets celebrated the reconciliation. A joint programme was
drafted, joint election committees were set up and joint candidates put forward. From the social demands of the proletariat
the revolutionary point was broken off and a democratic turn
given to them; from the democratic claims of the petty bourgeoisie
the purely political form was stripped off and their socialist
point thrust forward. Thus arose the Social-Democracy. The new
Montagne, the result of this combination, contained, apart from
some supernumeraries from the working class and some socialist
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ectarians, the same elements as the old Montagne, only numerics Jly stronger. However, in the course of development, it had
~ba 11ged with the class that it represented. The peculiar character
of the Social-Democracy is epitomised in the fact that democraticrepublican institutions are demanded as a means, not of doing
away with two extremes, capital and wage labour, but of weakening their antagonism and transforming it into harmony. However
different the means proposed for the attainment of this end may
be, however much it may be trimmed with more or less revolutionary notions, the content remains the same. This content is the
transformation of society in a democratic way, but a transformation within the bounds of the petty bourgeoisie. Only one must
not form the narrow-minded notion that the petty bourgeoisie,
on principle, wishes to enforce an egoistic class interest. Rather,
it believes that the special conditions of its emancipation are the
general conditions within Lhe frame of which alone modern society
can be saved and the class struggle avoided. Just as little must
one imagine that the democratic representatives are indeed all
shopkeepers or enthusiastic champions of shopkeepers. According
to their edncation and their individual position they may be as
far apart as heaven from earth. What makes them representatives
of lhe petty bourgeoisie is the fact that in their minds they do not
get beyond the limits which the latter do not get beyond in life,
!hat they are consequently driven, theoretically, to the same
problems and solutions to which material interest and social
position drive the latter practically. This is, in general, the rela1ionship between the political and literary representatives of a class
and the class they represent ....
Ily a coup de main during the night of December 1 to 2, Bonaparte had robbed the Paris proletariat of its leaders, the barricade
commanders. An army without officers, averse to fighting unde:r
tho banner of the Montagnards because of the memories of June
1848 and 1849 and Mny 1850, it left to its vanguard, the secret
societies, the task of saving the insurrectionary honour of Paris,
which the bourgeoisie had so unresistingly surrendered to the
soldiery that, later on, Bonaparte could sneeringly give as his
motive for disarming the National Guard-his fear that its arms
Wonld ho .turned against it itself by the anarchists!
"C'est le triomphe complet et definitif du Socialisme!"* Thus
Guizot characterised Doccmbcr 2. But if the overthrow of the
P~rliamontary republic contains within itself the germ of the
triumph of tho proletarian revolution, its immediate and palPahle result was the victory of Bonaparte over parliament, of the
executive power over the legislative power, of force without phra.~es

-

• ''This is the complete a111l final triumph of socialisml"-Ed.
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over the force of phrases. In parliament the nation made its gener~
will the law, that is, it made the law of the ruling class its gene•
al' will. Before the executive power it renounces all will of
own and submits to the suporior command of an alien will, ti
authority. The executive power, in contrast to the legislati~
power, expresses the heteronomy of a nation, in contrast to i~
autonomy. France, therefore, seems to have escaped the despotis~
of a class only to fall back beneath the despotism of an individua
and, what is more, beneath the authority of an individual witho
authority. The struggle seems to be settled in such 11 way tha
all classes, equally impotent and equally mute, fall on thel
knees before the rifle butt.
!;:\But the revolution is thoroughgoing. It is still journeyi~
through purgatory. It does its work methodically. By Docembll
2, 1851, it had completed one half of its preparatory work; it~
now completing the other half. First it perfected the parliamen~
ary power, in order to be able to overthrow it. Now that it ha
attained this, it perf,!lcts the executive power, reduces it to its pure$
expression, isolates it, sets it up against itself as the sole target, ii
order to concentrate all its forces of destruction against it. Anl
when it has done this second half of its preliminary work, Euro~
will leap from its scat and exultantly exclaim: Well grubbed, oll
molel 51
'
This executive power with its enormous bureaucratic alll
military organisation, with its ingenious state machinery, embrae
ing wide strata, with a host of officials numbering half a million
besides an army of another half million, this appalling parasiU
body, which enmeshes the body of French society like a net ani
chokes all its pores, sprang up in the days of the absolute monarchy
with the decay of the feudal system, which it helped to hasten
'Che seignorial privileges of the landowners and towns becam1
transformed into so many attributes of the state power, the feuda
dignitaries into paid officials and the motley pattern of conflictiill
mediaeval plenary powers into the regulated plan of a state authoJ
ity whose work is divided and centralised as in a factory. Th
first French Revolution, with its task of breaking all separat
local, territorial, urban and provincial powers in order to creat
the civil unity of the nation, was bound to develop what the abs~
lute monarchy had begun: centralisation, but at the same tim
the extent, the attributes and the agents of governmental powe1
Napoleon perfected this state machinery. The Legitimist monarch
and the July monarchy added nothing but a greator divisio
of labour, growing in the same measure as the division of laboll
within bourgeois society created new groups of interests, an~
therefore, new material for state administration. Every commo
interest was straightway severed from society, counterposed t
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it a~ a higher, general interest, snatched from the activity of
sociely's members themselves and made arr objecL of government
·ictivity, from a bridge, a schoolhouse and Lhc communal prop~rl v of a village community to the railways, the national wealth
an cl the national university of France. Finally, in its struggle
acrainst the revolution, the parliamentary republic found itself
c~mpcllcd to strengthen, along with the repressive measures, the
rc~ourccs and centralisation of governmental power. All rcvolut ions perfected this machine instead of smashing it. The parties
that contended in turn for domina lion regarrlcd the possession
of this hngc state edifice as the principal spoil~ of the victor.
13ut nndcr the absolute monarchy, during the first Revolution,
under Napoleon, bureaucracy was only the means of preparing
tho class rule of the bonrgcoisic. Under the Rostoration, under
Louis Philippe, under the parliamentary rcpnhlic,. iL was the
instrument of the ruling class, however much it strove for power
of its own.
Only under tho second Bonaparte docs tho state seem to have
made itself completely independent. As against civil society,
the stale machine has consolidated its position so thoroughly that
the chief of the Society of December 10 suffices for its head, an
adventurer blown in from abroad, raised on the shield by a drunkon soldiery, which he has bought wiLh liquor and sausages, and
which he must continually ply wilh sausage anew. Hence the
downcast despair, the feeling of most dreadful humiliation and
degradation that oppresses the breast of France and makes her
catch her breath. She feels dishonoured.
And yet the state.power is not suspended in mid air. Bonaparte
represents a class, and the most numerous class of French society
aL tliat, the small-holding [Parzellen] peasants.
Just as the Bourbons were the dynasty of big landed property
and just. as the Orleans were the dynasty of money, so the BonapurLes arc the dynasty of the peasants, that is, the mass of Lhc
French people. Not the Bonaparte who submitted to the bourgeois
Parliament, but the Bonaparte who dispersed the bourgeois
parliament is the chosen of the peasantry. For three years the
towns had succeeded in falsifying the meaning of the election
of December 10 and in cheating the peasants out of the restoration
of the empire. The election of December 10, 1848. has been, consummated only by the coup d'etat of December 2, 1851.
Tho small-holding peasants form a vast mass, the members of
Which live in similar conditions but without entering into manifold relations with one another. Their mode of production isolates
~hem from one another instead of bringing them into mutual
Intercourse. The isolation is increased by France's had means of
communication and by the poverLy of the peasants. Their field
9-1087
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of production, the small holding, admits of no division of labo~
in its cultivation, no application of science and, therefore, nq
diversity of development, no variety of talent, no WPallh ol
social relation5hips. Each individual peasant family is almos1
self-sufficient; it itself directly produces the major part of ita
consumption and thus acquires its means of life more Lhroug~
exchange with nature than in intercourse with society. A smal1
holding, a peasant and his family; alougside them another small
holding, another peasant and another family. A few score of thesa
make up a village, and a few score of villages make 11p ll Depart-1
ment. In this way, the great mass of the French nation is formed
by simple addition of homologous maguitudes, much as potatoea
in a sack form a sack of potatoes. In so far as millions of families
live under economic conditions of existence that separate theii
mode of lif~, their interests and their culture from those of thli
other classes. and put them in hostile oppobitiou to the latterj
they form a cla~s. In so far a~ there is merely a locul interconnee;
tion among these small-holdir.g peasants, and the ideutity of
their interests begets no community, uo national bond and no
political organisation among them, they do not form a class~
They are consequently incapable of enforcing their class interest&
in their own name, whether through a parliament or through
a convention. They cannot represent themselves, they mugt be
represented. Their representative must al the same time appear
as their master, as an authority over them, as an unlimited govern..
mental power that protects them against the other clagrn~ and!
sends them rain and sunshine from above. The political influence
of the small-holding peasants, therefore, find~ ils final expression
in the executive power subordinating society to it~elf.
Historical tradition gave ri~o to tli.e belief of the French peasants in the miracle that a man narnud Napoleon would bring
all the glory back to them. And an individual turned 11p who
gives himself out as the man because he bears the name of Napoleon, in consequence of the Code Napoleon, which lays down that
la recherche de la paternite est interdite. * After a vagabondage
of twenty years and after a series of grote~que adventures. the
legend finds fulfilment and the man becomes Emperor of the
French. The fixed idea of the Nephew was realised, hecau~e it
coincided with the fixed idea of the most numerous class of the
French people.
But, it may be objected, what about the peasant risings in
half of France, the raids on the peasants by the army, the mass
incarceration and transportation of peasants'~
Since Louis XIV, France has experienced no similar persecution
of the peasants "on account of demagogic practices".
• Inquiry into paternity is forbiddcn.-E'd.
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But let there be no misunderstanding. The Bonaparte dynasty
represents not the revolutionary, but the conservative peasant;
not the peasant that strikes out beyond the condition of his
social existence, the small holding, but rather the peasant who
'\\"ants to consolidate this holding; not the country folk who,
linker! up with the towns, want to overthrow the old order through
their own energies, but on the contrary those who, in stupefied
seclu~ion within this old order, want to see themselves and their
small holdings saved and favoured by the ghost of the empire.
It represents not the enlightenment, but the superstition of the
pea~ant; not his judgement, but his prejudice; not his future, but
hi~ past; not his modern Cevennes, but his modern Vcndee. 52
The three years' rigorous rnle of the parliamentary republic
had freed a part of the French peasants from the Napoleonic illusion and had revolutionised them. even if only superficiully;
but lhe bourgeoisie violently repressed them, as often as they
set themselves in motion. Under the parliamentary republic the
modern and the traditional consciousness of the French peasant
conlended for mastery. This progress took the form of an inces~ant
&truggle between the schoolmasters and the priests. The bourgeoisie
struck down the schoolmasters. For the first time the peasants
made efforts to behave independently in the face of the activity
of the government. This was shown in the continual conflict
between the maires and the prefects. The bourgeoisie deposed the
maires. Finally, during the period of the parliamentary republic,
the peasants of different localities rose against their own of£spring,
the army. The bourgeoisie punished them with states of siege
and punitive expeditions. And this same bourgeoisie now cries
out about the stupidity ·of the masses, the vile multitude, that
has betrayed it to Bonaparte. It has itself forcibly strengthened
the empire sentiments [lmperialismus] of the peasant class, it
con~erY~d the conditions that form the birthplace of this peasant
religion. The bourgeoisie, to be sure, is bound to fear the stupidity
of the masses as long as they remain conservative, and the insight
of the masses as soon as they become revolutionary.
lu the risings after the coup d'etat, a part of the French peasants
Protested, arms in hand, against their own vote of December 10,
1848. The school they had gone through since 1848 had sharpened
their wits. But they had made themselves over to the underworld
of. history; history held them to their word, and the majority was
still so prejudiced that in precisely the reddest Departments the
~eas.ant population voted openly for Bonaparte. In its view, the
b at1onal Assembly had hindered his progress. He had now merely
roken the fetters that the towns had imposed on the will of the
countryside. In some parts the peasants even entertained the
grotesque notion of a convention side by side with Napoleon.
9•
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After the first revolution had transformed the peasants fron
semi-villeins into freeholders, Napoleon confirmed and regulate!
the conditions on which they could exploit undisturbed the soi:
of France which had only just fallen to their lot and slake theii
youthful passion for property. But what is now causing the ruix
of the French peasant is his small holding itself, the divisi 01
of the land, the form of property which Napoleon consolidate~
in France. It is precisely the material conditions which mad•
the feudal peasant a small-holding peasant aud Napoleon a1
emperor. Two generations have sufficetl to produce tho inevitahJ 4
result; progressive deterioration of ngricul ture, progressive indebt
edness of the agriculturist. The "Napoleonic" form of property
which at the beginning of the nineteenth century was the condf.
tion for the liberation and enrichment of the French count11
folk, has developed in the course of this century into the la'l'I
of their enslavement and pauperisation. And precisely this la'l'I
is the first of the "idees napoleoniennes" which the second Bona·
parte has to uphold. If he still shares with the peasants the illusion that the cause of Lheir ruin is to be sought, not in this small·
holding property itself, but outside it, in the influence of second·
ary circumstances, his experiments will burst like soap bubbles
when they come in contact with the relations of production.
The economic development of small-holding property has
ratlically changed the relation of the peasants to the other classes
of society. Under Napoleon. the fragmentation of the land in the
countryside supplemented free competition and the beginning
of big industry in the towns. The peasant class was the ubiquitous
protest against the landed aristocra,cy which had just been over•
thrown. The roots that small-holding property struck in French
soil deprived feudalism of all nutriment. Its landmarks formed the
natural fortifications of the bourgeoisie against any surprise
attack on the part of its old overlords. But in the course of the
nineteenth century the feudal lords were replaced by urban usurers;·
the feudal obligation that went with the land was replaced by
the mortgage; aristocratic landed property was replaced by bourgeois capital. The small holding of the peasant is now only the
prelext that allows the capitalist to draw profits, interest and
rent from the soil, while leaving it to the tiller of the soil himself
to see how he can extract his wages. The mortgage debt burdening
the soil of France imposes on the French peasantry payment of
an amount of interest equal to the annual interest on the entire
British national debt. Small-holding property, in this enslav&ment by capital to which its development inevitably pushes
forward, has transformed the mass of the French nation into
troglodytes. Sixteen million peasants (including women and
children) dwell in hovels, a large number of which have but onB
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opening, others only two and Lhe most favoured only three. And
windows are to a house what the five senses arc to the head. The
bo 11 rgeois order, which at the beginning of the century set the
st11lo to stand guard over the newly arisen small holding and
n111 nured it with laurels, has become a vampire that sucks out
its blood and brains and throws them into the alchemislic cauldron
of capital. The Code Napoleon is now nothing but a codex of distruint~. forced sales and compulsory auctions. To the four million
(including children, etc.) officially recognised paupers, vagabonds,
criminals and prostitutes in France must be added five million
wlw hover on the margin of existence and either have their
haunts in the countryside itself or, with their rags and their
children, continually desert the countryside for the towns and
the towns for the countryside. The interests of the peasants,
therefore, are no longer, as under Napoleon, in accord with,
but in opposition to the interests of the bourgeoisie, to capital.
Hence the peasants find their natural ally and leader in the urban
proletariat, whose task is the overthrow of the bourgeois order
But strong and unlimited government-and this is the second
"idee napoleonienne", which Lhe second Napoleon has to carry
out-is called upon to defend this "material" order by force.
This "ordre materiel" also serves as the catchword in all of Bonaparte's proclamations against the rebellions peasants.
Written in December 1851-March

1852

Published in the first issue of
the journal Die Revolution, New
York, 1852

Translated from the German

KARL l\IARX

SPEECH AT THE ANNIVERSARY OF THE
PEOPLE'S PAPER

The so-called Revolutions of 1848 were but poor incident.ii
-small fractures and fissures in the dry crust of European society,
However, they denounced the abyss. Beneath the apparentIJ
solid surface, they belrayed oceans of liquid matter, only needini
expansion to rend into fragments continents of hard rock. NoisilJ
and confusedly they proclaimed the emancipation of the Proletarian, i.e., the secret of the nineteenth century, and of the revolution of that century. That social revolution, it is true, was no
novelty invented in 1848. Steam, electricity, and the self-acting
mule were revolutionists of a raLher more dangerous character
than even citizens Barbes, Raspail and Blanqui. lluL, although
the atmosphere in which we live, weighs upon every one with
a 20,000 lb. force, do you feel it? No more than European society
before 1848 felt the revoluLionary atmosphere enveloping and
pressing it from all sides. There is one great fact, characteristic
of this our nineteenth century, a fact which no party dares deny.
On the one hand, there have started into life industrial and scien·
tific forces, which no epoch of the former human history had
ever suspected. On the other hand, there exist symptoms of
decay, far surpassing the horrors recorded of the latter times
of the Roman empire. In our days everyLhing seems pregnant with
its contrary. Machinery, gifted with the wonderful power of
shortening and fructifying human labour, we behold starving
and overworking it. The new-fangled sources of wealth, by some
strange weird spell, are turned into sources of want. The victories
of art seem bought by the loss of char11cter. At the same pace that
mankind masters nature, man seems to become enslaved to oLher
men or to his own infamy. Even the pure light of science seems
unable to shine but on the dark background of ignorance. All
our invention and progress seem to result in endowing material
forces with intellectual life, and in stultifying human life into
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a material force. This antagonism between modern industry and
science on the one hand, modern misery and dissolution on the
other hand; this antagonism between the productive powers, and
tire social relations of our epoch is a fact, palpable, overwhelming,
and not to be controverted. Some parties may wail over it; others
way wish to get rid of modern arts, in order to get rid of modern
conflicts. Or they may imagine that so signal a progress in industry
wants to be completed by as signal a regress in politics. On our
part. we do not mistake the shape of the shrewd spirit that continues to mark all these contradictions. We know that to work
well the new-fangled forces of society, they only want to be mastered by new-fangled men-and such are the working men. They
are as much the invention of modern time as machinery itself.
In the signs that bewilder the middle class, the aristocracy alid
the poor prophets of regression, we do recognise our brave friend,
Hobin Goodfellow, the old mole that can work in the earth so
fast. that worthy pioneer-the Revolution. The English working
men are the frrst born sons of modern industry. They will then,
certainly, not be the last in aiding the social revolution produced by that industry, a revolution, which means the emancipation of their own class all over the world, which is as
universal as capital-rule and wages-slavery. 1 know the heroic
otruggles the English working class have gone through since
the middle of the last century-struggles less glorious. because
they are shrouded in obscurity, and burked by the middle class
historian. To revenge the misdeeds of the ruling class, there
existed in the middle ages, in Germany, a secret tribunal, called
the "Vehmgericht". If a red croi:;s was seen marked on a house,
people knew that its owner was doomed by the "Vehm". All the
houses of Europe are now marked with the mysterious red cros~.
History is thP judge-its executioner, the proletarian.
Speech delivered in English
ou April 14, 18.)6
J~ublislrnd in th~ People's Paper
'io. ~tJ7 of April 19, 18~>6

KARL MARX

PREFACE TO A co:..VTRIRUTION TO THE
<JllI'l'IQUE OF POLITICAL .ECONOMY

I examine the system of bourgeois economics in the following
order: capital, landed property, wage labour; state, foreign trade,
world market. Under the Iirst three headings, I investigate the
economic cou<litions of life of the three great classes into which
modern hourgeois society is divided; tho interconnection of the
three other headings is obvious at a glance. The first section of the
first book, which deals with capital, consists of tho following
chapters: 1. Commodities; 2. Money, or simple circulation; 3. Capital in general. The lirst two chapters form the contents of the
pr~ont part. The total material lies ~efore me in the form of monographs, which were wriLten at widely separated periods, for
self-clarification, not for publication, and whose coherent elaboration according to the plan indicated will be dependent on
external circumstances.
I am omitting a general introduction which I ha<l jotted down
because on closer reflection any anticipation of results still to be
proved appears to me to be disturbing, and the reader who on the
whole desires to follow me must be resolved Lo ascend from Lhe
particular Lo the general. A few indications concerning the course
of my own politico-economic studies may, on tho other hand.
appear in place here.
,I was taking up law, which discipline, however, I only pursued
as a subordinalo subject along with philosophy and history.
In the years 1842-43, as editor of the Rheinische Zeitung 53 I experienced for the first time the embarrassment of having to take
part in discussions on so-called material interests. The proceedings
of the Rhenish Landtag on thefts of wood and parcelling of landed property, the official polemic which Herr von Schaper, then
Oberprasident of the Rhine Province, opened against the Rheinische Zeitung ou the conditions of the !\loselle peasantry, and
finally debates on free trade and protective tariffs provided the

-
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iir"t. occasions for occupying myself with economic questions. 54

On the other hand, at that time when the good will "to go further"
grrally outweighed knowledge of the subject, a philosophically
,reakly tinged echo of French socialism and communism made
jt;;rlf audible in the Rheinische Zeitung. I declared myself against
this amateurism, but frankly confessed at the same time in a controversy with the Allgemeine Augsburger Zeitung 55 that my
preYious studies did not permit me eYen to venture any judgement on the content of the French tendencies. Instead. 1 eager··
l\' seized on the illu~ion of the managers of the Rheinische
ieitung, who thought that by a weaker altitude on the part of
the paper they could secure a remission of the death sentence
passed upon it, to withdraw from the public stage into the
stndy.
The first work which I undertook for a solution of the doubts
wliich assailed me was a critical review of the Hegelian philosophy
of right,* a work the introduction** to which appeared in 18tl.4
in the Deutsch-Franziisische J ahrbiicher, 56 published in Paris.
~fy inYestigation led to the result that legal relations as well
a~ forms of stale are to he grasped neither from themselves nor
from the so-called general development of the human mind, but
rather have their roots in the material conditions of life, the sum
tolnl of which Hegel, following the example of the Englishmen
and Frenchmen of the eighteenth century. combines under the
name of "civil society", that, however, the anatomy of ciYil
f'<Jciety is to be sought in political economy. The investigation
of the latter, which I began in Paris, I continued in Brussels.
whither I had emigrated in consequence of an expnlsion order
of M. Guizot. The general result at which I arrived and which,
once won, served as a guid[ng thread for my studies, can be briefly
formulated as follows: In the social production of their life,
men enter into definite relations that arc indispensable and independent of their will, relations of production which correspond
to a definite stage of development of their material productive
forces. The sum total of these relations of production constitntes
t?~ economic structure of society, the real foundation, on which
rises a legal and political superstrncture 1ind to which correspond
definite forms of social consciousness. The mode of production
of material life conditions the social. political and intellectual
life proce~s in general. It is not the consciousness of men that determines their be.ing, but, on the contrary. their social being that
determines their consciotJsness. At a certain stage of their <level-·
0 Pment, the material productive forces of society come in con-

---

Er!. • K. ~larx, Contribution lo the Critique of Ilegel's Philosophy of Right.-

•• Ibid., lntrodurtion.--Ed.

flict with the existing relations of production, or-what is hut
a legal oxpression for the same thing-with the property rela~
tions within which they have been at work hitherto. From form~
of development of the productive fo1'Ces these relations turn inttj
their fetters. Then begins an epoch of social revolution. Witbj
the change of the economic foundation the entire immense supel\oo
structure is more or less rapidly transformed. In considerinc
such transformations a distinction should always be made betwee~
the material transformation of the economic conditions of pro.;
duction, which can be determined with the precision of naturajj
science, and the legal, political, religious, aesthetic or philo~
sophic-in short, ideological forms in which men become con!j
scious of this conflict and fight it out. Just as our opinion of aq
individual is not based on what he thinks of himself, so can we
not judge of such a period of transformation by its own consciou~
ness; on the contrary, this consciousness must be explained rathe11
from the contradictions of material life, from the existing con,
flict between the social productive forces and the relations of pro;
duction. No social order ever perishes before all the productiv'I
forces for which there is room in it have developed; and newJi
higher relations of production never appear before the materi~
conditions of their existence have matured in the womb of th~
old society itself. Therefore mankind always sets itself only sue~
tasks as it can solve; since, looking at the matter more closelyi
it will always he found that the task itself arises only when the
material conditions for its solution already exist or are at leasi
in the process of formation. In broad outlines Asiatic, ancient;
feudal, and modern bourgeois modes of production can be desigi
natcd as progressive epochs in the economic formation of society1
The bourgeois relations of production arc the last antagonistiQ
form of the social process of production-antagonistic not ill tWi
sense of individual antagonism, but of one 1irising from the sociaf
conditions of life of the individuals; at tho same time the pr<>"l
ductive forces developing in the womb of bourgeois society create
the material conditions for the solution of that antagonism. Thill
social formation brings, therefore, the prehistory of human society
to a close.
Frederick Engels, with whom, since the appearance of hill
brilliant sketch on the criticism of the economic categories1 ~
(in the Deutsch-Franzosische Jahrbiicher), I maintained a constant
exchange of ideas by correspondence, had by another road (com·
pare his The Condition of the Working Class in England) arrived
at the same result as I, and when in the spring of 1845 he also
settled in Ilrussels, we i·esol ved to work out in common the oppo·
sition of our view to the ideological view of German pbilo~ophy,
in fact, to settle accounts with our erstwhile philosophical eon·
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The resolve was carried out in the form of a criticism
post-Hegelian philosophy. The manuscript, two large octavo
volumes, 68 had long reached its place of publication in Westphalia
·.vbon wo received the news that altered circumstances did not
allow o[ its being printed. We abandoned the manuscripl to tho
.ruawing criticism of the mice all the more willingly as we had
:chicl\·ed our main purpose-self-clarification. Of the scattered
works in which we put our views before the public at that
time, now from one aspect, now from auother, I will mention
0 niy the Manifesto of the Communist Party, jointly written by
Engels aud myself, and Discours sur le libre echange published by
me. The decisive points of our view were first scientifically,
although only polemically, indicated in my work published in
1847 aud directed against Proudhon: Misere de la Philosophie,
etc. A dissertation written in German on Wage Labour, in
which I put together my lectures ou this subject delivered in
the Ilrussels German Workers' Society, 69 was interrupted, while
being printed, by the February Revolulion and my consequent
forcible removal from Belgium.
The editing of the Neue Rheinische Zeitung• 0 in 1848 and 1849,
and the subsequent events, intenupted my economic studies
which could only be resumed in Lhe year 1850 in London. The
~normous material for the history of political economy which is
accumulated in the British Museum, the favourable vantage
point afforded by London for the observation of bourgeois society,
and finally the new stage of development upon which the latter
appeared to have entered with the discovery of gold in California
and Australia, determined me to begin afresh from the vel'Y beginning and to work through the new material critically. These studies
led partly of themselves into apparently quite remote subjects
on which I had to dwell for a' shorter or longer period. Especially,
however, was the time at my disposal curtailed by the imperative
necessity of earning my living. l\ly contributions, duriug eight
years now, to the first English-American newspaper, the New
York Tribune, 61 compelled au extraordinary scattering of
my sludies, since I occupy myself wilh newspaper correspondence proper only in exceplioual cases. However, articles on
stl'iking economic events in England aud on the Continent
coustituled so considerable a part of my contributions that I
was compelled to make myself familiar with practical details
Which lie outside the sphere of the actual science of political
eco11omv
·
This sketch of the course of my studies in the sphere of political
economy is intended only to show Lhat my views, however they
rnay be judged and however little they coincide with the interasted prejudices of the ruling classes, are Lhe result of conscien~f
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tious investigation lasting many years. But at the entrane•
to scicucc, as al the entrance to hell, the demand must btj
posted:
Qui si convien lasciare ogni sm;petto;
Ugni viltit convien che qui sia morta. •

j

·1

Karl

London, January 1859
First published in the book
Zur Kritik der politischen Oekonomie
von Karl Marx, Erstes Heft, Berlin.

Mar~

I

Translated from the

1859

• Here all mistrust musL be abandoned
And hero nu1<t. p~rish ev~ry craven thought.
(Dante, The Divine Comedy.)-Ed.

Genna~

•J

KAUL MARX

,from AFTERWORD TO THE SECOND GERi\'IA:-; EDITION

OF THE FIRST VOLUME OF CA.PITAL

German reviews, of course, shriek out at "Hegelian sophistics".
The European Messenger of St. Petersburg in an article dealing
exclusively with the method of "Das Kapital'' (May number,
1872, pp. 427-436 62 ), finds rny method of inquiry severely realistic, but my method of presentation, unfortunately, Germandialectical. It says:
"At first ~ight, if the judgme.1L is based on thP external form of Lhe presentation of the subject, Marx is tile most ideal of ideal philosophers, always
in the German, i.e., the bad sense of the word. But in point of fact he is infinitely more realistic than all his forerunners in Lhe work of economic criticism. He can in no sense be called an idealist."

l cannot answer the writer better than by aid of a few extracts
from his own criticism, which may interest some of rny readers
to whom the Russian original is inaccessible.
After a quotation from the preface to my "Criticism of Political
Economy", Berlin, 1859, pp. IV-VIl, 83 where I discuss the
materialistic basis of my method, the writer goes on:
"The one thing which is of moment to Marx, is to find the law of the phenomena with whose investigation he is concerned; and not only is that law
of moment to him, which governs these phenomena, in so far as they have a
definite form and mutual connexion within a given historical period. Of
~till greater moment to him is the law of their variation, of their development,
•.•., of their transition from one form into another, from one series
~f connexions into a different one. This law once discovered, he investigates
in detail the effects in which it manifests itself in social life. Consequently,
!vlarx ouly troubles himself about one thing: to show, by rigid scientific
1'!Vestigation, the necessity of succes~ive determinate orders of social coniltions, and to establisl1, as impartially, as J!Ossible, the facts that serve him
t ohr fondamental starting-points. For this it 1s quite enough, if he proves, at
e same time, both the necessity of the present order of things, and the ne-
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cessity of another order into which the first must inevitably pass over· a
this all the same, wh.ether m_en believe or do not b~lieve it, whether they :
conscious or unconsc10us of it. Marx treats the social movement as a proce
of natural history, governed by laws not only independent of human wiii8
consciousness and intelligence, but rather, on the contrary, determining that
will, consciousness and intelligence .... If in the history of civilisation the
conscious element plays a part so subordinate, then it is self-evident that 8
critical in~uiry whose subject-matter is civilisation, can, less than anything
else, have for its basis any form of, or any result of, consciousness. That is
to say, that not the idea, but the material phenomenon alone can serve as
its starting-point. Such an inquiry will confine itself to the confrontation
and the comparison of a fact, not with ideas, but with another fact. For this
inquiry, the one thing of moment is, that both facts be investigated as accurately as possible, and that they actually form, each with respect to the
other, different momenta of an evolution; but most important of all is the
rigid analysis of the series of successions, of the sequences and concatenations
in which the different stages of such an evolution present themsrlves. But it
will be said, the general laws of economic life are one and the same, no matter whether they are applied to the present or the past. This Marx directly
denies. According to him, such abstract laws do not exist. On the contrary,
in his opinion every historical period has laws of its own .... As soon as society
has outlived a given period of development, and is passing over from one
given stage to another, it begins to be subject also to other laws. In a word.
economic life offers us a phenomenon analogous to the history of evolution
in other branches of biology. The oh! economists misund~rstood the nature
of economic laws when thev likened them to the laws of physics and chemistry. A more thorough analysis o! phenomena shows that sorial organi~
differ among themselves as fundamentally as plants or animals. Nay, one
and the same phenomenon falls under quite different laws in consequence
of the different structure of those organisms as a whole, of the variations of
their individual organs, of the different conditions in which those organs
function, &c. Marx, e.g., denies that the law of population i• the same al
all times and in all places. He asserts, on the contrary, that every stage of
development has its own law of population .... With the varying degree of
development of productive power, social conditions and the laws governing
them vary too. Whilst Marx sets himself the task of following and explaining
from this point of view the economic system established by the sway of capi•
tal, he is only formulating, in a strict!~· scientific manner, the aim that every
accurate investigation into economic lifP must have. The scie11til\c value of
such an inquiry lies in the disclosiru;t of the special laws that regulate the
origin, existence, development, death of a given social organism and its
replacement by another and higher one. And it is this value that, in point of
fact, Marx's book has.•

Whilst the writer pictures what he takes to be actually my
method, in this striking and (as far as concerns my own application of it) generous way, what else is he picturing but the dialectic
method?
Of course the method of presentation must differ in form froill
that of inquiry. The latter has to appropriate the material in
detail, to analyse its different forms of development, to trace out
their inner connexion. Only after this work is done, can the
actual movement be adequately described. If this is done successfully, if the life of the subject-matter is ideally reflected as in
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·rror, then it may appear as if we had before us a mere a priori
a !Ill
.
strnct10n.
dialectic method is not only different from the Hegelian,
't ~its direct opposite. To Hege[, the life-process of the human
bu ii;. i.e., the process of thinking, which, under the name of
?,1~e Idea", he even transforms into an independent subject, is
he deminrgos of the !'ea[ world, and the real world is only the
\tcrnal, phenomena[ form of "the Idea". With me, on the
e~trary, the ideal is nothing else than the material world
~eflectcd by the human mind, and translated into forms of

eoM

thought.
·
· I criticise
· · · d near[ y
The mystl'fy1ng
s1'd e of H eger·ian d'ia [ectic
thirty years ago, at a time when it was still the fashion. But just
as [ was working at the first volume of "Das Kapital", it was the
good pleasul'e of the peevish, arrogant, mediocre 'E:rtiyouoi* 6t
who now talk large in cultured Germany, to treat Hege[ in the
same way as the brave Moses Mendelssohn in Lessing's time
treated Spinoza, i.e., as a "dead dog". I therefore openly avowed
myself the pupil of that mighty thinker, and even here and there,
in the chapter on the theory of value, coquetted with the modes
of expression peculiar to him. The mystification which dialectic
suffers in Hege[s' hands, by no means prevents him from being
the first to pl'esent its general form of working in a comprehensive
and con~cious manner. With him it is standing on its head. It
must be turned right side up again, if you would discover the
rational kernel within the mystical shell.
In its mystified form, dialectic became the fashion in Germany,
bee a use it seemed to transfigure and to glorify the existing state
of things. In its rational form it is a scandal and abomination to
~o~rgeoisdom and its doctrinaire professors, because it includes
lil its comprehension and afftrmative recognition of the existing
state of things, at the same time also, the recognition of the
negation of that state, of its inevitable breaking up; because it
regards every historica[[y developed social form as in fluid movement. and therefol'e takes into account its transient nature not
less than its momentary existence; because it lets nothing impose
upon it, and is in its essence critical and revolutionary.
The contradictions inherent in the movement of capitalist
s~c_i1e~y impress themselves upon the practical bourgeois most
s n ungly in the changes of the periodic cycle, through which
m?~ern indu~try runs, and whose crowning point is the universal
cns1s. That crisis' is once again approaching, although as yet but in
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its preliminary stage; and by the universality of its theatre and th
intensity of its action it will drum dialectics even into the head6
of the mushroom-upstarts of the new, holy Prusso-German empir 8

e.
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From CAPITAL

VOL. I
Part VIII•
THE SO-CALLED PRIMITIVE ACCUMULATION
CHAPTER XXVI

The Secret of Primitive Accumulation
We have seen how money is changed into capital; how through
capital surplus-value is made, and from surplus-value more capital. But the accumulation of capital pre-supposes surplus-value;
surplus-value pre-supposes capitalistic production; capitalistic
production pre-supposes the pre-existence of considerable masses
of capital and of labour-power in the hands of producers of commodities. The whole movement, therefore, seems to turn in
a vicious circle, out of which we can only get by supposing a pri·
mitive accumulation (previous accumulation of Adam Smith)
preceding capitalistic accumulation; an accumulation not
the result of the capitalist mode of production but its startingpoint.
This primitive accumulation plays in Political Economy about
the same part as original sin in theology. Adam bit the apple,
and thereupon sin fell on the human race. Its origin is supposed
to be explained when it is told as an anecdote of the past. In times
!ong gone by there were two sorts of people; one, the diligent,
intelligent, and, above all, frugal elite; the other, lazy rascals,
spending their substance, and more, in riotous living. The legend
of theological original sin tells us certainly how man came to be
c?ndemned to eat his bread in the sweat of his brow; but the
~Istory of economic original sin reveals to us that there are people
t 0 Whom this is by no means essential. Never mind! Thus it came
0 pass that the former sort accumulated wealth, and the latter
~h~t ha~ at last'nothing to sell except their own skins. And from
is original sin dates the poverty of the great majority that,

--

• In the German edition it corresponds to Chapter XXIV.-Ed,
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despite all its labour, has up to now nothing to sell but its 1
and the wealth of the few that increases constantly although th f,
have long ceased to work. Such insipid childishness is every dey
preached to us in the defence of property. M. Thiers, e.g., hay
the assurance to repeat it with all the solemnity of a statesma~d
to the French people, once so spirituel. But as soon as the questio ·
of property crops up, it becomes a sacred duty to proclaim thn
inteilectual food of the infant as the one thing fit for all ages an:
for all stages of development. In actual history it is notorious
that conqmist, enslavement, robbery, murder, briefly force
play the great part. In the tender annals of Political Econo'.
my, the idyllic reigns from time immemorial. Right and "labour•
were from all time the sole means of enrichment, the pre.
sent year of course always excepted. As a matter of fact, the
methods of primitive accumulation are anything but idyJ.
lie.
In themselves money and commodities are no more capital
than are the means of production and of subsistence. They want
transforming into capital. But this transformation itself can
only take place under certain circumstances that centre in this,
viz., that two very different kinds of commodity-possessors
must come face to face and into contact; on the one hand, the
owners of money, means of production, means of subsistence, who
are eager to increase the sum of values they possess, by buying
other people's labour-power; on the other hand, free labourers,
the sellers of their own labour-power, and therefore the sellers
of labour. Free labourers. in the double sense that neither they
themselves form part and parcel of the means of production, as in
the case of slaves, bondsmen, &c., nor do the means of production
belong to them, as in the case of peasant-proprietors; they are,
therefore, free from, unencumbered by, any means of production
of their own. With this polarisation of the market for commodities,
the fundamental conditions of capitalist production are given.
The capitalist system pre-supposes the complete separation of
the labourers from all property in the means by which they can
realise their labour. As soon as capitalist production is once on its
own legs, it not only maintains this separation, but reproduces
it on a continually extending scale. The process, therefore, that
clears the way for the capitalist system, can be none other IJ:ian
the process which takes away from the labourer the possession
of his means of production; a process that transforms, on the one
hand., the social means of subsistence and of production into
capital, on the other, the immediate producers into wage-labourers. The so-called primitive accumulation, therefore, is nothing
else than the historical process of divorcing the producer froill
the means of production. It appears as primitive, because it for!JlS
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pre-historic stage of capital and of the mode of production
tberesponding with it.
coThe economic structure of capitalistic society has grown out
f the economic structure of feudal society. The dissolution of
0
latter set free the elements of the former.
thfbe immediate producer, the labourer, could only dispose of
bis own person after he had ceased to be attached to the soil and
ascrl to be the slave, serf, or bondsman of another. To become
~efrre seller of labour-power, who carries his commodity wherever
he finds a market, he must further have escaped from the regime
of the guilds, their rules for apprentices and journeymen, and the
impediments of their labour regulations. Hence, the historical
movement which changes the producers inlo wage-workers, appears, on the one hand, as their emancipation from serfdom and
from the fetters of the guilds, and this side alone exists for our
bourgeois historians. But, on the other hand, these new freedmen
became sellers of themselves only after they had been robbed of
all their own means of production, and of all the guarantees of existence afforded by the old feudal arrangements. And the history
of this, their expropriation, is written in the annals of mankind
in letters of blood and fire.
The industrial capitalists, these new potentates, had on their
part not only to displace the guild masters of handicrafts, but also
the feudal lords, the possessors of the sources of wealth. In this
respect their conquest of social power appears as the fruit of a victorious struggle both against feudal lordship and its revolting
prerogatives, and against the guilds and the fetters they laid
o_n the free development of production and the free exploitation of man by man. The chevaliers d'industrie, however, only
succeeded in supplanting the chevaliers of the sword by making
use of events of which they themselves were wholly innocent.
They have risen by means as vile as those by which the Roman
freedman once on a time made himself the master of his patronus.

The starting-point of the development that gave rise to the
whage-labourer as well as to the capitalist, was the servitude of
t e labourer. The advance consisted in a change of form of this
seFitude, in the transformation of feudal exploitation into capita 1st exploitation. To understand its march, we need not go
ac~ very far. Although we come across the first beginnings of
~ap1talist_production as early as the 14th or 15th century, sporadically, in certain towns of the Mediterranean, the capitalistic
~~a dates from the 16th century. Wherever it appears, the aboli~onhof ~rfdom has been long effected, and the highest development
0 t e middle ages, the existence of sovereign towns, has been long
on the wane.
10*
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In the history of primitive accumulation, all revolutions
epoch-making that act as levers for the capitalist class in cou::
of formation; but, above all, those moments when great mass
of men are suddenly and forcibly torn from their means of subsis~s
ence, and hurled as free and "unattached" proletarians on th·
labour-market. The expropriation of the agricultural producere
of the peasant, from the soil, is the basis of the whole process'
The history of this expropriation, in different countries, as:
sumes different aspects, and runs through its various phases in
different orders of succession, and at different periods. In Eng.
land alone, which we take as our example, has it the classic
form.* 66
CHAPTER XXXII

Historical Tendency of Capitalist Accumulation
What does the primitive accumulation of capital, i.e., its historical genesis, resolve itself into? In so far as it is not immediat.e
transformation of slaves and serfs into wage-labourers, and therefore a mere change of form, it only means the expropriation of
the immediate producers, i.e., the dissolution of private property
based on the labour of its owner. Private property, as the antithesis to social, collective property, exists only where the means of
labour and the external conditions of labour belong to private
individuals. But according as these private individuals are labourers or not labourers, private property has a different character.
The numberless shades, that it at first sight presents, correspond
to the intermediate stages lying between these two extremes. The
private property of the labourer in his means of production is the
foundation of petty industry, whether agricultural, manufacturing, or both; petty industry, again, is an essential condition for
the development of social production and of the free individualitY
of the labourer himself. Of course, this petty mode of production
exists also under slavery, serfdom, and other states of dependence.
But it flourishes, it lets loose its whole energy, it attains its ade* In Italy, where capitalistic production developed earliest, the dissolution of serfdom also took place earlier than elsewhere. The serf ,was
emancipated in that country before he had acquired any prescriptive right
to the soil. His emancipation at once transformed him into a free proletarian,
who, moreover, found his master ready waiting for him in the towns, for
the most part handed down as legacies from the Roman time. When the
revolution of the world-market, about the end of the 15th century," annihilated Northern Italy's commercial supremacy, a movement in the reverse
direction set in. The labourers of the towns were driven en masse into the
country, and gave an impulse, never before seen, to the petite culture, carried
on in the form of gardening.
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te classical form, only where the labourer is the private owner
qua is own means of labour set in action by himself: the peasant
o~
Jand which he cultivates, the artisan of the tool which he
0
dies as a virtuoso. This mode of production pre-supposes
lla~ceJling of the soil, and scattering of the other means of producP.3 0 As it excludes the concentration of these means of produc:;~0: so also it excludes co-operation, division of labour within
ach separate process of production, the control over, and the
eroductive application of the forces of, Nature by society, and the
free development of the social productive powers. It is compatible
only with a system of production, and a society, moving within
narrow and more or less primitive bounds. To perpetuate it would
be, as Pecqueur rightly says, "to decree universal mediocrity". 67
At a certain stage of development it brings forth the material
agencies for its own dissolution. From that moment new forces
and new passions spring up in the bosom of society; but the old
social organisation fetters them and keeps them down. It must
be annihilated; it is annihilated. Its annihilation, the transformation of the individualised and scattered means of production
into socially concentrated ones, of the pigmy property of the many
into the huge property of the few, the expropriation of the great
mass of the people from the soil, from the means of subsistence,
and from the means of labour, this fearful and painful expropriation of the mass of the people forms the prelude to the history
of capital. It comprises a series of forcible methods, of which we
have passed in review only those that have been epoch-making
as meLhods of the primitive accumulation of capital. The
expropriation of the immediate producers was accomplished
with merciless Vandalism, and under the stimulus of passions
the most infamous, the most sordid, the pettiest, the most
meanly odious. Self-earned· private property, that is based,
so to say, on the fusing together of the isolated, independent
labouring-individual with the conditions of his labour, is supP.lanted by capitalistic private property, which rests on exploitaltion of the nominally free labour of others, i.e., on wageabour. *
As soon as this process of transformation has sufficiently decomposed the old society from top to bottom, as soon as the labourers
are turned into proletarians, their means of labour into capital,
soon as the capitalist mode of production stands on its own feet,
~en the further socialisation of labour and further transformation
0 the land and· other means of production into socially exploited

:be

:s

-

nou• "Nous sommes dans une condition tout-a-fait nouvelle de la societe ...
lra s .tlendons a separer toute espece de propriete d'avec toute espcce de
vai ·" (Sismondi: "Nouveaux Principes d'Econ. Polit." t. II., p. 434.)
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and, therefore, common means of production, as well as the fur.
ther expropriation of private proprietors, takes a new form. That
which is now to be expropriated is no longer the labourer working
for himself, but the capitalist exploiting many labourers. This
expropriation is accomplished by the action of the immanent laws
of capitalistic production itself, by the centralisation of capital,
One capitalist always kills many. Hand in hand with this centralisation, or this expropriation of many capitalists by few, develop
on an ever-extending scale, the co-operative form of the labour:
process, the conscious technical application of science, the methodical cultivation of the soil, the transformation of the instruments of labour into instruments of labour only usable in common,
the economising of all means of production by their use as the
means of production of combined, socialised labour, the entanglement of all peoples in the net of the world-market, and with
this, the international character of the capitalistic regime. Along
with the constantly diminishing number of the magnates of capital, who usurp and monopolise all advantages of this process of
transformation, grows the mass of misery, oppression, slavery,
degradation, exploitation; but with this too grows the revolt of
the working-class, a class always increasing in numbers, and disciplined, united, organised by the very mechanism of the process
of capitalist production itself. The monopoly of capital becomes
a fetter upon the mode of production, which has sprung up
and flourished along with, and under it. Centralisation of the
means of production and socialisation of labour at last reach
a point where they become incompatible with their capitalist
integument. This integument is burst asunder. The knell of capitalist private property sounds. The expropriators are expropriated.
.
The capitalist mode of appropriation, the result of the capitalist mode of production, produces capitalist private property.
This is the first negation of individual private property, as founded on the labour of the proprietor. But capitalist production
begets, with the inexorability of a law of Nature, its own negation. It is the negation of negation. This does not re-establish private property for the producer, but gives him individual property
based on the acquisitions of the capitalist era: i.e., on co-operation
and the possession in common of the land and of the means of
production.
,
The transformation of scattered private property, arising from
individual labour, into capitalist private property is, naturally,
a process, incomparably more protracted, violent, and difficult,
than the transformation of capitalistic private property, already
practically resting on socialised production, into socialised
properly. In the former case, we had the expropriation of
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!Dass of the people by a few usurpers; in the latter, we have
tb.b.: expropriation of a few usurpers by the mass of the
I
1e. *
peoP

rrst published in the book:
1 Marx, Diu Kapital, Kritik

~~ politischen Oekonomie, Erster

Printed according to the
English edition of 1887.
Edited by Frederick Engels

:and. Hamburg, 1867

• The advance of industry, whose involuntary promoter is the bourgeoisie, replaces the isolation of the labourers, due to competition, by their
combination, due to association. The development of Modern
ndustry, therefore, cuts from under its feet, the very foundation on which
bourgeoisie produces and appropriates products. What the bourgeoisie,
t ~erefore, produces, above all, are its own grave-diggers. Its fall and the
victory of the proletariat are equally inevitable .... Of all the classes, that
stand face to face with the bourgeoisie to-day, the proletariat alone is a really
~volutionary class. The other classes perish and disappear in the face of
odern I-ndustr11, the proletariat is its special and essential product ....
Th~ lower middle-classes, the small manufacturers, the shopkeepers, the
drti_san, the peasant, all these fight against the bourgeoisie, to save from
~_x:t1nction their existence as fractions of the middle-class .... they are reac"~onary, for they try to roll back the wheel of history. Karl Marx und Fried· •ch Engels, "Manifest der Kommunistischen Partei", London, 1848, pp. 9, 11.
~evolutionary
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From CAPITAL

VOL. III

Like all its predecessors, the capitalist process of production
proceeds under definite material conditions, which are, however,
simultaneously the bearers of definite social relations entered into
by individuals in the process of reproducing their life. Those conditions, like these relations, are on the one hand prerequisites, on
the other hand results and creations of the capitalist process of production; they are produced and reproduced by it. We saw also
that capital-and the capitalist is merelty capital personified and
functions in the process of production solely as the agent of capital-in its corresponding social process of production, pumps
a definite quantity of surplus-labour out of the direct producers,
or labourers; capital obtains this surplus-labour without an equivalent, and in essence it always remains forced labour-no matter how much it may seem to result from free contractual agreement.
This surplus-labour appears as surplus-value, and this surplusvalue exists as a surplus-product. Surplus-labour in general, as
labour performed over and above the given requirements, must
always remain. In the capitalist as well as in the slave system,
etc., it merely assumes an antagonistic form and is supplemented
by complete idleness of a stratum of society. A defmite quantity
of surplus-labour is required as insurance against accidents, and
by the necessary and progressive expansion of the process of reproduction in keeping with the development of the needs and the
growth of population, which is called accumulation from the
viewpoint of the capitalsit. It is one of the civilising aspects of
capital that it enforces this surplus-labour in a manner and under
conditions which are more advantageous to the development of
the productive forces, social relations, and the creation of the
elements for a new and higher form than u"nder the preceding
forms of slavery, serfdom, etc. Thus it gives rise to a stage, on
the one hand, in which coercion and monopolisation of social
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d velopment (including its material and intellectual advantages)
b~ one portion of society at the expense of the other are eliminatd· on the other hand, it creates the material means and embryenfc conditions, making it possible in a higher form of society to
~ombine this surplus-labour with a greater reduction of time devoted to material labour in general. For, depending on the developOlent of labour productivity, surplus-Jabour may be large in
a small total working-day, and relatively small in a large total
working-day. If the necessary labour-time=3 and the surplusJabonr=3, then the total working-day=6 and the rate of surplusJabour=100%. If the necessary labour=9 and the surplusJabour=3, then the total working-day=12 and the rate of surplusJabour only=331/ 3 %. In that case, it depends upon the labour
productivity how much use-value shall be produced in a definite
time, hence also in a definite surplus labour-time. The actual
wealth of society, and the possibility of constantly expanding
its reproduction process, therefore, do not depend upon the duration of surplus-labour, but upon its productivity and the more
or less copious conditions of production under which it is performed. In fact, the realm of freedom actually begins only where
Jabour which is determined by necessity and mundane considerations ceases; thus in the very nature of things it lies beyond the
sphere of actual material production. Just as the savage must
wrestle with Nature to satisfy his wants, to maintain and reproduce life, so must civilised man, and he must do so in all social
formations and under all possible modes of production. With his
development this realm of physical necessity expands as a result
of his wants; but, at the same time, the forces of production which
satisfy these wants also increase. Freedom in this field can only
consist in socialised man, the associated producers, rationally
regulating their interchange with Nature, bringing it under their
common control, instead of being ruled by it as by the blind forces
of Nature; and achieving this with the least expenditure of energy
and under conditions most favourable to, and worthy of, theirhuman nature. But it nonetheless still remains a realm of necessity. Beyond it begins that development of human energy which is
an end in itself, the true realm of freedom, which, however, can
blossom forth only with this realm of necessity as its basis. The
shortening of the working-day is its basic prerequisite ....
Scientific analysis of the capitalist mode of production demonstrates the contrary, that it is a mode of production of a special
kind, with specific historical features; that, like any other specific
mode of production, it presupposes a given level of the social productive forces and their forms of development as its historical
precondition: a precondition which is itself the historical result
and product of a preceding process, and from which the new mode
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of production proceeds as its given basis; that the production relations corresponding to this specific, historically determined mode
of production;-relations which human beings enter into during
the process of social life, in the creation of their social life-possess a specific, historical and transitory character; and, finally
that the distribution relations essentially coincident with the~
production relations are their opposite side, so that both share
the same historically transitory character....
The so-called distribution relations, then, correspond to and
arise from historically determined specific social forms of the
process of production and mutual relations entered into by men
in the reproduction process of human life. The historical character
of these distribution relations is the historical character of production relations, of which they express merely one aspect. Capitalist distribution differs from those forms of distribution which
arise from other modes of production, and every form of distribution disappears with the specific form of production from which
it is descended and to which it corresponds.
The view which regards only distribution relations as histori<:al, but not production relations, is, on the one hand, solely the
view of the initial, but still handicapped, criticism of bourgeois
economy. On the other hand, it rests on the confusion and identification of the process of social production with the simple labour-process, such as might even be performed by an abnormally
isolated human being without any social assistance. To the extent
that the labour-process is solely a process between man and Nature,
its simple elements remain common to all social forms of development. But each specific historical form of this process further
develops its material foundations and social forms. Whenever
a certain stage of maturity has been reached, the specific histori<:al form is discarded and makes way for a higher one. The moment
of arrival of such a crisis is disclosed by the depth and breadth
attained by the contradictions and antagonisms between the distribution relations, and thus the specific historical form of their
corresponding production relations, on the one hand, and the
productive forces, the production powers and the development of
their agencies, on the other hand. A conflict then ensues between
the material development of production and its social form. *
First published in the book :

Karl Marx, Das Kapital. Kritik
der politischen Oekonomie, Dritter
Dand, Zweiter Theil, Hamburg,
1894

*

Translated from the German

'

See the work on Competition and Co-operation (1832?)68

FREDERICK ENGELS

From THE HOUSING QUESTION

That the situation of the workers has on the whole become materially worse since the introduction of capitalist production on
a large scale is doubted only by the bourgeois. But should we
therefore look backward longingly .to the (likewise very meagre)
fleshpots of Egypt, 69 to rural small-scale industry, which produced
only servile souls, or to "the savages"? On the contrary. Only
the proletariat created by modern large-scale industry, liberated
from all inherited fetters including those which chained it to the
land, and herded together in the big cities, is in a position to accomplish the great social transformation which will put an end to
all class exploitation and all class rule. The old rural hand weavers with hearth and home would never have been able to do it;
they would never have been able to conceive such an idea, not
to speak of desiring to carry it out.
For Proudhon, on the other hand, the whole industrial revoluHon of the last hundred years, the introduction of steam power
and large-scale factory production which substitutes machinery
for hand labour and increases the productivity of labour a thousandfold, is a highly repugnant occurrence, something which really ought never to have taken place. The petty-bourgeois Proudhon
aspires to a world in which each person turns out a separate and
Independent product that is immediately consumable and exchangeable in the market. Then, as long as each person receives back
the full value of his labour in the form of another product, "eternal justice" is satisfied and the best possible world created. But
this best possible world of Proudhon has already been nipped in
the bud and trodden underfoot by the advance of industrial devel0jirnent, which long ago destroyed individual labour in all the
big branches of industry and which is destroying it daily more
and more in the smaller and even smallest branches, which is setting social labour supported by machinery and the harnessed forces
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of nature in its place, and whose finished product, immediately
exchangeable or consumable, is the joint work of the many indi.
vidu~ls thro:ugh whose ~ands ~t has had ~o pass. And it is. precisely
this mdustrial revolution which has raised the productive power
of human labour to such a high level that-for the first time in the
history of mankind-the possibility exists, given a rational divi.
sion of labour among all, of producing not only enough for the
plentiful consumption of all members of society and for an abundant reserve fund, but also of leaving each individual sufficient
leisure so that what is really worth preserving in historically
inherited culture-science, art, forms of intercourse-may not
only be preserved but converted from a monopoly of the mling
class into the common property of the whole of society, and may
be further developed. And here is the decisive point: as soon as
the productive power of human labour has risen to this height,
every excuse disappears for the existence of a ruling class. ·After
all, the ultimate basis on which class differences were defended
was always: there must be a class which need not plague itself
with the production of its daily subsistence, in order that it may
have time to look after the intellectual work of society. This talk,
which up to now had its great historical justification, has been cut
off at the root once and for all by the industrial revolution of the
last hundred years. The existence of a ruling class is becoming
daily more and more a hindrance to the development of industrial
productive power, and equally so to that of science, art and especially of forms of cultural intercourse. There never were greater
boors than our modern bourgeois ...•
At a certain, very primitive stage of the development of society,
the need arises to bring under a common rule the daily recurring
acts of production, distribution and exchange of products, to see
to it that the individual subordinates himself to the common conditions of production and exchange. This rule, which at first is
custom, soon becomes law. With law, organs necessarily arise
which are entrusted with its maintenance-public authority, the
state. With further social development, law develops into a more
or less comprehensive legal system. The more intricate this legal
system becomes, the more is its mode of expression removed from
that in which the usual economic conditions of the life of society
are expressed. It appears as an independent element which derives
the justification for its existence and the substantjation of its
further development not from the economic relations but from
its own inner foundations or, if you like, from "the concept of the
will~. People forget that their right derived from their economic
conditions of life, just as they have forgotten that they themselves
derive from the animal world. With the development of the
legal system into an intricate, comprehensive whole a new social
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division of labour becomes necessary; an order of professional
. irists develops and with these legal science comes into being.
!~ its further development this science compares the legal systems
of various peoples and various times not as a reflection of the given
economic relationships, but as systems which find their substantiations in themselves. The comparison presupposes points in common.
and these are found by the jurists compiling what is more or less
{lornmon to all these legal systems and calling it natural right.
And the stick used to measure what is natural right and what is
aot is the most abstract expression of right itself, namely, justice.
Henceforth, therefore, the development of right for the jurists,
and for those who take their word for everything, is nothing more
than a striving to bring human conditions, so far as they are expressed in legal terms, ever closer to the ideal of justice, eternal
justice. And always this justice is but the ideologised, glorified
expression of the existing economic relations, now from their
conservative, and now from their revolutionary angle. The justice
of the Greeks and Romans held slavery to be just; the justice
-0f the bourgeois of 1789 demanded the abolition of feudalism on
the ground that it was unjust. For the Prussian Junker even the
miserable District Ordinance is a violation of eternal justice. 70
The conception of eternal justice, therefore, varies not only with
time and place, but also with the persons concerned, and belongs
among those things of which Miilberger correctly says, "everyone
understands something different". While in everyday life, in view
of the simplicity of the relations discussed, expressions like right,
wrong, justice, and sense of right are accepted without misunderstanding even with reference to social matters, they create, as
we have seen, the same hopeless confusion in any scientific investigation of economic relations as would be created, for instance,
in modern chemistry if the terminology of the phlogiston theory
were to be retained. The confusion becomes still worse if one, like
Proudhon, believes in this social phlogiston, "justice", or if one,
like Miilberger, avers that the phlogiston theory is as correct as
the oxygen theory .... *
• Before the discovery of oxygen chemists explained the burning of
"lllbstances in atmospheric air by assuming the existence of a special igneous
"'!bstance, phlogiston, which escaped during the process of combustion.
~m~e they found that simple substances on combustion weighed more after
iavmg been burned than they did before, they declared that phlogiston
had a negative weight so that a substance without its phlogiston weighed
more than one with it. In this way all the main properties of oxygen were
ghadually ascribed to phlogiston, but all in an inverted form. The discovery
t at combustion consists in a combination of the burning substance with
~hother substance, oxygen, and the discovery of this oxygen disposed of
Ide original assumption, but only after long resistance on the part of the
0
er chemists. [Note by Engels.)
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The abolition of the antithesis between town and country .
no more and no less utopian than the abolition of the antithes~s
between capitalists and wage-workers. From day to day it :
becoming more and more a practical demand of both industrial
and agricultural production. No one has demanded this more energetically than Liebig in his writings on the chemistry of agriculture, in which his first demand has always been that man shall
give back to the land what be receives from it, and in which he
proves that only the existence of the towns, and in particular the
big towns, prevents this. When one observes how here in London
alone a greater quantity of manure than is produced by the whole
kingdom of Saxony is poured away every day into the sea with
an expenditure of enormous sums, and what colossal structures are
necessary in order to prevent this manure from poisoning the
whole of London, then the utopia of abolishing the distinction
between town and country is given a remarkably practical basis.
And even comparatively unimportant Berlin has been suffocating
in the malodours of its own filth for at least thirty years. On the
other hand, it is completely utopian to want, like Proudhon, to
upheave present-day bourgeois society while maintaining the peasant as such. Only as uniform a distribution as possible of the
population over the whole country, only an intimate connection
between industrial and agricultural production together with the
extension of the means of communication made necessary thereby-granted the abolition of the capitalist mode of productionwill be able to deliver the rural population from the isolation and
stupor in which it has vegetated almost unchanged for thousands
of years. To be utopian does not mean to maintain that the emancipation of humanity from the chains which its historic past has
forged will be complete only when the antithesis between town
and country has been abolished; the utopia begins only when one
ventures, "from existing conditions", to prescribe the form in
which this or any other antithesis of present-day society is to be
resolved.
Written between !\lay 1872
and January 1873
Published in Der Volksstaat
in 1872-73

Translated from the GermaD
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From CRITIQUE OF THE GOTHA PROGRAMME 71
MARGINAL NOTES TO THE PROGRAMME
OF THE GERMAN WORKERS' PARTY

I
1. "Labour is the source of all wealth
and all culture, and since useful labour is
possible only in society and through society,
the proceeds of labour belong undiminished
with equal right to all members of society."

First Part of the Paragraph: "Labour is the source of all wealth
and all culture"'.
Labour is not the source of all wealth. Nature is just as much the
source of use values (and it is surely of such that material wealth
con~ists!) as labour, which itself is only the manifestation of
a force of nature, human labour power. The above phrase is to be
found in all children's primers and is correct in so far as it is
implied that labour is performed with the appurtenant subjects
and instruments. But a socialist programme cannot allow such
bomgeois phrases to pass over in silence the conditions that alone
give them meaning. And in so far as man from the beginning
behaves towards nature, the primary source of all instruments and
subjects of labour, as an owner, treats her as belonging to him, his
labour becomes the source of use values, therefore also of wealth.
The bourgeois have very good grounds for falsely ascribing supernatural creative power to· labour; since precisely from the fact
that labour depends on nature it follows that the man who possesses no other property than his labour power must, in all condi Lions of society and culture, be the slave of other men who have
made themselves the owners of the material conditions of labour.
He can work only with their permission, hence live only with their
permission.
Let us now leave the sentence as it stands, or rather limps.
What would one have expected in conclusion? Obviously this:
"Since labour is the source of all wealth, no one in society can
appropriate wealth except as the product of labour. Therefore, if
he himself does not work, he lives by the labour of others and also
acquires his culture at the expense of the labour of others."
Instead of this, by means of the verbal rivet "and since" a second
Proposition is added in order to draw a conclusion from this and
not from the first one.
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Second Part of the Paragraph: "Useful labour is possible 001
in society and through society."
l'
According to the first proposition, labour was the source of all
wealth and all culture; therefore no society is possible without
labour. Now we learn, conversely, that no "useful" labour is Pos.
sible without society.
One could just as well have said that only in society can useless
and even socially harmful labour become a branch of gainful
occupation, that only in society can one live by being idle, etc.
etc.-in short, one could just as well have copied the whole of
Rousseau.
And what is "useful" labour? Surely only labour which produces
the intended useful result. A savage-and man was a savage after
he had ceased to be an ape-who kills an animal with a stone, who
collects fruits, etc., performs "useful"' labour.
Thirdly. The Conclusion: "And since useful labour is possible
only in society and through society, the proceeds of labour belong
undiminished with equal right to all members of society."
A fine conclusion! If useful labour is possible only in society
and through society, the proceeds of labour belong to societyand only so much therefrom accrues to the individual worker
as is not required to maintain the "condition" of labour,
society.
In fact, thh• proposition has at all times been advanced by the
champions of the state of society prevailing at any given time. First
come the claims of the government and everything that sticks to
it, since it is the social organ for the maintenance of the social
order; then come the claims of the various kinds of private property, for the various kinds of private property are the foundations of society, etc. One sees that such hollow phrases can be twisted and turned as desired.
The first and second parts of the paragraph have some intelligible connection only in the following wording:
"Labour becomes the source of wealth and culture only as
social labour", or, what is the same thing, "in and through society"'.
This proposition is incontestably correct, for although isolated
labour (its material conditions presupposed) can create use values,
it can create neither wealth nor culture.
But equally incontestable is this other proposition:
"In proportion as labour develops socially, and becomes thereby
a source of wealth and culture, poverty and destitution develop
among the workers, and wealth and culture among the nonworkers."
This is the law of all history hitherto. What, therefore, had
to be done here, instead of setting down general phrases about
"labour" and "society", was to prove concretely how in present
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itnlist society the material, etc., conditions have at last been
caPate<l which enable and compel the workers to lift this social
crep
ilr•C.
c 1~ fact, however, the whole paragraph, bungled in style and
utcnt, is only there in order to inscribe the Lassallean catch~\~ord of the "undiminished proceeds of labour" as a slogan at the
toP of the party banner. I shall return later to the "proceeds of
Iabo11r"', "equal right", etc., since the same thing recurs in a somewhat different form further on.
2. "In present-day society, the Instruments of labour are the monopoly of the
capitalist class; the resulting dependence of
the working class is the cause of misery and
servitude in all its forms."

This sentence, borrowed from the Rules of the International,
is incorrect in this "improved" edition.
In present-day society the instruments of labour are the monopoly of the landowners (the monopoly of property in land is even
the basis of the monopoly of capital) and the capitalists. In the
passage in question, the Rules of the International do not mention
either the one or the other class of monopolists. They speak of the
"monopoly of the means of labour, that is, the sources of life"'. The
addition, "sources of life", makes it sufficiently clear that land
is included in the instruments of labour.
The correction was introduced because Lassalle, for reasons
now generally known, attacked only the capitalist class and not
the landowners. In England, the capitalist is usually not even
the owner of the land on which his factory stands.

3. "The emancipation of labour demands
the promotion of the instruments of labour
to the common property of society and the
co-operative regulation of the total labour
witli a fair distribution of the proceeds of
labour."

"Promotion of the instruments of labour to the common property" ought obviously to read their "conversion into the common
Property"; but this only in passing.
What are "proceeds of labour"? The product of labour or its
value? And in the latter case, is it the total value of the product
or only that part of the value which labour has newly added
to the value of the means of production consumed?
11-1087
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"Proceeds of labour" is a loose notion which Lassalle has
in the place of defmite economic conceptions.
Put
What is "a fair distribution"?
Do not the bourgeois assert that the present-day distributio
is "fair"'? And is it not, in fact, the only "fair"' distribution on thn
basis of the present-day mode of production? Are economic rela~
tious regulated by legal conceptions or do not, on the contrary
legal relations arise from economic ones? Have not also the social:
i~t sectarians the most varied notions about "fair" distribution?
To understand what is implied in this connection by the phrase
"fair distribution", we must take the first paragraph and this
one together. The latter presupposes a society wherein "the instruments of labour are common property and the total labour is
co-operatively regulated", and from the first paragraph we learn
that "the proceeds of labour belong undiminished with equal
right to all members of society".
"To all members of society"? To those who do not work as
well? What remains then of the "undiminished proceeds of labour"?
Only to those members of society who work? What remains then
of the "equal right"' of all members of society?
But "all members of society" and "equal right" are obviously
mere phrases. The kernel consists in this, that in this communist
so-::iety every worker must receive the "undiminished" Lassallean
"proceeds of labour".
Let us take first of all the words "proceeds of labour" in the
sense of the product of labour; then the co-operative proceeds
of labour are the total social product.
From this must now be deducted:
First, cover for replacement of the means of production used up.
Secondly, additional portion for expansion of production.
Thirdly, reserve or insurance funds to provide against accidents, dislocations caused by natural calamities, etc.
These deductions from the "undiminished proceeds of labour"
are an economic necessity and their magnitude is to be determined
according to available means and forces, and partly by computation of probabilities, but they are in no way calculable by equity.
There remains the other part of the total product, intended
to serve as means of consumption.
Before this is divided among the individuals, there has to be
deducted again, from it:
First, the general costs of administration not belonging to pro·
duction.
This part will, from the outset, be very considerably restricted
in comparison with present-day society and it diminishes in
proportion as the new society develops.
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Secondly, that which is intended for the common satisfaction
11 eeds, such as schools, health services, etc.

of from the outset this part grows considerably in comparison
with present-day society and it grows in proportion as the new
cie!Y develops.
50 Thirdly, funds for those unable to work, etc., in short, for what
. incl nded under so-called official poor relief today.
15 Only now do we come to the "distribution" which the programme,
under Lassallean influence, alone has in view in its narrow fashion,
namely, to that part of the means of consumption which is
divided among the individual producers of the co-operative society.
The "undiminished proceeds of labour" have already unnoticeably become converted into the "diminished" proceeds, although
what the producer is deprived of in his capacity as a private
individual benefits him directly or indirectly in his capacity
as a member of society.
Just as the phrase of the "undiminished proceeds of labour•
has disappeared, so now does the phrase of the "proceeds of
Jabour" disappear altogether.
Within the co-operative society based on common ownership
of the means of production, the producers do not exchange their
proclncts; just as little does the labour employed on the products
appear here as the value of these products, as a material quality
possessed by them, since now, in contrast to capitalist society,
in di vi dual labour no longer exists in an indirect fashion but
directly as a component part of the total labour. The phrase
"proceeds of labour", objectionable also today on account of its
ambiguity, thus loses all meaning.
What we have to deal with here is a communist society, not
as it has developed on its own foundations, but, on the contrary,
just as it emerges from capitalist society; which is thus in every
respect, economically, morally and intellectually, still stamped
With the birth marks of the old society from whose womb it
emerges. Accordingly, the individual producer receives back
from society-after the deductions have been made-exactly what he gives to it. What he has given to it is his individual quantum of labour. For example, the social working day
con~ists of the sum of the individual hours of work; the individual labour time of the individual producer is the part of the
social working day contributed by him, his share in it. He receives a certificate from society that he has furnished such and
such an amount of labour ·(after deducting his labour for
the common funds), and with this certificate he draws from
the social stock of means of consumption as much as costs
the same amount of labour. The same amount of labour
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which he has given to society in one form he receives back in.
another.
Here obviously the same principle prevails as that which
regulates the exchange of commodities, as far as this is exchange
of equal values. Content and form are changed, because under
the altered circumstances no one can give anything except his
labour, and because, on the other hand, nothing can pass to the
ownership of individuals except individual means of consumption. But, as far as the distribution of the latter among the
individual producers is concerned, the same principle prevails
as in the exchange of commodity-equivalents: a given amount
of labour in one form is exchanged for an equal amount of labour
in another form.
Hence, equal right here is still in principle-bourgeois right,
although principle and practice are no longer at loggerheads,
while the exchange of equivalents in commodity exchange only
exists on the average and not in the individual case.
In spite of this advance, this equal right is still constantly
stigmatised by a bourgeois limitation. The right of the producers
is proportional to the labour they supply; the equality consists
in the fact that measurement is made with an equal standard,
labour.
But one man is superior to another physically or mentally
and so supplies more labour in the same time, or can labour for
a longer time; and labour, to serve as a measure, must be defined
by its duration or intensity, otherwise it ceases to be a standard
of measurement. This equal right is an unequal right for unequal
labour. It recognises no class differences, because everyone is
only a worker like everyone else; but it tacitly recognises unequal
individual endowment and thus productive capacity as natural
privileges. It is, therefore, a right of inequality, in its content,
like every right. Right by its very nature can consist only in the
application of an equal standard; but unequal individuals (and
they would not be different individuals if they were not unequal)
are measurable only by an equal standard in so far as they are
brought under an equal point of view, are taken from one definite
side only. for instance, in the present case, are regarded only
as workers and nothing more is seen in them, everything else
being ignored. Further, one worker is married, another not; one
has more children than another, and so on and so forth. Thus,
with an equal performance of labour, and hence an equal share
in the social consumption fund, one will in fact receive more than
another, one will be richer than another, and so on. To avoid
all these:defects. right instead of being equal would have to be
unequal.
But these defects are inevitable in the first phase of communist

CRITIQUE OF 1'HE GOTHA PROGRAMME

165

ciclY as it is when it has just emerged after prolonged birth
so n'rs from capitalist society. Right can never be higher than
~economic structure of society and its cultural development
t onditioned thereby.
c In a higher phase of communist society, after the enslaving
.u!Jordination of the individual to the division of labour, and
\1ien•with also the antithesis between mental and physical labour,
has vanished; after labour has become not qnly a means of life
bul life's prime want; after the productive forces have also increil'cd with the all-round development of the individual, and all
the :<prings of co-operative wealth flow more abundantly-only
then can the narrow horizon of bourgeois right be crossed in its
entirety and society inscribe on its banners: From each according
to his ability, to each according to his needs!
l have dealt more at length with the "undiminished proceeds
of labour", on the one hand, and with "equal right" and "fair
di~tribution", on the other, in order to show what a crime it is
to attempt, on the one hand, to force on our Party again, as
dogmas, ideas which in a certain period had some meaning but
have now become obsolete verbal rubbish, while again perverting,
on the other, the realistic outlook, which it cost so much effort
to instil into the Party but which has now taken root in it, by
means of ideological nonsense about right and other trash so common among the democrats and French Socialists.
Quite apart from the analysis so far given, it was in general
a mistake to make a fuss about so-called distribution and put
the principal stress on it.
Any distribution whatever of the means of consumption is
only a consequence of the distribution of the conditions of production themselves. The latter distribution, however, is a feature
of the mode of producti-0n itself. The capitalist mode of production, for example, rests on the fact that the material conditions
of production are in the hands of non-workers in the form of property in capital and land, while the masses are only owners
o[ the personal condition of production, of labour power. If the
clements of production are so distributed, then the present-day
distribution of the means of consumption results automatically.
If the material conditions of production are the co-operative
property of the workers themselves, then there likewise results
a distribution of the means of consumption different from 1the
present one. Vulgar socialism (and from it in turn a section
of the democracy) has taken over from the bourgeois economists
the consideration and treatment of distribution as independent
of the mode of production and hence the presentation of socialism
as turning principally on distribution. After the real relation
has long been made clear, why retrogress again?
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4. "The cmanci pation of labour must
the work of the working class, relative~e
to which all other classes are only 0 Y
reactionary mass."

Ile

The first strophe is taken from the introductory words of the
Rules of the International, but "improved". There it is said·
"The emancipation of the working class must be the act of th~
workers themselves"; here, on the contrary, the "working class•
has to emancipate-what? "Labour." Let him understand who
can.
In compensation, the antistrophe, on the other hand, is a Lassallean quotation of the first water: "relatively to which (the
working class) all other classes are only one reactionary mass".
In the Communist Manifesto it is said: "Of all the classes that
stand face to face with the bourgeoisie today, the proletariat
alone is a really revolutionary class. The other classes decay and
finally disappear in the face of Modern Industry; the proletariat
is its special and essential product. " 72
The bourgeoisie is here conceived as a revolutionary classas the bearer of large-scale industry-relatively to the feudal
lords and the lower middle class, who desire to maintain all
social positions that are the creation of obsolete modes of production. Thus they do not form together with the bourgeoisie
only one reactionary mass.
On the other hand, the proletariat is revolutionary relatively
to the bourgeoisie because, having itself grown up on the basis
of large-scale industry, it strives to strip off from production
the capitalist character that the bourgeoisie seeks to perpetuate.
But the Manifesto adds that the "lower middle class" is becoming
revolutionary "in view of [its] impending transfer into the proletariat".
From this point of view, therefore, it is again nonsense to say
that it, together with the bourgeoisie, and with the feudal lords
into the bargain, "forms only one reactionary mass" relatively
to the working class.
Has one proclaimed to the artisans, small manufacturers, etc.,
and peasants during the last elections: Relatively to us you, together with the bourgeoisie and feudal lords, form only one reactionary mass?
Lassalle knew the Communist Manifesto by heart, as his faithful followers know the gospels written by him. If, therefore,
he has falsified it so grossly, this has occurred only to put a good
colour on his alliance with absolutist and feudal opponents
against the bourgeoisie.
In the above paragraph, moreover, his oracular saying is
dragged in by main force without any connection with the botched
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otation from the Rules of the International. Thus it is here
q.0 nily an impertinence, and indeed not at all displeasing to Herr
B~u 1 arck, one of those cheap pieces of insolence in which the
~(~rat of Berlin 13 deals.
5. "The working class strives for its
emancipation first of all within the framework of the present-day national state, conscious that the necessary result of its efforts,
which are common to the workers of all
civilised countries, will be the international
brotherhood of peoples."

Lassalle, in opposition to the Communist Manifesto and to all
earlier socialism, conceived the workers' movement from the
uarrowest national standpoint. He is being followed in this-and
that after the work of the International!
It is altogether self-evident that, to be able to fight at all,
the working class must organise itself at home as a class and that
its own country is the immediate arena of its struggle. In so far
its class struggle is national, not in substance, but, as the Communist Manifesto says, "in form". But the "framework of the
present-day national state", for instance, the German Empire,
is itself in its turn economically "within the framework" of the
world market, politically "within the framework" of the system
of states. Every businessman knows that German trade is at the
same time foreign trade, and the greatness of Herr Bismarck
consists, to be sure, precisely in his pursuing a kind of international policy.
And to what does the German workers' party reduce its interuationalism? To the consciousness that the result of its efforts
will be "the international· brotherhood of peoples"-a phrase borrowed from the bourgeois League of Peace and Freedom, which
is intended to pass as equivalent to the international brotherhood
of the working classes in the joint struggle against the ruling
classes and their governments. Not a word, therefo1e, about the
international functions of the German working class! And it is
thus that it is to challenge its own bourgeoisie-which is already
linked up in brotherhood against it with the bourgeois of all
other countries-and Herr Bismarck's international policy of
couspiracy!
In fact, the internationalism of the programme stands even
infinitely below that of the Free Trade Party. The latter also
asserts that the result of .its efforts will be "the international
brotherhood of peoples". But it also does something to make
trade international and by no means contents itself with the
consciousness-that all peoples are carrying on tr(l.de at home.
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The international activity of the working classes does not
in any way depend on the existence of the International Worki 11
Men's Association. This was only the first attempt to crea~
a central organ for that activity; an attempt which was a lasting
success on account of the impulse which it gave but which Was
no longer realisable in its first historical form after the fall of the
Paris Commune.
Bismarck's Norddeutsche was absolutely right when it announced
to the satisfaction of its master, that the German workers:
party had sworn off internationalism in the new programme.?•

II
"Starting from these basic principles, the
German workers' party strives by all legal
means for the free state-and-socialist society: the abolition of the wage system
together with the iron law of wages-andexploitation in every form; the elimination
of all social and political inequality."

1 shall return to the "free" state later.
So, in future, the German workers' party has got to believe
in Lassalle's "iron law of wages"! That this may not be lost, the
nonsense is perpetrated of speaking of the "abolition of the wage
system" (it should read: system of wage labour) "together with
the iron law of wages"'. lf 1 abolish wage labour, then naturally
1 abolish its laws also, whether they are of "iron" or sponge.
But Lassalle's attack on wage labour turns almost solely on this
so-called law. ln order, therefore, to prove that Lassalle 's sect
has conquered, the "wage system"' must be abolished "together
with the iron law of wages" and not without it.
lt is well known that nothing of the "iron law of wages" is
Lassalle's except the word "iron" borrowed from Goethe's "great,
eternal iron laws".* The word iron is a label by which the true
believers recognise one another. But if 1 take the law with Lassalle's stamp on it and, consequently, in his sense, then 1 must
also take it with his substantiation for it. And what is that?
As Lange already showed, shortly after Lassalle's death, it is the
Malthusian theory of population (preached by Lange himself). 75
But if this theory is correct, then again I cannot abolish the law
even if 1 abolish wage labour a hundred times over, because the
law then governs not only the system of wage labour but every
• Quoted from Goethe's Das Gottltcke.-Ed.
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cinl system. Basing themselves directly on this, the economists
~~' e been proving for fifty years and more that socialism cannot
bolish poverty, which has its basis in nature, but can only make
~t general, distribute it simultaneously over the whole surface
~f ,ociety!
But all this is not the main thing. Quite apart from the false
La""~llean fo~mul~tion of the I.aw, the truly outrageous relrore,sion consists lD the followrng:
g Since Lassalle's death there has asserted itself in our Party
the ,cientific understanding that wages are not what they appear
to be, namely, the value, or price, of labour, but only a masked
fonu for the value, or price, of labour power. Thereby the whole
bonrgeois conception of wages hitherto, as well as all the critici,111 hitherto directed against this conception, was thrown overboard once for all and it was made clear that the wage-worker
ha,; permission to work for his own subsistence, that is, to live,
only in so far as he works for a certain time gratis for the capitali"t (and hence also for the latter's co-consumers of surplus
valne); that the whole capitalist system of production turns
on the increase of this gratis labour by extending the working
day or by developing the productivity, that is, increasing the
intensity of labour power, etc.; that, consequently, the system
of wage labour is a system of slavery, and indeed of a slavery
which becomes more severe in proportion as the social productive
forces of labour develop, whether the worker receives better
or worse payment. And after this understanding has gained more
an1\ more ground in our Party, one returns to Lassalle's dogmas
although one must have known that Lassalle did not know what
wages were, but following in the wake of the bourgeois economi"ts took the appearance for the essence of the matter.
It is as if, among slaves who have at last got behind the secret
of slavery and broken out in rebellion, a slave still in thrall
to obsolete notions were to inscribe on the programme of the
rebellion: Slavery must be abolished because the feeding of slaves
in the system of slavery cannot exceed a certain low maximum!
Does not the mere fact that the representatives of our Party
were capable of perpetrating such a monstrous attack on the
Understanding that has spread among the mass of our Party
prove by itself with what criminal levity and with what lack
of conscience they set to work in drawing up this compromise
Programme!
Instead of the indefinite concluding phrase of the paragraph,
"the elimination of all social and political inequality", it ought
to have been said that with the abolition of class distinctions
al! social and political inequality arising from them would disappear of itself.
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III
"The German workers' party, in order

10

pave the way to the sofotion of the social ques.
tion, demands the establishment of produc.
ers' co-operative societies with state aid
under the democratic control of the toiling
people. The producers' co-operative societies are to be called into being for industry
and agriculture on such a scale that the socialist organisation of the total labour will
arise from them."

After the Lassalle an "iron law of wages", the physic of the
prophet. The way to it is "paved" in worthy fashion. In place
of the existing class struggle appears a newspaper scribbler's
phrase: "the social question", to the "solution" of which one "paves
the way". Instead of arising from the revolutionary process
of transformation of society, the "socialist organisation of the
total labour" "arises" from the "state aid" that the state gives
to the producers' co-operative societies and which the state, not
the worker, "calls into being". It is worthy of Lassalle's imagination
that with state loans one can build a new society just as well
as a new railway!
From the remnants of a sense of shame, "state aid" has
been put-under the democratic control of the "toiling people".
In the first place, the majority of the "toiling people" in Germany consists of peasants, and not of proletarians.
Secondly, "democratic" means in German "volksherrschaftlich"
["by the rule of the people"). But what does "control by the rule
of the people of the toiling people" mean? And particularly
in the case of a toiling people which, through these demands
that it puts to the state, expresses its full consciousness that
it neither rules nor is ripe for ruling!
It would be superfluous to deal here with the criticism of the
recipe prescribed by Buchez in the reign of Louis Philippe in
opposition to the French Socialists and accepted by the reactionary workers of the Atelier. 76 The chief offence· does not lie in
having inscribed this specific nostrum in the programme, but
in taking, in general, a retrograde step from the standpoint
of a class movement to that of a sectarian movement.
That the workers desire to establish the conditions for co-operative production on a social scale, and first of all on a national
scale, in their own country, only means that they are working
to revolutionise the present conditions of production, and it has
nothing in common with the foundation of co-operative societies
with state aid. But as far as the present co-operative societies
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. re concerned, they are of value only in so far as they are the
dependent creations of the workers and not proteges either
~f the governments or of the bourgeois.

'.10

IV
I come now to the democratic section.
A. "The free basis of the state."

First of all, according to II, the German workers' party strives
for "the free state~.
Free state-what is this?
It is by no means the aim of the workers, who have got rid
of the narrow mentality of humble subjects, to set the state free.
In the German Empire the "state" is almost as "free" as in Russia.
Freedom consists in converting the state from an organ superimposed upon society into one completely subordinate to it, and
today, too, the forms of state are more free or less free to the
extent that they restrict the "freedom of the state".
The German workers' party-at least if it adopts the programme
-shows that its socialist ideas are not even skin-deep; in that,
instead of treating existing society (and this holds good for any
future one) as the basis of the existing state (or of the future state
in the case of future society), it treats the state rather as an
· independent entity that possesses its own intellectual, ethical and
libertarian bases.
And what of the riotous misuse which the programme makes
of the words "present-day state", "present-day society'', and of the
still more riotous misconception it creates in regard to the state
lo which it addresses its demands?
"Present-day society" is capitalist society, which exists in all
civilised countries, more or less free from medieval admixture,
rnore or less modified by the particular historical development
of each country, more or less developed. On the other hand,
the "present-day state" changes with a country's frontier. It is
different in the Prusso-German Empire from what it is in Switzerland, and different in England from what it is in the United
8tutes. "The present-day state" is, therefore, a fiction.
Nevertheless, the different states of the different civilised
~ountries, in spite of their motley diversity of form, all have this
Ill common, that they are based on modern bourgeois society,
only one more or less capitalistically developed. They have,
therefore, also certain essential characteristics in common.
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In this sense it is possible to speak of the "present-day state•
in contrast with the future, in which its present root, bourgeoi;
society, will have died off.
The question then arises: what transformation will the state
undergo in communist society? In other words, what social
functions will remain in existence there that are analogous to
present state functions? This question can only be answered
scientifically, and one does not get a flea-hop nearer to the problem by a thousandfold combination of the word people with
the word state.
Between capitalist and communist society lies the period
of the revolutionary transformation of the one into the other.
Corresponding to this is also a political transition period in which
the state can be nothing but the revolutionary dictatorship of the
proletariat.
Now the programme does not deal with this nor with the future
state of communist society.
Its political demands contain nothing beyond the old democratic litany familiar to all: universal suffrage, direct legislation,
popular rights, a people's militia, etc. They are a mere echo
of the bourgeois People's Party, of the League of Peace and
Freedom. They are all demands which, in so far as they are not
exaggerated in fantastic presentation, have already been realised.
Only the state to which they belong does not lie within the borders
of the German Empire, but in Switzerland, the United States,
etc. This sort of"state of the future" is a present-day state, altbough
existing outside the "framework" of the German Empire.
But one thing has been forgotten. Since the German workers'
party expressly declares that it acts within "the present-day
national state", hence within its own state, the Prusso-German
Empire-its demands would indeed otherwise be largely meaningless, since one only demands what one has not got-it should
not have forgotten the chief thing, namely, that all those pretty
little gewgaws rest on the recognition of the so-called sovereignty
,of the people and hence are appropriate only in a democratic
republic.
Since one has not the courage-and wisely so, for the circumstances demand caution-to demand the democratic republic,
as the French workers' programmes under Louis Philippe and
under Louis Napoleon did, one should not have resorted, either,
to the subterfuge, neither "honest"* nor decent, of demanding
things which have meaning only in a democratic republic from
a state which is nothing but a police-guarded military despotism,
• "Honest" was the epithet applied to the Eisenachers. Here a play
upon words.-Ed.
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bcl Ji shed with parliamentary forms, alloyed with a feudal
ed:nixture, already influenced by the bourgeoisie and bureaucra1\.1lJv carpentered, and then to assure this state into the bargain
upon
1.; 1 ~ne imagines one will be able to force such things
. 1 "'by legal means".
1 f\·cn vulgar democracy, which sees the millennium in the
democratic republic and has no suspicion that it is precisely
in this last form of state of bourgeois society that the class struggle has to be fought out to a conclusion-even it towers mountains
aboYe this kind of democratism which keeps within the limits
of \\'lwt is permitted by the police and not permitted by logic.
That, in fact, by the word "state" is meant the government
machine, or the state in so far as it forms a special organism
separated from society through division of labour, is shown by the
words "the German workers' party demands as the economic basis
of the state: a single progressive income tax", etc. Taxes are the
economic basis of the government machinery and of nothing else.
ln the state of the future, existing in Switzerland, this demand
has been pretty well fulfilled. Income tax presupposes various.
sources of income of the various social classes, and hence capitalist society. It is, therefore, nothing remarkable that the Liverpool financial reformers, bourgeois headed by Gladstone's brother, are putting forward the same demand as the programme.

!:

Written in April-early May 1875
Pnhlishrd in the journal
Dte Neue Zeit, Bd. 1, No. 18,
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From KARL MARX

Of the many important discoveries through which Marx has
inscribed his name in the annals of science, we can here dwell
on only two.
The first is the revolution brought about by him in the whole
conception of world history. The whole previous view of history
was based on the conception that the ultimate causes of all historical changes are to he looked for in the changing ideas of
human beings, and that of all historical changes political changes
are the most important and dominate the whole of history.
But the question was not asked as to whence the ideas come into
men's minds and what the driving causes of the political changes
are. Only upon the newer school of French, and partly also of
English, historians had the conviction forced itself that, since
the Middle Ages at least, the driving force in European history
was the struggle of the developing bourgeoisie with the feudal
aristocracy for social and political domination. Now Marx has
proved that the whole of previous history is a history of class
struggles, that in all the manifold and complicated political
struggles the only thing at issue has been the social and political
rule of social classes, the maintenance of domination by older
classes and the conquest of domination by newly arising classes.
To what, however, do these classes owe their origin and their
continued existence? They owe it to the particular material,
physically sensible conditions in which society at a given period
produces and exchanges its means of subsistence. The feudal
rule of the Middle Ages rested on the self-sufficient economy of
small peasant communities, which themselves produced almost
all their requirements, in which there was almost no exchange
and which received from the arms-bearing nobility protection
from without and national or at least political cohesion. When
the towns arose and with them separate handicraft industry and
trade intercourse, at first internal and later international, the
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. n bourgeoisie developed, and already during the Middle

urb~ achieved, in struggle with the nobility, its inclusion iu the

tg~lal order as likewise a privileged estate. But with the discovery
{n the extra-European world, from the middle of the fifteeuth
0 ntury onwards, this bourgeoisie acquired a far more extensive
c~hcre of trade and therewith a new spur for its industry; in the
5 o~t important branches handicrafts were supplanted by manuractnre, now on a factory scale, and this again was supplanted
by large-scale industry, become possible owing to the discoveries
of the previous century, especially that of the steam engine.
Large-scale industry, in its turn, reacted on trade by driving
011 t the old manual labour in backward countries, and creating
the present-day new means of communication: steam engines,
railways, electric telegraphy, in the more developed ones. Thus
the bourgeoisie came more and more to combine social wealth and
social power in its hands, while it still for a long period remained
excluded from political power, which was in the hands of the
nobility and the monarchy supported by the nobility. But at
a certain stage-in France since the Great Revolution-it also
c011qucred political power, and now in turn became the ruling
cln~s over the proletariat and small peasants. From this point
of view all the historical phenomena are explicable in the simplest possible way-with sufficient knowledge of the particular
economic condition of society, which it is true is totally lacking
in our professional historians, and in the same way the conceptions and ideas of each historical period are most simply to be ·
explained from the economic conditions of life and from the
social and political relations of the period, which are in turn
determined by these economic conditions. History was for the
first time placed on its real basis; the palpable but previously
totally overlooked fact tl:rat men must first of all eat, drink,
have shelter and clothing, therefore must work, before they can
light for domination, pursue politics, religion, philosophy, etc.tbis palpable fact at last came into its historical rights .
. This new conception of history, however, was of supreme
s1g11ilicance for the socialist outlook. It showed that all previous
hi~to1·y moved in class antagonisms and class struggles, that
there have always existed ruling and ruled, exploiting and exploited classes, and that the great majority of mankind has always
~ieen condemned to arduous labour and little enjoyment. Why
is this? Simply because in all earlier stages of development of
rnaHkind production was so little developed that the historical
d?velopment could proceed ·only in this antagonistic form, that
historical progress as a whole was assigned to the activity of
a small privileged minority, while the great mass remained
condemned to producing by their labour their own meagre means
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of subsistence and also the increasingly rich means of the privn.
eged: But the same investigation of history~ which in this way
provides a natural and reasonable explanation of the previous
class rule, otherwise only explicable from the wickedness of man
also leads to the realisation that, in consequence of the so tre:
mendously increased productive forces of the present time, even
the last pretext has vanished for a division of mankind into
rulers and ruled, exploiters and exploited, at least in the most
advanced countries; that the ruling big bourgeoisie has fulfilled
its historic mission, that)t is no longer capable of the leadership
of society and has even become a hindrance to the development
of production, as the trade crises, and especially the last great
.collapse, 77 and the depressed condition of industry in all countries
have proved; that historical leadership has passed to the proletariat, a class which, owing to its whole position in society,
.can only free itself by abolishing altogether all class rule, all
servitude and all exploitation; and that the social productive
forces, which have outgrown the control of the bourgeoisie, are
only waiting for the associated proletariat to take possession
of them in order to bring about a state of things in which every
member of society will be enabled to paI"ticipate not only in
production but also in the distribution and administration of
social wealth, and which so increases the social productive forces
and their yield by planned operation of the whole of production
that the satisfaction of all reasonable needs will be assured to
everyone in an ever-increasing measure.
The second important discovery of Marx is the final elucidation
of the relation between capital and labour, in other words, the
demonstration how, within present society and under the existing capitalist mode of production, the exploitation of the worker
by the capitalist takes place. Ever since political economy had
put forward the proposition that labour is the source of all wealth
and of all value, the question became inevitable: How is this
then to be reconciled with the fact that the wage-worker does
not receive the whole sum of value created by his labour but
has to surrender a part of it to the capitalist? Both the bourgeois
economists and the Socialists exerted themselves to give a scientifically valid answer to this question, but in vain, until at last
l\larx came forward with the solution. This solution is as follows:
The present-day capitalist mode of production presupposes the
existence of two social classes-on the one hand, that of the
capitalitits, who are in possession of the means of production and
subsistence, and, on the other hand, that of the proletarians,
who, being excluded from this possession, have only a single
commodity for sale, their labour power, and who therefore have
to sell this labour power of theirs in order to obtain possession
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f neans of subsistence. The value of a commodity is, however,

d/ermined

by the socially necessary quantity of labour embod. eel in its production, and, therefore, also in its reproduction;
:~e value of the labour power of an average human being during
. day. month or year is determined, therefore, by the quantity
af Jabour embodied in the quantity of means of subsistence neces?arY for the maintenance of this labour power during a day,
~onth or year. Let us assume that the means of subsistence
of a worker for one day require six hours of labour for their prodnction, or, what is the same thing, that the labour contained
in them represents a quantity of labour of six hours; then the
value of labour power for one day will be expressed in a sum
of money which also embodies six hours of labour. Let us assume
further that the capitalist who employs our worker pays him
this sum in return, pays him, therefore, the full value of his
labour power. If now the worker works six hours of the day for
the capitalist, he has completely replaced the latter's outlaysix hours' labour for six hours' labour. But then there would
be nothing in it for the capitalist, and the latter therefore looks
at the matter quite differently. lie says: I have bought the labour
power of this worker not for six hours but for a whole day, and
accordingly he makes the worker work 8, 10, 12, 14 or more
hours, according to circumstances, so that the product of the
seventh, eighth and following hours is a product of unpaid labour
and wanders, to begin with, into the pocket of the capitalist.
Thus the worker in the service of the capitalist not only reproduces the value of his labour power, for which he receives pay,
but over and above that he also produces a surplus value which,
appropriated in the first place by the capitalist, is in its further
course divided according to definite economic laws among the
whole capitalist class an"d forms the basic stock from which arise
ground rent, profit, accumulation of capital. in short, all the
wealth consumed or accumulated by the non-labouring classes.
But this proved that the acquisition of riches by the present-day
capitalists consists just as much in the appropriation of the unpaid
labour of others as that of the slave-owner or the feudal lord
exploiting serf labour, and that all these forms of exploitation
are only to be distinguished by the difference in manner and method
by which the unpaid labour is appropriated. This, however,
also removed the last justification for all the hypocritical phrases
of the possessing classes to the effect that in the present social
order right and justice, equality of rights and duties and a general harmony of interests prevail, and present-day bourgeois society,
no less than its predecessors, was exposed as a grandiose institution for the exploitation of ·the huge majority of the people
by a small, ever-diminishing minority.
12-1087
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Modern, scientific socialism is based on these two important
facts. In the second volume of Capital these and other hard)
less important scientific discoveries concerning the capitalis;
system of society will be further developed, and thereby thos
aspects also of political economy not touched upon in the firs~
volume will undergo revolutionisation. May it be vouchsafed
to Marx to be able soon to have it ready for the press.
Written in mid-June 1877
Published in the Volks-Kalender,
an almanac which appeared in
Brunswick in 1878

Translated from the Germ.,.
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From SOCIALISM: UTOPIAN AND SCIENTIFIC 78

In 1831, the first working-class rising took place in Lyons;
between 1838 and 1842, the first national working-class movement, that of the English Chartists, 79 reached its height. The
class struggle between proletariat and bourgeoisie came to the
front in the history of the most advanced countries in Europe,
in proportion to the development, upon the one hand, of modern
industry, upon the other, of the newly-acquired political supremacy of the bourgeoisie. Facts more and more strenuously gave
the lie to the teachings of bourgeois economy as to the identity
of the interests of capital and labour, as to the universal harmony
and universal prosperity that would be the consequence of unbridled competition. All these things could no longer be ignored,
any more than the French and English socialism. which was
their theoretical, though very imperfect, expression. But the
old idealist conception of history, which was not yet dislodged,
knew nothing of class struggles based upon economic interests,
knew nothing of economic interests; production and all economic
~elations appeared in it only as incidental, subordinate elements
in the "history of civilisation".
The new facts made imperative a new examination of all past
history. Then it was seen that all past history, with the exception
of its primitive stages, was the history of class struggles; that
these warring classes of society are always the products of the
modes of production and of exchange-in a word, of the economic
conditions of their time; that the economic structure of society
always furnishes the real basis, starting from which we can alone
work out the ultimate explanation of the whole superstructure
of juridical and political institutions as well as of the religions,
hphiJosophical, and other ideas of a given historical period. Hegel
ad freed history from metaphysics-he had made it dialectic;
but his conception of history was essentially idealistic. But now
12•
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idealism was driven from its last refuge, the philosophy of h·
tory; now a materialistic treatment of history was propounde~
aud a method found of explaining man's "knowing" by his "being"'
instead of, as heretofore, his "being" by his "knowing".
'
From that tir;ne forwar~ soci?lism w~s no longer an accidental
discovery of this or that mgen10us bram, but the necessary out.
come of the struggle between two historically developed classesthe proletariat and the bourgeoisie. Its task was no longer to
manufacture a system of society as perfect as possible, but to
examine the historico-economic succession of events from which
these classes and their antagonism had of necessity sprung, and
lo discover in the economic conditions thus created the means
of ending the conflict. But the socialism of earlier days was as
incompatible with this materialistic conception as the conception of Nature of the French materialists was with dialectics
and modern natural science. The socialism of earlier days certainly
criticised the existing capitalistic mode of production and its
consequences. But it could not explain them, and, therefore,
could not get the mastery of them. It could only simply reject
them as bad. The more strongly this earlier socialism denounced
the exploitation of the working class, inevitable under capitalism. the less able was it clearly to show in what this exploitation consisted and how it arose. But for this it was necessary-(1)
to present the capitalistic method of production in its historical
connection and its inevitableness during a particular historical
period. and therefore, also, to present its inevitable downfall;
and (2) to lay bare its essential character, which was still a secret.
This was done by the discovery of surplus ualue. It was shown
that the appropriation of unpaid labour is the basis of the capitalist mode of production and of the exploitation of the worker
that occurs under it; that even if the capitalist buys the labour
power of his labourer at its full value as a commodity on the
market, he yet extracts more value from it than he paid for;
and that in the ultimate analysis this surplus value forms those
sums of value from which are heaped up the constantly increasing
masses of capital in the hands of the possessing classes. The genesis of capitalist production and the production of capital were
both explained.
These two great discoveries, the materialistic conception
of history and the revelation of the secret of capitalistic production through surplus value, we owe to Marx. With these discoveries socialism became a science. The next thing was to work
out all its details and relations ....
The materialist conception of history starts from the proposition that the production of the means to support human life and,
next to production, the exchange of things produced. is the basis

SOCIALISM: UTOPIAN AND SCIENTIFIC

!SJ

II social structure; that in every society that has appeared
the manner in which wealth is distributed and society
y:dded into classes or orders is dependent upon what is produced,
< w it is produced, and how the products are exchanged. From
1 ~is point of view the final causes of all social changes and poli~·C'tl revolutions are to be sought, not in men's brains, not in
1e'u · better insight into eternal truth and justice, bnt in changes
5
~:1 the modes of production and exchange. They are to be sought
:iot in the philosophy, but in the economics of each particular
epoch. The growing perception that existing social institutions
arc unreasonable and unjust, that reason has become unreason
~nd right wrong,* is only proof that in the modes of production
and exchange changes have silently taken place with which the
social order, adapted lo earlier economic conditions, is no longer
in keeping. From this it also follows that the means of getting
rid of the incongruities that have been brought to light must
also he present, in a more or less developed condition, within
the changed modes of production themselves. These means are
not lo be invented by deduction from fundamental principles,
hut are to be discovered in the stubborn facts of the existing
system of production.
What is, then, the position of modern socialism in this connection?
The present structure of society-this is now pretty generally
conceded-is the creation of the ruling class of today, of the
bourgeoisie. The mode of production peculiar to the bourgeoisie,
known, since Marx, as the capitalist mode of production, was
incompatible with the feudal system, with the privileges it
conferred upon individuals, entire social ranks and local corporations. as well as with the hereditary ties of subordination which
constituted the framework ·Of its social organisation. The bourgeoisie broke up the feudal system and built upon its ruins the
capitalist order of society, the kingdom of free competition.
?f personal liberty, of the equality, before the law, of all commodity owners, of all the rest of the capitalist blessings. Thenceforward the capitalist mode of production could develop in freedom. Since steam, machinery, and the making of machines by
_niachinery transformed the older manufacture into modern
~Idnstry, the productive forces evolved under the guidance of thP
ourgeoisie developed with a rapidity and in degree unheard
of before. But just as the older manufacture, in its time, and
handicraft, becoming more developed under its influence, had
come into collision with the feudal trammels of the guilds, so now
modern industry, in its more complete development, comes into

?f :istory,

• Mephistopheles in Goethe's Faust, Part I, Scene 4 (Faust's study).-Ed.
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collision with the bounds within which the capitalistic lllod
of production holds it confined. The new productive forces ha,,e
already outgrown the capitalistic mode of using them. And th·e
conflict between productive forces and modes of production :
no_t _a con~ict errgeJ?-d~red. in _the mind ?f ma~, like that_ between
orrgmal sm and drvme Justrce. It exrsts, m fact, obiecti'Vely
outside us, independently of the will and actions even of the Ille~
that have brought it on. Modern socialism is nothing but the
reflex, in thought, of this conflict in fact; its ideal reflection
in the minds, first, of the class directly suffering under it, the
working class.
Now, in what does this conflict consist?
Before capitalistic production, i.e., in the Middle Ages, the
system of petty industry obtained generally, based upon the
private property of tire labourers in their means of production·
in the country, the agriculture of the small peasant, freeman 0 ;
serf; in the towns, the handicrafts organised in guilds. The instruments of labour-land, agricultural implements, the workshop,
the tool-were the instruments of labour of single individuals,
adapted for the use of one worker, and, therefore, of necessity,
small, dwarfish, circumscribed. But, for this very reason tuey
belonged, as a rule, to the producer himself. To concentrate these
scattered, limited means of production, to enlarge them, to turn
them into the powerful levers of production of the present daythis was precisely the historic role of capitalist production and
of its upholder, the bourgeoisie. In the fourth section of Capital*
Marx has explained in detail, how since the fifteenth century
this has been historically worked out through the three phases
of simple co-operation. manufacture and modern industry. But
the bourgeoisie, as is also shown there, could not transform these
puny means of production into mighty productive forces without
transforming them, at the same time, from means of production
of the individual into social means of production only workable
by a collectivity of men. The spinning-wheel, the hand-loom,
the blacksmith's hammer, were replaced by the spinning-machine,
the power-loom, the steam-hammer; the individual workshop,
by the factory implying the co-operation of hundreds and thousands of workmen. In like manner, production itself changed from
a series of individual into a series of social acts, and the products
from individual to social products. The yarn, the cloth, the
metal articles that now came out of the factory, were the joint
product of many workers, through whose hands they had successively to pass before they were ready. No one person could say
of them: "I made that; this is my product."
• K. Marx, Capital, Vol. I, Moscow, 1965, pp. 312-507.-Ed.
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But where, in a given society, the fundamental form of produc·oD is that spontaneous division of labour which creeps in graduallY and not upon any preconceived plan, there the products
~ ke on the form of commodities, whose mutual exchange, buying
. ~d selling, enables the individual producers to satisfy their
~auifold wants. And this was the case in the Middle Ages. The
peasant, e.g., sold to the artisan agricultural products and bought
from him the products of handicraft. Into this society of individual producers, of commodity producers, the new mode of
prodnction thrust itself. In the midst of the old division of labour,
grown up spontaneously and upon no definite plan, which had
governed the whole of society, now arose division of labour upon
a definite plan, as organised in the factory; side by side with
individual production appeared social production. The products
of both were sold in the same market, and, therefore, at prices
at least approximately equal. But organisation upon a definite
plan was stronger than spontaneous division of labour. The factories working with the combined social forces of a collectivity
of i11dividuals produced their commodities far more cheaply than
the individual small producers. Individual production succumbed
in one department after another. Socialised production revolutio11 ised all the old methods of production. But its revolutionary
character was, at the same time, so little recognised that it was,
on the contrary, introduced as a means of increasing and developi11g the production of commodities. When it arose, it found
ready-made, and made liberal use of, certain machinery for the
production and exchange of commodities: merchants' capital,
handicraft, wage-labour. Socialised production thus introducing
itself as a new form of the production of commodities, it was a matter of course that under it the old forms of appropriation remained
in [ull swing, and were applied to its products as well.
In the mediaeval stage of evolution of the production of commodities. the question as to the owner of the product of labour
could not arise. The individual producer, as a rule, had, from
raw material belonging to himself, and generally his own handiwork, produced it with his own tools, by the labour of his own
hands or of his family. There was no need for him to appropriate
the new product. It belonged wholly to him, as a matter of course.
His property in the product was, therefore, based upon his own
labour. Even where ext(jrnal help was used, this was, as a rule,
of little importance, and very generally was compensated by
something other than wages. The apprentices and journeymen
of the guilds worked less for board and wages than for education,
in order that they might become master craftsmen themselves.
Then came the concentration of the means of production and
of the producers in large workshops and manufactories, their

184

PREDERICK ENGELS

transformation into actual socialised means of production and
socialised producers. But the socialised producers and mean
of production and their products were still treated, after this
change, just as they had been before, i.e., as the means of Pro~
duction and the products of individuals. Hitherto, the owner
of the instruments of labour had himself appropriated the product, because, as a rule, it was his own product and the assistance
of others was the exception. Now the owner of the instruments
of labour always appropriated to himself the product, although
it was no longer his product but exclusively the product of the
labour of others. Thus, the products now produced socially were
not appropriated by those who had actually set in motion the
means of production and actually produced the commodities,
but by the capitalists.The means of production, and production
itself, had become in essence socialised. But they were subjected
to a form of appropriation which presupposes the private production of individuals, under which, therefore, everyone owns
his own product and brings it to market. The mode of production
is subjected to this form of appropriation, although it abolishes
the conditions upon which the latter rests.*
This contradiction, which gives to the new mode of production
its capitalistic character, contains the germ of the whole of the
social antagonisms of today. The greater the mastery obtained
by the new mode of production over all important fields of production and in all manufacturing countries, the more it reduced
individual production to an insignificant residuum, the more
clearly was brought out the incompatibility of socialised production
with capitalistic appropriation.
The first capitalists found, as we have said, alongside of other
forms of labour, wage-labour ready-made for them on the market.
But it was exceptional, complementary, accessory, transitory
wage-labour. The agricultural labourer, though, upon occasion.
he hired himself out by the day, had a few acres of his own land
on which he could at all events live at a pinch. The guilds were
so organised that the journeyman of today became the master
of tomorrow. But all this changed, as soon as the means of production became socialised and concentrated in the hands of
• It is hardly necessary in this connection to point out that, even if
the form of appropriation remains the same, the character of the appropriation is just as much revolutionised as production is by the changes described
above. It is, of course, a very different matter whether I appropriate to
myself my own product or that of another. Note in passing that wage-labour.
which contains the whole capitalistic mode of production in embryo, is
very ancient; in a sporadic, scattered form it existed for centuries alongside of slave-labour. But the embryo could duly develop into the capitalistic
mode of production only when the necessary historical preconditions bad
been furnished. [Note by Engels.]
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·talists. The means of production, as well as the product,
c?:he
individual producer became more and more worthless;
re was nothing left for him but to turn wage-worker under

0

t~e cnpitalist. Wage-labour, aforetime the exception and accesso-

t ie 110 w became the rule and basis of all production; aforelime
rY:Uplementary, it now became the sole remaining function of
~J~e worker. The wage-worker for a time became a wage-worker
f r Jife. The number of these permanent wage-workers was further
~onnously increased by the breaking-up of the feudal system
~bat occurred at the same time, by the disbanding of the retainers
of the feudal lords, the eviction of the peasants from their homesteads. etc. The separation was made complete between the means
of production concentrated in the hands of the capitalists, on the
one side, and the producers, possessing nothing but their labourpower, on the other. The contradiction between socialised production and capitalistic appropriation manifested itself as the antagonism of proletariat and bourgeoisie.
We have seen that the capitalistic mode of production thrust
its way into a society of commodity-producers, of individual
producers, whose social bond was the exchange of their products.
But every society based upon the production of commodities
has this peculiarity: that the producers have lost control over
their own social interrelations. Each man produces for himself
with such means of production as he may happen to have, and
for such exchange as he may require to satisfy his remaining
wants. No one knows how much of his particular article is coming
on the market, nor how much of it will be wanted. No one knows
whether his individual product will meet an actual demand,
whether he will be able to make good his costs of production
or even to sell his commodity at all. Anarchy reigns in socialised
production.
But the production of c·ommodities, like every other form
?f production, has its peculiar, inherent laws inseparable from
It; and these laws work, despite anarchy. in and through anarchy.
!hey reveal themselves in the only persistent form of social
Interrelations, i.e., in exchange, and here they affect the individual producers as compulsory laws of competition. They are.
a~ first, unknown to these producers themselves, and have to be
discovered by them gradually and as the result of experience.
They work themselves out, therefore, independently of the producers, and in antagonism to them, as inexorable natural laws
of their particular form of production. The product governs the
Producers.
In mediaeval society, especially in the earlier centuries, production was essentially directed towards satisfying the want~
of the individual. It satisfied, in the main, only the wants of the
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producer and his family. Where relations of personal dependen
existed, as in the country, it also helped to satisfy the wance
of the feudal lord. In all this there was, therefore, no exchani:
the products, consequently, did not assume the character oi
commodities. The family of the peasant produced almost every.
thing they wanted: clothes and furniture, as well as means of
subsistence. Only when it began to produce more than was suf.
ficient to supply its own wants and the payments in kind to the
feudal lord, only then did it also produce commodities. This
surplus, thrown into socialised exchange and offered for sale
became commodities.
'
The artisans of the towns, it is true, had from the first to produce for exchange. But they, also, themselves supplied the great.est part of their own individual wants. They had gardens and
plots of land. They turned their cattle out into the communal
forest, which, also, yielded them timber and firing. The women
spun flax, wool, and so forth. Production for the purpose of
.exchange, production of commodities, was only in its infancy.
Hence, exchange was restricted, the market narrow, the methods
-0f production stable; there was local exclusiveness without, local
1mity within; the Mark* in the country; in the town, the guild.
But with the extension of the production of commodities,
and especially with the introduction of the capitalist mode of
production, the laws of commodity production, hitherto latent,
came into action more openly and with greater force. The old
bonds were loosened, the old exclusive limits broken through,
the producers were more and more turned into independent, isolated
producers of commodities. It became apparent that the production
.of society at large was ruled by absence of plan, by accident,
by anarchy; and this anarchy grew to greater and greater height.
But the chief means by aid of which the capitalist mode of production intensified this anarchy of socialised production was the
.exact opposite of anarchy. It was the increasing organisation
of production, upon a social basis, in every individual productive
.establishment. By this, the old, peaceful, stable condition of
things was ended. Wherever this organisation of production was
introduced into a branch of industry, it brooked no other method
of production by its side. The field of labour became a battleground. The great geographical discoveries, and the colonisation
following upon them, multiplied markets and quickened the
transformation of handicraft into manufacture. The war did
not simply break out between the individual producers of particular localities. The local struggles begot in their turn national

*

See Appendix. [Note bu Engels.]-Here Engels refers to his work Thi

lfark.-Ed.
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uflicts, the commercial wars of the seventeenth and the eight~~utlI centuries. 80
e fiually, modern industry and the opening of the world market
adc the struggle universal, and at the same time gave it an
~~heard-of virulence. Advantages in natural or artificial condi;jous of production now decide the existence or non-existence
of individual capitalists, as well as of whole industries and countric~. He that falls is remorselessly cast aside. It is the Darwinian
struggle of the individual for existence transferred from Nature
to society with intensified violence. The conditions of existence
natural to the animal appear as the final term of human development. The contradiction between socialised production and
capitalistic appropriation now presents itself as an antagonism
between the organisation of production in the individual workshop
and the anarchy of production in society generally.
The capitalistic mode of production moves in these two forms
of thP antagonism immanent to it from its very origin. It is never
able to get out of that "vicious circle" which Fourier had already
discovered. What Fourier could not, indeed, see in his time is that
this circle is gradually narrowing; that the movement becomes
more and more a spiral, and must come to an end, like the movement of the planets, by collision with the centre. It is the compelling force of anarchy in the production of society at large that
more and more completely turns the great majority of men into
proletarians; and it is the masses of the proletariat again who
will fmally put an end to anarchy in production. It is the compelliu~ force of anarchy in social production that turns the limitless
perfectibility of machinery under modern industry into a compulsory law by which every individual industrial capitalist must
pprfect his machinery more and more, under penalty of ruin.
But the perfecting of. machinery is making human labour
·rnperfluous. If the introduction and increase of machinery means
the displacement of millions of manual by a few machine-workers,
improvement in machinery means the displacement of more and
fllore of the machine-workers themselves. It means, in the last
instance, the production of a number of available wage-workers
in excess of the average needs of capital, the formation of a complete industrial reserve army, as I called it in 1845, * available
.it the times when industry is working at high pressure, to be
1·ast out upon the street when the inevitable crash comes, a con~taut dead weight upon the limbs of the working class in its strug~le for existence with capital, a regulator for the keeping of wages
down to the low level that suits the interests of capital. Thus
,, • The Condition of the Working Class in England, p. 109. [Note by Engels.)
'"" Marx and Engels, On Britain, Moscow, 1962, p. 119.-Ed.
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it comes about, to quote Marx, that machinery becomes the mo t
powerful weapon in the war of capital against the working cla~.
that the instruments of labour constantly tear the means Of
subsistence out of the hands of the labourer; that the very product
of the worker is turned into an instrument for his subjugation.s1
Thus it comes about that the economising of the instruments
of labour becomes at the same time. from the outset, the most
reckless waste of labour power, and robbery based upon the
normal conditions under which labour functions• 2 ; that machinery, the most powerful instrument for shortening labour time
becomes the most unfailing means for placing every moment of
the labourer's time and that of his family at the disposal of the
capitalist for the purpose of expanding the value of his capital.
Thus it comes about that the overwork of some becomes the
preliminary condition for the idleness of others, and that modern
industry, which hunts after new consumers over the whole world,
forces the consumption of the masses at home down to a starvation
minimum, and in doing thus destroys its own home market.
"The law that always equilibrates the relative surplus population, or industrial reserve army, to the extent and energy of
accumulation, this law rivets the labourer to capital more firmly
than the wedges of Vulcan did Prometheus to the rock. It establishes an accumulation of misery, corresponding with accumulation of capital. Accumulation of wealth at one pole is, therefore.
at the same time, accumulation of misery, agony of toil, slavery,
ignorance, brutality, mental degradation, at the opposite pole.
i.e., on the side of the class that produces its own product in the
form of capital." (Marx's Capital, p. 671.) 83 And to expect any
other division of the products from the capitalistic mode of
production is the same as expecting the electrodes of a battery
not to decompose acidulated water, not to liberate oxygen at the
positive, hydrogen at the negative pole, so long as they are connected with the battery.
We have seen that the ever-increasing perfectibility of modern
machinery is, by the anarchy of social production, turned into
a compulsory law that forces the individual industrial capitalist
always to improve his machinery, always to increase its productive force. The bare possibility of extending the field of production
is transformed for him into a similar compulsory law. The enormous expansive force of modern industry, compared with which
that of gases is mere child's play, appears to us now as a necessity
for expansion, both qualitative and quantitative, that laughs
at all resistance. Such resistance is offered by consumption, by
sales, by the markets for the products of modern industry. Bul the
capacity for extension, extensive and intensive, of the market~
is primarily governed by quite different laws that work much
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energetically. The extension of the markets cannot keep
(esse with the extension of production. The collision becomes
pacvitable, and as this cannot produce any real solution so long
,neit docs not break in pieces the capitalist mode of production,
a~e collisions become periodic. Capitalist production has begotten
1 other "vicious circle".
'111As a matter of fact, since 1825, when the first general crisis
broke out, the whole industrial and commercial world, production and exchange among all civilise~ peoples and their more
-0r tpss barbaric hangers-on, are thrown out of joint about once
every ten years. Commerce is at a standstill, the markets are
glutted, products accumulate, as multitudinous as they are
unsaleable, hard cash disappears, credit vanishes, factories are
dosed, the mass of the workers are in want of the means of subsistPnce, because they have produced too much of the means
of subsistence; bankruptcy follows upon bankruptcy, execution
upon execution. The stagnation lasts for years; productive forces
and products are wasted and destroyed wholesale, until the
accumulated mass of commodities finally filters off, more or less
depreciated in value, until production and exchange gradually
begin to move again. Little by little the pace quickens. It becomes
a trot. The industrial trot breaks into a canter, the canter in turn
grows into the headlong gallop of a perfect steeplechase of industr~·. commercial credit, and speculation which finally, after
breakneck leaps, ends where it· began-in the ditch of a crisis.
A111l so over and over again. We have now, since the year 1825,
gouc through this five times, and at the present moment (1877)
we are going through it for the sixth time. And the character
of these crises is so clearly defined that Fourier hit all of them
ol"I when he described the first as "crise plethorique"', a crisis from
plethora.•'
·
I 11 these crises, the contradiction between socialised production
a111l capitalist appropriation ends in a violent explosion. The
circulation of commodities is, for the time being, stopped. Money,
thP means of circulation, becomes a hindrance to circulation. All
the laws of production and circulation of commodities are turned
lipside down. The economic collision has reached its apogee.
Th" mode of production is in rebellion against the mode of exchange.
The fact that the socialised organisation of production within
tl~e factory has developed so far that it has become incompatible
Wllh the anarchy of production in society, which exists side
by side with and dominates it, is brought home to the capitalists
themselves by the violent concentration of capital that occurs
during crises, through the ruin of many large, and a still greater
number of small, capitalists. The whole mechanism of the capitalist mode of production breaks down under the pressure of the
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productive forces, its own creations. It is no longer able to tu
all this mass of means of production into capital. They lie fallo~n,
and for that very reason the industrial reserve army must als'
lie fallow. Means of production, means of subsistence, availabt
labourers, all the elements of production and of general wealtheare present in abundance. But "abundance becomes the sour~
of distress and want" (Fourier), because it is the very thing that
prevents the transformation of the means of production and sub.
sistence into capital. For in capitalistic society the means of
production can only functiou when they have undergone a preJi_
minary transformation into capital, into the means of exploiting
human labour power. The necessity of this transformation int()
capital of the means of production and subsistence stands like
a ghost between these and the workers. It alone prevents th!'
coming together of the material and personal levers of production;
it aloue forbids the means of production to function, the workers
to work and live. On the one hand, therefore, the capitalistic
mode of production stands convicted of its own incapacity t()
further direct these productive forces. On the other, these productive forces themselves, with increasing energy, press forward
to the removal of the existing contradiction, to the abolition
of their quality as capital, to the practical recognition of their
character as social productive forces.
This rebellion of the productive forces, as they grow more and
more powerful, against their quality as capital, this stronger
aud stronger command that their social character shall be recognised, forces the capitalist class itself to treat them more and
more as social productive forces, so far as this is possible under
capitalist conditions. The period of industrial high pressure,
with its unbounded inflation of credit, not less than the crash
itself, by the collapse of great capitalist establishments, tends
to bring about that form of the socialisation of great masses
of means of production which we meet with in the different kinds
of joint-stock companies. Many of these means of production and
of distribution are, from the outset, so colossal that, like the
railways, they exclude all other forms of capitalistic exploitation. At a further stage of evolution this form also becomes
insufficient. The producers on a large scale in a particular branch
of industry in a particular country unite in a trust, a union for
the purpose of regulating production. They determine the total
amount to be produced, parcel it out among themselves, and
thus enforce the selling price fixed beforehand. But trusts of this
kind, as soon as business becomes bad, are generally liable to
break up, and on this very account compel a yet greater concentration of association. The whole of the particular industry is
turned into one gigantic joint-stock company; internal competi-
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ives place to the internal monopoly of this one company.

t1°~ ~as happened in 1890 with the English alkali production,
fb~S b is now, after the fusion of 48 large works, in the hands
wrc1e company, conducted upon a single plan, and with a capi1 °~f £6,000,000.
ta hI the trusts, freedom of competition changes into its very
osite -into monopoly; and the production without any definite
0
1 of capitalistic society capitulates to the production upon
P definite plan of the invading socialistic society. Certainly this
~s so far still to the benefit and advantage of the capitalists.
Bat in this case the exploitation is so palpable that it must
break down. No nation will put up with production conducted
by trusts, with so barefaced an exploitation of the community
by a small band of divident-mongers.
Jn any case, with trusts or without, the official representative
of capitalist society-the state-will ultimately have to undertake the direction of production.* This necessity for conversion
into state property is felt first in the great institutions for intercourse and communication-the post office, the telegraphs, the
railways.
If the crises demonstrate the incapacity of the bourgeoisie for
managing any longer modern productive forces, the transformation of the great establishments for production and distribution
into joint-stock companies, trusts and state property shows how
unnecessary the bourgeoisie are for that purpose. All the social
functions of the capitalist are now performed by salaried employ0

fI.

* I say "have to". For only when the means of production and distribution have actually outgrown the form of management by joint-stock companies, and when, therefore the taking them over by the statP has become
•conomically inevitable, onfy then-even if it is the state of today that
efler_ts this-is there an economiq advance, the attainment of another step
preliminary to the taking over of all productive forces by society itself.
~ut of late, since Bismarck went in for state ownership of industrial estabish_ments, a kind of spurious socialism has arisen, degenerating, now and
again, into something of flunkeyism, that without more ado declares all
~late ownership, even of the Bismarckian sort, to be socialistic. Certainly,
~ the taking over by the state of the tobacco industry is socialistic, then
· apoleon and Metternich must be numbered among the founders of socialism.
If the Belgian state, for quite ordinary political and financial reasons, itself
constructed its chief railway lines; if Bismarck, not under any economic
compulsion, took over for the state the chief Prussian lines, simply to be
the better able to have them in hand in case of war, to bring up the railway
{mployees as voting cattle for the government, and especially to create
0 ~ himself a new source of Income independent of parliamentary votesth_is was, in no sense, a socialistic measure, directly or indirectly, consciously or unconsciously. Otherwise, the Royal Maritime Company,•• the
~oya] porcelain manufacture, and even the regimental tailor sliops of the
-rmy would also be socialistic institutions, or even, as was seriously proPi°sed by a sly dog in Frederick William Ill's reign, the taking over by the
s ate of the brothels. [Note by Engel...!
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ees. The capitalist has no further social function than that f
pocketing dividends. tearing off coupons, and gambling on the
Stock Exchange, where the different capitalists despoil one anothe
of their capital. At first the capitalistic mode of production forcer
out the workers. Now it forces out the capitalists, and reduces
them, just as it reduced the workers. to the ranks of the surpJu!
population, although not immediately into those of the industrial
reserve army.
But the transformation, either into joint-stock companies and
lrnsts, or into state ownership, does not do away with the capilalisLic nature of the productive forces. In the joint-stock companies and trusts this is obvious. And the modern state, again,
is only the organisation that bourgeois society takes on in order
to support the external conditions of the capitalist mode of
production against the encroachments as well of the workers
as of individual capitalists. The modern state, no matter what
its form, is essentially a capitalist machine, the state of the capitalists, the ideal personification of the total national capital.
The more it proceeds to the taking over of productive forces, the
more does it actually become the national capitalist, the more
citizens does it exploit. The workers remain wage-workersproletarians. The capitalist relafion is not done away with.
It is rather brought to a head. But, brought to a head, it topples
over. State ownership of the productive forces is not the solution
of the conflict, but concealed within it are the technical conditions that form the elements of that solution.
This solution can only consist in the practical recognition
of the social nature of the modern forces of production, and therefore in the harmonising of the modes of production, appropriation,
and exchange with the socialised character of the means of pro·
duction. And this can only come about by society openly and
directly taking possession of the productive forces which have
outgrown all control except that of society as a whole. The social
character of the means of production and of the products today
reacts against the producers, periodically disrupts all production
and exchange, acts only like a Jaw of Nature working blindly,
forcibly, destructively. But with the taking over by society
of the productive forces, the social character of the means of
production and of the products will be utilised by the producers
with a perfect understanding of its nature, and instead of being
a source of disturbance and periodical collapse. will become the
most powerful lever of production itself.
Active social forces work exactly like natural forces: blindly,
forcibly, destructively, so Jong as we do not understand, and
reckon with them. But when once we understand them, when
once we grasp their action, their direction, their effects, it depends
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1 upon ourselves to subject them more· and more to our own
and by means of them to reach our own ends. And this
"'\cis quite especially of the mighty productive forces of today.
h0 Jong as we obstinately refuse to understand the nature and
A;e character of these social means of action-and this understand~ g goes against the grain of the capitalist mode of production
III d its defenders-so long these forces are at work in spite of us,
~n1 opposition to us, so long they master us, as we have shown
JI
•
de t ar"l .
bove m
~ But when once their nature is understood, they can, in the
hands of the producers working together, be transformed from
master demons into willing servants. The difference is as that
between the destructive force of electricity in the lightning
of the storm, and electricity under command in the telegraph
and the voltaic arc; the difference between a conflagration, and
fire working in the service of man. With this recognition, at last,
of the real nature of the productive forces of today, the social
anarchy of production gives place to a social regulation of production upon a definite plan, according to the needs of the community and of each individual. Then the capitalist mode of appropriation, in which the product enslaves first the producer, and
then the appropriator, is replaced by the mode of appropriation
of the products that is based upon the nature of the modern
means of production; upon the one hand, direct social appropriation, as means to the maintenance and extension of productionon the other, direct individual appropriation, as means of subsistence and of enjoyment.
Whilst the capitalist mode of production more and more completely transforms the great majority of the population into
proletarians, it creates the power which, under penalty of its
own destruction, is forced. to accomplish this revolution. Whilst
it forces on more and more the transformation of the vast means
of production, already socialised, into state property, it shows
itself the way to accomplishing this revolution. The proletariat
seizes political power and turns the means of production into state
property.
But, in doing this, it abolishes itself as proletariat, abolishes
all class distinctions and class antagonisms, abolishes also the
8latc as state. Society thus far, based upon class antagonisms,
had need of the state. That is, of an organisation of the particular class which was pro tempore the exploiting class, an organisation for the purpose of preventing any interference from without
"'.ith the existing conditiol)S of production, and, therefore, espe~1ally, for the purpose of forcibly keeping the exploited classes
in the condition of oppression corresponding with the given mode
of production (slavery, serfdom, wage-labour). The state was the
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official representative of society as a whole; the gathering of .
together into a visible embodiment. _But. it was this only in so:.f~t
as it was the state of that class which itself represented, for th r
time being, society as a whole: in ancient times, the state 0~
slave-owning citizens; in the Middle Ages, the feudal lords·
in our own time, the bourgeoisie. When at last it becomes th~
real representative of the whole of society, it renders itself unnecessary. As soon as there is no longer any social class to be held
in subjection; as soon as class rule, and the individual struggle
for existence based upon our present anarchy in production
with the collisions and excesses arising from these, are removed'
nothing more remains to be repressed, and a special repressiv~
force, a state, is no longer necessary. The first act by virtue of
which the state really constitutes itself the representative of the
whole of society-the taking possession of the means of production in the name of society-this is, at the same time, its last
independent act as a state. State interference in social relations
becomes, in one domain after another, superfluous, and then
dies out of itself; the government of persons is replaced by the
administration of things, and by the conduct of processes of
production. The state is not "abolished". It dies out. This gives
the measure of the value of the phrase "a free state", 88 both as to
its justifiable use at times by agitators, and as to its ultimate
scientific insufficiency; and also of the demands of the so-called
anarchists for the abolition of the state out of hand.
Since the historical appearance of the capitalist mode of production, the appropriation by society of all the means of production has often been dreamed of, more or less vaguely, by
individuals, as well as by sects, as the ideal of the future. But
it could become possible, could become a historical necessity,
only when the actual conditions for its realisation were there.
Like every other social advance it becomes practicable, not by
men understanding that the existence of classes is in contradictio1~
to justice, equality, etc., not by the mere willingness to abolish
these classes, but by virtue of certain new economic conditions.
The separation of society into an exploiting and an exploited
class, a ruling and an oppressed class, was the necessary consequence of the deficient and restricted development of production
in former times. So long as the total social labour only yields
a produce which but slightly exceeds that barely necessary for
the existence of all; so long, therefore, as labour engages all
or almost all the time of the great majority of the members of
society-so long, of necessity, this society is divided into classes.
Side by side with the great majority, exclusively bond slaves
to labour, arises a class freed from directly productive labour,
which looks after the general affairs of society: the direction
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f J"bour. state business, law, science, art, etc. It is, therefore,
0]1e

inw of division of labour that lies at the basis of the division

! to

classes. But this does not prevent this division into classes

roni
being carried out by means of violence and robbery, trickery
r d fraud. It does not prevent the ruling class, once having

:~c upper hand, from consolidating its power at the expense
f the working class, from turning its social leadership into
0 n intrnsified exploitation of the masses.
a But if, upon this showing, division into classes has a certain
historical justification, it has this only for a given period, only
under given social conditions. It was based upon the insufficirnc:v
of production. It will be swept away by the complete developJnCHt of modern productive forces. And, in fact, the abolition
of classes in society presupposes a degree of historical evolution
at which the existence, not simply of this or that particular
ruling class, but of any ruling class at all, and. therefore, the
existence of class distinction itself has become an obsolete anachronism. It presupposes, therefore, the development of production carried out to a degree at which appropriation of the
means of production and of the products, and, with this, of political domination, of the monopoly of culture, and of intellectual
leadership by a particular class of society, has become not only
superfluous but economically, politically, intellectually, a hindrance to development.
This point is now reached. Their political and intellectual
bankruptcy is scarcely any longer a secret to the bourgeoisie
themselves. Their economic bankruptcy recurs regularly every
ten years. In every crisis, society is suffocated beneath the weight
of its own productive forces and products, which it cannot use,
and stands helpless, face to face with the absurd contradiction
that the producers have nothing to consume, because consumers
are wanting. The expansive force of the means of production
bursts the bonds that the capitalist mode of production had
imposed upon them. Their deliverance from these bonds is the one
precondition for an unbroken, constantly accelerated developnwnt of the productive forces, and therewith for a practically
~ 1 nlimited increase of production itself. Nor is this all. The social"P<I appropriation of the means of production does away, not
only with the present artificial restrictions upon production, but
al~o with the positive waste and devastation of productive forces
and products that are at the present time the inevitable concomitants of production, and that reach their height in the crises.
Further, it sets free for. thll community at large a mass of means
of production and of products, by doing away with the senseless
l''l:travagance of the ruling classes of today and their political
representatives. The possibility of securing for every member
l.3•
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of society, by means of socialised production, an existence n
only fully sufficient materially, and becoming day by day Illo0 l
full, but an exi~tence guaranteeing to all the free developme~e
and exercise of their physical and mental faculties-this possib·~
1
lity is now for the first time here, but it is here.•
With the seizing of the means of production by society, pro.
duction of commodities is done away with, and, simultaneously
the mastery of the product over the producer. Anarchy in sociai
production is replaced by systematic, definite organisation
The struggle for individual existence disappears. Then for th~
first time man, in a certain sense, is finally marked off from the
rest of the animal kingdom, and emerges from mere animal
conditions of existence into really human ones. The whole sphere
of the conditions of life which environ man, and which have
hitherto ruled man, now comes under the dominion and control
of man, who for the first time becomes the real, conscious lord
of Nature, because he has now become master of his own social
organisation. The laws of his own social action, hitherto standing
face to face wilh man as laws of Nature foreign to, and dominating him, will then be used with full understanding, and so
mastered by him. Man's own social organisation, hitherto confronting him as a necessity imposed by Nature and history, now
becomes the result of his own free action. The extraneous objective forces that have hitherto governed history pass under the
control of man himself. Only from that time will man himself,
more and more consciously, make his own history-only from
that time will the social causes set in movement by him have,
iu the main and in a constantly growing measure, the results
intended by him. It is the ascent of man from the kingdom of
necessity to the kingdom of freedom.
Let us briefly sum up our sketch of historical evolution.
I. Mediaeval Society-Individual production on a small scale.
!\leans of production adapted for individual use; hence primitive,
ungainly, petty, dwarfed in action. Production for immediate
consumption, either of the producer himself or of his feudal
lord. Only where an excess of production over this consumption
• A few figures may serve to give an approximate idea of the enormous
expansive force of the modern means of production, even under capitalist
pressure. According to Mr. Giffen, the total wealth of Great Britain and
Ireland amounted, in round numbers, in
1814 to ii! 2,200,000,000
1865 to ii! 6, 100,000,000
1875 to ii! 8,500,000,000.
As an instance of the squandering of means of production and of products
during a crisis, the total loss in the German iron industry alone, iu the crisis
1873-78, was given at the second German Industrial Congress (Berlin,
February 21, 1878) as ii! 22,750,000. [Note by Engels.]
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!lfS is s!lch excess offered for sale, enters into exchange. Produco.ccn of commodities, therefore, only in its infancy. But already
~:o contains within itself, in embryo, anarchy in the production
1f society at large.
0 JI. Capitalist Revolution-Transformation of industry, at first
bY Jllcans of simple co-operation and manufacture. Concentration
f the means of production, hitherto scattered, into great work~hop~. As a consequence, their transformation from individual
to social means of production-a transformation which does not,
on t!Ic whole, affect the form of exchange. The old forms of appropriation remain in force. The capitalist appears. In his capacit)'
as owner of the means of production, he also appropriates the
products and turns them into commodities. Production has
become a social act. Exchange and appropriation continue to be
individual acts, the acts of individuals. The social product is appropriated by the individual capitalist. Fundamental contradiction,
whence arise all the contradictiont in which our present-day
society moves, and which modern industry brings to light.
A. Severance of the producer from the means of production.
Condemnation of the worker to wage-labour for life. Antagonism
between the pr1Jletariat and the bourgeoisie.
B. Growing predominance and increasing effectiveness of the
laws governing the production of commodities. Unbridled competition. Contradiction between socialised organisation in the
individual factory and social anarchy in production as a whole.
C. On the one hand, perfecting of machinery, made by competition compulsory for each individual manufacturer, and complemented by a constantly growing displacement of labourers.
Industrial reserve army. On the other hand, unlimited extension
of production, also compulsory under competition for every
manufacturer. Orr both sides, unheard-of development of productive forces, excess of supply over demand, over-production,
glntting of the markets, crises every ten years, the vicious circle:
excess here, of means ·of production and products-excess there,
0 ! labourers, without employment and without means of existence.
Rut these two levers of production and of social well-being are
unable to work together, because the capitalist form of production
Prevents the productive forces from working and the products
from circulating, unless they are first turned into capital-which
~heir very superabundance prevents. The contradiction has grown
into an absurdity. The mode of production rises in rebellion against
~he form of exchange. The bourgeoisie are convicted of incapacity
nrther to manage their own social productive forces.
D. Partial recognition of the social character of the productive
forces forced npon the capitalists themselves. Taking over of the
great institutions for production and commnuication, first by
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joint-stock companies, later on by trusts, then by the state. 'I'h
bourgeoisie demonstrated to be a superfluous class. All its soci j
functions are now performed by salaried employees.
a
Ill. Proletarian Revolution-Solution of the contradictions
The proletariat seizes the public power, and by means of thi.
transforms the socialised means of production, slipping fro~
the hands of the bourgeoisie, into public property. By this act
the proletariat frees the means of production from the characte~
of capital they have thus far borne, and gives their socialised
character complete freedom to work itself out. Socialised production upon a predetermined plan becomes henceforth possible.
The development of production makes the existence of different
classes of society thenceforth an anachronism. In proportion
as anarchy in social production vanishes, the political authority
of the state dies out. Man, at last the master of his own form
of social organisation, becomes at the same time the lord over
Nature, his own master-Tree.
To accomplish this act of universal emancipation is the historical mission of the modern proletariat. To thoroughly comprehend
the historical conditions and thus the very nature of this act,
to impart to the now oppressed proletarian class a full knowledge
of the conditions and of the meaning of the momentous act it is
called upon to accomplish, this is the task of the theoretical
expression of the proletarian movement, scientific socialism.
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the first half of March 1880
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SOCIAL CLASSES-NECESSARY AND SUPERFLUOUS

The question has often been asked, in what degree are the
different classes of society useful or even necessary? And the
answer was naturally a different one for every different epoch
of history considered. There was undoubtedly a time when a territorial aristocracy was an unavoidable and necessary element
of society. That, however, is very, very long ago. Then there
was a time when a capitalist middle class, a bourgeoisie as the
French call it, arose with equally unavoidable necessity, struggled
againsL the territorial aristocracy, broke its political power, and
in ils turn became economically and politically predominant.
Bui. since classes arose, there never was a time when society
could do without a working class. The name, the social status
of lhal class has changed; the serf took the place of the slave,
to be in his turn relieved by the free working man-free from
serviLude but also free from any earthly possessions save his
own labour force. But it is plain: whatever changes took place
in the upper, non-producing ranks of society, society could not
lh-e without a class of producers. This class, then, is necessary
under all circumstances-though the time must come, when it
will no longer be a class, when it will comprise all society.
Kow, what necessity 'is there at present for the existence
of each of these three classes?
. The landed aristocracy is, to say the least, economically useless
1 ~1 England, while in Ireland and Scotland it has become a positive nuisance by its depopulating tendencies. To send the people
across the ocean or into starvation, and to replace them by sheep
or deer-that is all the merit that the Irish and Scotch landlords
ca11 lay claim to. Let the competition of American vegetable
auc[ animal food develop a little further, and the English landed
anstocracy will do the same, at least those that can afford it,
l.i,wing large town estates to fall back upon. Of the rest, American
iooc[ competition will soon free us. And good riddance -for
l heir political action, both· in the Lords and Commons is a perfect
llaLional nuisance .
. But how about the capitalist middle class, that enlightened and
hberal class which founded the British colonial empire and which
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established British liberty? The class that reformed Parliame
in 1831,s7 repealed the Corn Laws, and reduced tax after ta~~
The class that created and still directs the gian~ mam1:factures, a~d
the immense merchant navy, the ever spreadmg railway syste
of England? Surely that class must be at least as necessary as tb1
working class which it directs and leads on from progress to progresse
Now the economical function of the capitalist middle clas~
has been, indeed, to create the modern system of steam manu.
factures and steam communications, and to crush every economical and political obstacle which delayed or hindered the devel.
opment of that system. No doubt, as long as the capitalist middle
class performed this function it was, under the circumstances
a necessary class. But is it still so? Does it continue to fulfii
its essential function as the manager and expander of social
production for the benefit of society at large? Let us see.
To begin with the means of communication, we find the telegraphs in the hands of the Government. The railways and a large
part of the sea-going steamships are owned, not by individual
capitalists who manage their own business, but by joint-stock
companies whose business is managed for them by paid employees,
by servants whose position is to all intents and purposes that
of superior, better paid workpeople. As to the directors and
shareholders, they both know that the less the former interfere
with the management, and the latter with the supervision, the
better for the concern. A lax and mostly perfunctory supervision
is. indeed, the only function left to the owners of the business.
Thus we see that in reality the capitalist owners of these immense
establishments have no other action left with regard to them, but
to cash the half-yearly dividend warrants. The social function
of the capitalist here has been transferred to servants paid by
wages; but he continues to pocket, in his dividends, the pay for
those functions though he has ceased to perform them.
But another function is still left to the capitalist, whom the
extent of the large undertakings in question has compelled to
"retire" from their management. And this function is to speculate
with his shares on the Stock Exchange. For want of something
better to do, our "retired" or in reality superseded capitalists,
gamble to their hearts' content in this teIJ1ple of mammon. They go
there with the deliberate intention to pocket money which they
were pretending to earn; though they say, the origin of all property is labour and saving-the origin perhaps, but certainly not
the end. What hypocrisy to forcibly close petty gambling houses,
when our capitalist society cannot do without an immense gambling
house, where millions after millions are lost and won, for its very
centre! Here, indeed, the existence of the "retired" shareholding
capitalist becomes not only superfluous, but a perfect nuisance.
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Whal is true for railways and steam shipping is becoming mored more true every day for all large manufacturing and trading
a~ blishments. "Floating"-transforming large private concerns
~~t~ limited companies-has been the order of the day for the last
II n years and more. From the large Manchester warehouses of the
~ty to the ironworks and coalpits of Wales and the North and
tl:c factories of Lancashire, everything has been, or is being, floatd tn all Oldham there is scarcely a cotton mill left in private
fia~ids; nay, even the retail tradesman is more and more superseded
bv "co-operative stores", the great majority of which are co-operati.ve in name only-hut of that another time. Thus we see that
by the very development of the system of capitalists' production
the capitalist is superseded quite as much as the handloomwcaver. With this difference, though, that the handloom-wearnr
is doomed to slow starvation, and the superseded capitalist to
slow death from overfeeding. In this they generally are both
alike, that neither knows what to do with himself.
This, then, is the result: the economical development of our
actual society tends more and more to concentrate, to socialise
production into immense establishments which cannot any longer
be managed by single capitalists. All the trash of "the eye of the
master", and the wonders it does, turns into sheer nonsense as soon
as an undertaking reaches a certain size. Imagine "the eye of the
master" of the London and North Western Railway! But what
the master cannot do the workmen, the wages-paid servants of
the Company, can do, and do it successfully.
Thus the capitalist can no longer lay claim to his profits as
"11·ages of supervision", as he supervises nothing. Let us remember
Llrat when the defenders of capital drum that hollow phrase into
our ears.
ilut we have attempted to show, in our last week's issue, that
the capitalist class had also become unable to manage the immense
productive system of this country; that they on the one hand exJinuded production so as to periodically flood all the markets
With produce, and on the other became more and more incapable
of holding their own against foreign competition. Thus we find
that, not only can we manage very well without the interference
of the capitalist class in tire great industries of the country, hut
that their interference is becoming more and more a nuisance.
Again we say to them, "Stand hack! Give the working-class the
chance of a turn.
\\"rittcn on August 1 and 2, 1881
Published as an editorial i~ The
1Labour Standard No. 14, August 6,
88 ! in London

Written in English
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From ANTI-DtrHRING

If, then, we haYe not made much progress with truth and error,
we can make even less with good and eYil. This opposition manifests itself exclusively in the domain of morals, that is, a domain
belonging to the history of mankind, and it is precisely in this
field that final and ultimate truths are most sparsely sown. The
conceptions of good anrl evil have varied so much from nation to
nation and from age to age that they have often been in direct
contradiction to each other.
But all the same, someone may object, good is not evil and
evil is not good; i[ good is confused with evil there is an end to
all morality, and everyone can do as he pleases. This is also,
stripped of all oracular phrases, Herr Diihring's opinion. But
the matter cannot be so simply disposed of. If it were such an easy
bu~iness there would certainly be no dispute at all over good and
evil; everyone would know what was good and what was bad.
But how do things stand today? What morality is preached to us
today? There is first Christian-feudal morality, inherited from
earlier religious times; and this is diYided, essentially, into a
Catholic and a Protestant morality, each of which has no lack
of subdivisions, from the Jesuit-Catholic and Orthodox-Protestant
to loose "enlightened·' moralities. Alongside these we find the
modern-bourgeois morality and beside it also the proletarian .
morality of the future, so that in the most advanced European
countries alone the past, present and future provfde three great
groups of moral theories which are in force simultaneously and
alongside each other. Which, then, is the true one? Not one of
them, in the sense of absolute finality; but certainly that morality contains the maximum elements promising permanence
which, in the present, represents the overthrow of the present,
rl'presents the future, and that is proletarian morality.
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J3ut when we see that the three classes of modern society, the
f udal aristocracy, the bourgeoisie and the proletariat, each have

e morality of their own, we can only draw the one conclusion:
''1rat men, consciously or unconsciously, derive their ethical ideas
~ 1 the last resort from the practical relations on which their class
11 ·tion is based-from the economic relations in which they carry
001
I'.
n production and exchange.
" But nevertheless there is quite a lot which the three moral
theories mentioned above have in common-is this not at least
11 portion of a morality which is fixed once and for all? These
uiornl theories represent three different stages of the same historical development, have therefore a common historical backgro1rnd, and for that reason alone they necessarily have much in
common. Even more. At similar or approximately similar stages
of economic development moral theories must of necessity be more
or less in agreement. From the moment when private ownership
of movable property developed, all societies in which this private ownership existed had to have this moral injunction in common: Thou shalt not steal.BB Does this injunction thereby become
u11 eternal moral injunction? By no means. In a society in which
all motives for ~tealing have been done away with, in which
therefore at the very most only lunatics would ever steal, how
the preacher of morals would be laughed at who tried solemnly
to proclaim the eternal truth: Thou shalt not steal!
We therefore reject every attempt to impose on us any moral
<logma whatsoever as an eternal, ultimate and for ever immutable
ethical law on the pretext that the moral world, too, has its
pPrmanent principles which stand above history and the differeuces between nations. We maintain on the contrary that all moral
theories have been hitherto the product, in the last analysis,
of the economic conditions of society obtaining at the time. And
"' society has hitherto moved in class antagonisms, morality
h.1s always been class morality; it has either justified the domi11.tlion and the interests of the ruling class, or, ever since the
oppressed class became powerful enough, it has represented its
i 11dignation against this domination and the future interests of
t lie oppressed. That in this process there has on the whole been
flrngress in morality, as in all other branches of human knowledge,
111i one will doubt. But we have not yet passed beyond class morality. A really human morality which stands above class antago11 isms and above any recollection of them becomes possible only
.tt a stage of society which has not only overcome class antagonisms
lint has even forgotten them in practical life ....
We have already had more than one occasion to make ourselves
acquainted with Herr Diihring's method. It consists in dissecting
each group of objects of knowledge to what is claimed to be their
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simplest elements, applying to these elements similarly SillJ.pJ
and what are claimed to be self-evident axioms, and then conti e
uing to operate with the aid of the results so obtained. Even nproblem in the sphere of social life
a
"is to be decided axiomatically, in accordance with particular, sim 1
basic forms, just as if we were dealing with the simple ... basic forms
mathematics".

poi

And thus the application of the mathematical method to history, morals and law is to give us also in these fields mathematical
certainty of the truth of the results obtained, to characterise them
as genuine, immutable truths.
This is only giving a new twist to the old favourite ideological
method, also known as the a priori method, which consists in
ascertaining the properties of an object, by logical deduction
from the concept of the object, instead of from the object itself.
First the concept of the object is fabricated from the object; then
the spit is turned round, and the object is measured by its image,
the concept. The object is then to conform to the concept, not
the concept to the object. With Herr Diihring the simplest elements, the ultimate abstractions he can reach, do service for the
concept, which does not alter matters; these simplest elements are
at best of a purely conceptual nature. The philosophy of reality,
therefore, proves here again to be pure ideology, the deduction
of reality not from itself but from a concept.
And when such an ideologist constructs morality and law from
the concept. or the so-called simplest elements of "society", instead
of from the real social relations of the people round him, what
material is then available for this construction? Material clearly
of two kinds: first, the meagre residue of real content which may
possibly survive in the abstractions from which he starts and,
secondly, the content which our ideologist once more introduces
from his own consciousness. And what does he find in his consciousness? For the most part, moral and juridical notions which are
a more or less accurate expression (positive or negative, corroborative or antagonistic) of the social and political relations amidst
which he lives; perhaps also ideas drawn from the literature on
the subject; and, as a final possibility, some personal idiosyncrasies. Our ideologist may turn and twist as he likes, but the
historical reality which he cast out at the door comes in again
at the window, and while he thinks he is framing a doctrine
of morals and law for all times and for all worlds, -he is in fact
only fashioning an image of the conservative or revolutionary
tendencies of his day-an image which is distorted because it has
been torn from its real basis and, like a reflection in a concave
mirror, is standing on its head ....
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·'he idea that all men, as men, have something in common, and

\ to that extent they are equal, is of course primeval. But the
th 11dern demand for equality is something entirely different from
1
t. this consists rather in deducing from that common quality
t ;ab~ing human, from that equality of men as men, a claim to
0
1111 1 political and social status for all human b~ings, or at least
all citizens of a state or all members of a society. Before that
~;giJial conception of relative equality could lead to the conclu~·oii that men should have equal rights in the state and in society,
i:efore that conclusion could even appear to be something natural
., 11 d self-evident, thousands of years had to pass and did pass. In
;he most ancient, primitive communities equality of rights could
apply at most to members of the community; women, slaves and
foreigners were excluded from this equality as a matter of course.
Among the Greeks and Romans the inequalities of men were of
much greater importance than their equality in any respect. It
would necessarily have seemed insanity to the ancients that Greeks
anrl barbarians, freemen and slaves, citizens and peregrines, Roman
<:itizcns and Roman subjects (to use a comprehensive term) should
ha\'c a claim to equal political status. Under the Roman Empire
all these distinctions gradually disappeared, except the distinction between freemen and slaves, and in this way there arose, for
the freemen at least. that equality as between private individuals
011 the basis of which Roman law developed-he completest elaboration of law based on private property which we know. But
so long as the antithesis between freemen and slaves existed, there
{'.ould be no talk of drawing legal conclusions from a general equality of mankind; we saw this even recently, in the slave-owning
states of the North American Union.
Christianity knew only one point in which all men were equal:
that all were equally born in original sin-which corresponded
perfectly to its character as the religion of the slaves and the opprr~sed. Apart from this it recognised, at most, the equality of
the elect, which however was only stressed at the very beginning.
The traces of common ownership which are also found in the early
f>lages of the new religion can be ascribed to solidarity among
the proscribed rather than to real equalitarian ideas. Within
a Ycry short time the establishment of the distinction between
priests and laymen put an end even to this incipient Christian
equality.
The overrunning of Western Europe by the Germans abolished
for centuries all ideas" of equality, through the gradual building
np of such a complicated secial and political hierarchy as had
never existed before. But at the same time the invasion drew
Western and Central Europe into the course of historical development, created for the first time a compact cultural area, and

':°
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within this area also for the first time a system of predominant
national states exerting ~utual influence on each other and lllut ly
ally holding each other m check. Thereby it prepared the grou Uon which alone the question of the equal status of men, of
rights of man, could at a later period be raised.
e
The feudal middle ages also developed in its womb the cla
which was destined, in the course of its further development
become the standard-bearer of the modern demand for equallty~
the bourgeoisie. Originally itself a feudal esLate, the bourgeoisi;
developed the predominantly handicraft industry and the exchange
of products within feudal society to a relatively high level
when at the end of the fifteenth century the great maritime dis:
coveries opened to it a new cai·ecr of wider scope. Trade beyond
the confines of Europe. which had previously been carried on only
between Italy and Lhe Levant, was now extended to America and
India, and soon surpassed iu importance boLh the mutual exchange
between the various European countries and the internal trade
within each individual country. American gold and silver flooded
Europe and forced its way like a disintegrating element into
every fissure, rent and pore of feudal society. Handicraft industry could no longer satisfy the rising demand; in the leading industries of the most advanced countries it was replaced by manufacture.
But this mighty revolution in the conditions of the economic
life of society was, however, not followed by any immediate
corresponding change in its political structure. The political
order remained feudal, while society became more and more bourgeois. Trade on a large scale, that is to say, particularly international and, even more so, world trade, requires free owner~ of
commodities who are unrestricted in their movements and as such
enjoy equal rights; who may exchange their commodities on the
basis of laws that are equal for them all, at least in each particnlar place. The transition from handicraft to manufacture presnpposes the existence of a num her of free workers-free on the one
hand from the fetters of the guild and on the other from the means
whereby they could themselves utilise their labour-powerworkers who can contract with the manufacturer for the hire of
their labom-power, and hence, as parties to the contract, have
rights equal to his. And finally the equality and equal status of all
human labour, because and in so far as it is human labour, 89
found its unconscions but clearest expression in the law of value
of modern bonrgeois political economy, according to which the
value of a commodity is measured by the socially necessary labour
embodied in it.*

thd

:S

• This derivation of the modern ideas of equality !/'om the economic
conditions of bourgeois society was first demonstrated by Marx in Capital.
(Note by Engels.I

ANTI·Dtl'HRING

207

Jlowc,·er, where economic relations required freedom and equal. , of righ ls, the political system opposed them at every step
•91h guild restrictions and special privileges. Local privileges,
;.1fferential duties, exceptional laws of all kinds affected in trade
1 only foreigners and people living in the colonies, but often
1
no011 gh also whole categories of the nationals of the country cou~~rned; everywhere and ever anew the privileges of the guilds
barred Lhe development of manufacture. Nowhere was the road
cJcar and the chances equal for the bourgeois competitors-and
el that this be so was the prime and ever more pressing demand.
y The demand for liberation from feudal fetters and the establishment of equality of rights by the abolition of feudal inequalitiPs
was bound soon to assume wider dimensions, once the economic
advance of society had placed it on the order of the day. If it
was raised in the interests of industry and trade, it was also necessary to demand the same equality of rights for the great mass of
tho peasantry who, in every degree of bondage, from total serfdom
onwards, were compelled to give the greater part of their labourtimc to their gracious feudal lord without compensation and in
addition to render innumerable other dues to him and to the state.
On the other hand, it was inevitable that a demand should also
be made for the abolition of the feudal privileges, of the freedom
from taxation of the nobility, of the political privileges of the
separate estates. And as people were no longer Ii ving in a world
empire such as the Roman Empire had been, but in a system of
independent states dealing with each other on an equal footing
and at approximately the same level of bourgeois development.
it was a matter of course that the demand for equality should
assume a general character reaching out beyond the individual
state, that freedom and equality should be proclaimed human
ril(hts. And it is significant of the specifically bourgeois character
of these human rights that the American constitntion; the first
to recognise the rights of man, in the same breath confirms the
sla,·ery of the coloured races existing in America: class privileges
are proscribed, race privileges sanctioned.
As is well known, however, from the moment when the bourgeoi~ie emerged from feudal burgherdom, when this estate of the
~licldle Ages developed into a modern class, it was always and
rncvitably accompanied by its shadow, the proletariat. And
in the same way bourgeois demands for equality were accompanied by proletarian demands for equality. From the moment when
the bourgeois demand for the abolition of class privileges was put
forward, alongside it app~ared the proletarian demand for the
?holition of the classes themselves-at first in religious form, leanmg towards primitive Christianity, and later drawing support
from the bourgeois equalitarian theories themselves. The prole-
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larians took the bourgeoisie at its word: equality must not h
merely apparent, must not apply merely to the sphere of the state
but must also be real, must also be extended to the social, econ e,
mic sphere. And especially since the French bourgeoisie, fro othe great revolution on, brought civil equality to the forefron{
the French proletariat has answered blow for blow with the de:
mand for social, economic equality, and equality has become the
battle-cry particularly of the French proletariat.
The demand for equality in the mouth of the proletariat has
therefore a double meaning. It is either-as was the case especially
at the very start, for example in the Peasant War-the spontaneous
reaction against the crying social inequalities, against the contrast between rich and poor, the feudal lords and their serfs, the
surfeiters and the starving; as such it is simply an expression
of the revolutionary instinct, and finds its justification in that,
and in that only. Or, on the other hand, this demand has arisen
as a reaction against the bourgeois demand for equality, drawing
more or less correct and more far-reaching demands from this
bourgeois demand, and serving as an agitational means in order
lo stir up the workers against the capitalists with the aid of the
capitalists' own assertions; and in this case it stands or falls with
bourgeois equality itself. In both cases the real content of the
proletarian demand for equality is the demand for the abolition
of classes. Any demand for equality which goes beyond that, of
necessity passes into absurdity. We have given examples of this,
aud shall find enough additional ones when we come to Herr Diihring's fantasies of the future.
The idea of equality, both in its bourgeois and in its proletarian form, is therefore itself a historical product, the creation
of which required definite historical conditions that in turn themselves presuppose a long previous history. It is therefore anything
but an eternal truth. And if today it is taken for granted by the
general public-in one sense or another-if, as Marx says,
it "already possesses the fixity of a popular prejudice" ,90 this is not
the effect of its axiomatic truth, but the effect of the general
diffusion and the continued appropriateness of the ideas of the
eighteenth century ....
It is hard to deal with morality and law without coming up
against the question of so-called free will, of man's mental responsibility, of the relation between necessity and freedom. Anrl
the philosophy of reality also has not only one but even two
solutions of this problem.
"All false theories of freedom must be replaced by what we know frorn
experience is the nature of the relation between rational judgement on the
one hand and instinctive impulses on the other, a relation which so to speak
unites them into a resultant force. The fundamental fact~ of this form of
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ics must be drawn from observation, and for the calculation in advance
11 t; which have not yet occurred must also be estimated as closely
11
o ''.r,b/e in general both as to their nature and magnitude. In this manner
as f' 0·:·JI\' 1icln;ions of inner freedom, which people have chewed on and fed
the/~ thousands of years, are not only cleared away in thoroughgoing fosh~n \ul are replaced by something positive, which can be made use of for
:J.~'pradical regulation of life."

dr""'.

\"icwed thus freedom consists in rational judgment pulling
nwn to the right while irrational impulses pull him to the left,
311 ,t in this parallelogram of forces the actual movement proceeds
in tire direction of the diagonal. Freedom is therefore the mean
betwpen judgment and impulse, reason and unreason, and its
degree in each individual case can be determined on the basis of
expericuce by a "personal equation'·, to use an astronomical
exprc~8ion. 91 But a few pages later on we find:
3

"We base moral responsibility on freedom, which however means nothing
more to us than susceptibility to conscious motives in accordance with our
natural and acquired mtelligence. All such motives operate with the inevitability of natural law, notwithstanding an awareness of possible contrary
actions; but it is precisely on this unavoidable compulsion that we rely when
we apply the moral levers."

This second definition of freedom, which quite unceremoniously
gives a knock-out blow to the first one, is again nothing but an
extreme vulgarisation of the Hegelian conception. Hegel was
the first to state correctly the relation between freedom and necessity. To him, freedom is the appreciation of necessity. "Necessity
is blind only in so far as it is not understood. " 82 Freedom does not
consist in the dream of independence from natural laws, but in
the knowledge of these laws, and in the possibility this gives of
systematically making them work towards definite ends. This
holds good in relation both·to the laws of external nature and to
those which go,·ern the bodily and mental existence of men themselves-two classes of laws which we can separate from each other
at most only in thought but not in reality. Freedom of the will
therefore means nothing but the capacity to make decisions with
knowledge of the subject. Therefore the freer a man's judgment is
iu relation to a definite question, the greater is the necessity with.
which the content of this judgment will be determined; while the
uncertainty, founded on ignorance, which seems to make an arbitrary choice among many different and conflicting possible decisions, shows precisely by this that it is not free, that it is controlled
by the very object it should itself control. Freedom therefore
consists in· the control over .ourselves and over external nature,
a control founded on knowledge of natural necessity; it is therefore necessarily a product of historical development. The first
tncn who separated themselves from the animal kingdom were in
14-1087

210

FREDERICK ENGELS

all essentials as unfree as the animals themselves, but each ste
forward in the field of culture was a step towards freedom. On thp
threshold of human history stands the discovery that mechauica~
motion can be transformed into heat: the productiou of fire b
friction; at the close of the development so far gone through stand;
the discovery that heat can be transformed into mechanical mo.
tion: the steam-engine.
And, in spite of the gigantic liberating revolution in the social
world which the steam-engine is carrying through-and which
is not yet half completed-it is beyond all doubt that the generation of fire by friction has had an even greater effect on the liberation of mankind. For the generation of fire by friction gave man
for the first time contro lover one of the forces of nature, and thereby separated him for ever from the animal kingdom. The steamengine will never bring about such a mighty leap forward in
human development, however important it may seem in our eyes
as representing all those immense productive forces dependent
on it-forces which alone make possible a state of society in which
there are no longer class distinctions or anxiety over the means
of subsistence for the individual, and in which for the first time
there can be talk of real human freedom, of an existence in harmony with the laws of nature that have become known. But how
young the whole of human history still is, and how ridiculous it
would be to attempt to ascribe any absolute validity to our present views, is evident from the simple fact that all past history
can be characterised as the history of the epoch from the practical
discovery of the transformation of mechanical motion into heat
up to that of the transformation of heat into mechanical motion.
True, Herr Diihring's treatment of history is different. In
general, being a record of error, ignorance and barbarity. of violence and subjugation, history is a repulsive object to the philosophy of reality; but considered in detail it is divided into two
great periods, namely (1) from the self-equal state of matter up
to the French Revolution; (2) from the French Revolution up to
Herr Diihring;
the nineteenth century remains "still in essence reactionary, indeed from
the intellectual standpoint even more so (!) than the eighteenth." Neverthele"s, it bears socialism in its womb, and therewith "the germ of a mightier
regeneration than was fancied (I) by the forerunners and the heroes of the
Frencl1 Revolution".

The philosophy of reality's contempt for all past history is
justified as follows:
"The few thousand years, the historical retrospection of which has be~n
facilitated by original documents, are, together with the constitution of man
so far, of little significance when one thinks of the succession of thousands of
years whieh are still to come .... The human race as a whole is still very young,
and when in time to come scientific retrospection has tens of thousands
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. 1 of thousands of years to rnckon with, the intellectually immature
in~\)'J'ood of our institutions becomes a self-evident p1·emise undisputed in
chi, 1' .;, 11 to our epoch, which will then be revered as lioary antiquity."
rel• 1

Without dwelling on the really "natural language stmctme"
f the last sentence, we shall note only two points. Firstly, that
0 . "hoary antiquity" will in any case remain a historical epoch
15
~;\1ie greatest interest for all ~uture generations, because it .forms
the bnsis of all subsequent lugher development, because it has
for its starting-point the moulding of man from the animal kingdoHL ;rnd for its content the overcoming of obstacles such as will
never again confront associated mankind of the future. And secondly. that the close of this hoary antiquity-in contrast to which
the future periods of history, which will no longer be kept back
bv these difficulties and obstacles, hold the promise of quite other
scientific, technical and social achievements-is in any case
a rn1·y strange moment to choose to lay down the law for these
thousands of years that are to come, in the form of final and ultimate truths, immutable truths and deep-rooted conceptions discovered on the basis of the intellectually immature childhood of
our so extremely "backward" and "retrogressive" century. Only
a Richard Wagner in philosophy-but without Wagner's talentscould fail to see that all the depreciatory epithets slung at previous
historical development remain sticking also on what is claimed
to be its final outcome-the so-called philosophy of reality ....
Political economy, in the widest sense, is the science of the
laws governing the production and exchange of the material means
of subsistence in human society. Production and exchange are
two difrerent functions. Production may occur without exchange,
hut exchange-being necessarily an exchange of products-cannot
occm without production. Each of these two social functions is
subject to the action of special external influences which to a
great extent are peculiar to it and for this reason each has, also
to a great extent, its own special laws. But on the other hand,
they constantly dete1·mine and influence each other to such an extent that they might be termed the abscissa and ordinate of the
economic curve.
The conditions under which men produce and exchange vary
froll! country to country, and within each country again from generation to generation. Political economy, therefore, cannot be the
same for all countries and for all historical epochs. A tremendous
<lbtance separates the bow and arrow, the stone knife and the
<~cts of exchange among savages occurring only by way of exception,
from the steam-engine of.a thousand horse power, the mechanical
loom, the railways and the Bank of England. The inhabitants of
Tierra de! Fuego have not got so far as mass production and world
lrade, any more than they have experience of bill-jobbing or a
14"
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Stock Exchange crash. Anyone who attempted to bring the Pol'
tical economy of Tierra de! Fuego under the same laws as a:oper;itive in present-day England would obviously produce nothin e
but tire most banal commonplaces. Political economy is thereforg
essentially a historical science. It deals with material which i:
historical, that is. constantly changing; it must first investigate
the special laws of each individual stage in the evolution of production and exchange. and only.when it has completed this investigation will it he able to establish the few quite general laws
which hold good for production and exchange in general. At the
same time it goes without saying that the laws which are valid
for definite modes of production and forms of exchange hold good
for all historical periods in which these modes of production and
forms of exchange prevail. Thus, for example, the introduction
of metallic money brought into operation a series of laws which
remain valid for all countries and historical epochs in which metallic money is a medium of exchange.
The mode of production and exchange in a definite historical
society, and the historical conditions which have given birth
to this society, determine the mode of distribution of its products.
In the tribal or village community with common ownership of
land-with which, or with the easily recognisable survivals of
which, all civilised peoples enter history-a fairly equal distribution of products is a matter of course; where considerable inequality of distribution among the members of the community
sets in, this is an indication that the community is already beginning to break up.
~1 Both large- and small-scale agriculture admit of very diverse
forms of distribution, depending upon the historical conditions
from which they developed. But it is obvious that large-scale
farming always gives rise to a distribution which is quite different
from that of small-scale farming; that large-scale agriculture
presupposes or creates a class antagonism-slave owners and
slaves, feudal lords and serfs, capitalists and wage-workers-while
small-scale agriculture does not necessarily involve class differences
between the individuals engaged in agricultural production,
and that on the contrary the mere existence of such differences
indicates the incipient dissolution of small-holding economy.
The introduction and extensive use of metallic money in a
country in which hitherto natural economy was universal or predominant is always associated with a more or less rapid revolutionisation of the former mode of distribution, and this takes
place in such a way that the inequality of distribution among the
individuals and therefore the opposition between rich and poor
becomes· more and more pronounced.
The local guild-controlled handicraft production of the Middle
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es precluded the existence of big capitalists and lifelong wage,.\grkers just as these are inevitably brought into existence by
"~r1ern large-scale industry, the credit system of the present day,
111 d the form of exchange corresponding to the development of
~~th of them-free competition.
}Jut with the differences in distribution, class differences emerge.
c; 0 cirty divides into classes: the privileged and the dispossessed,
the exploiters and the exploited, the rulers and the ruled; and
the elate. which the primitive groups of communities of the same
tribe had at first arrived at only in order to safeguard their
common interests (e.g., irrigation in the East) and for protection
again~t external enemies, from this stage onwards acquires just as
much the function of maintaining by force the conditions of existence and domination of the ruling class against the subject class.
Distribution, however, is not a merely passive result of production and exchange; it in its turn reacts upon both of these. Each
new mode of production or form of exchange is at first retarded
not only by the old forms and the political institutions which
correspond to them, but also by the old mode of distribution; it
can secure the distribution which is suitable to it only in the
course of a long struggle. But the more mobile a given mode of
production and exchange, the more capable it is of perfection and
de' elopment, the more rapidly does distribution reach the stage
at which it outgrows its progenitor, the hitherto prevailing~mode
of production and exchange, and comes into conflict with it.
The old primitive communities which have already been mentioned could remain in existence for thousands of years-as· in
Inclia and among the Slavs up to the present day-before intercourse with the outside world gave rise in their midst' to the inequalities of property as a result of which they began to break up.
011 the contrary, modern 'capitalist production, which is hardly
three hundred years old and has become predominant only since
the introduction of modern industry, that is, only in the last
hundred years, has in this short time brought about antitheses in
dislribution-concentration of capital in a few hands on the one
sidp and concentration of the propertyless masses in the big towns
on the other-which must of necessity bring about its downfall.
The connection between distribution and the material conditions of existence of society at any period lies so much in the nature of things that it is always reflected in popular instinct. So
long as a mode of production still describes an ascending curve
of development, it is enthusiastically welcomed even by those
~ho come off worst from its corresponding mode of distribution.
Ins was the case with the English workers in the beginnings
of modern industry. And even while this mode of production
remains normal for society, there is, in general, contentment with

214

FREDERICK ENGELS

the distribution, and if objections to it begin to be raised, thes
come from within the ruling class itself (Saint-Simon, Fouriere
Owen) and find no response whatever among the exploited masses'
Only when the mode of production in question has already described
a good part of its descending curve, when it has half outlived
its day, when the conditions of its existeuce have to a large extent
disappeared, and its successor is already knocking at the door-it
is ouly at this stage that the constantly increasing inequality of
distribution appears as unjust, it is only then that appeal is made
from the facts which have had their day to so-called eternal justice.
From a scientific standpoint, this appeal to morality and justice
does not help us an inch further; moral iudignation, however
justifiable, cannot serve economic science as an argument, but only
as a symptom. The task of economic science is rather to show that
the social abuses which have recently been developing are necessary consequences of the existing mode of production, but at the
same time also indications of its approaching dissolution; and to
reveal, within the already dissolving economic form of motion, the
elements of the future new organisation of production and exchange
which will put an end to those abuses. The wrath which creates
the poet 93 is absolutely in place in describing these abuses, and also
in attacking those apostles of harmony in the service of the ruling
class who either deny or palliate them; but how little it proves
iu any particular case is evident from the fact that in every epoch
of past history there has been no lack of material for such wrath.
Political economy, however, as the science of the conditions
and forms under which the various human societies have produced and exchanged and on this basis have distributed their products-political economy in this wider sense has still to be brought
into being. Such economic science as we possess up to the present
is limited almost exclusively to the genesis and development of
the capitalist mode of production: it begins with a critique of the
survivals of the feudal forms of production and exchange, shows
the necessity of their replacement by capitalist forms, then develops the laws of the capitalist mode of production and its corresponding forms of exchange in their positive aspects, that is, the
aspects in which they further the general aims of society, and ends
with a socialist critique of the capitalist mode of production, that
is, with an exposition of its laws in their negative aspects, with
a demonstration that this mode of production, by virtue of its
own development, drives towards the point at which it makes
itself impossible. This critique proves that the capitalist forms
of production and exchange become more and more an intolerable
fetter on production itself, that the mode of distribution necessarily determined by those forms has prorluced a situation among the
classes which is daily becoming more intolerable-the antagonism,
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harpening from day to day, between capitalists, constantly <lees ~"in" in number but constantly growing richer, and propertyless
re;~e-;orkers, whose number is constantly increasing and whose
'~i~tlitions, taken as a whole, are steadily deteriorating; and finalthat the colossal productive forces created within the capitalmode of production which the latter can no longer master, are
~nlY waiting Lo be taken possession of by a society organised for
co-operative work on a planned basis to ensure to all members of
sociPLy the means of existence and of Lhe free development of their
capacities, and indeed in constantly increasing measure.
In order to carry out this critique of bourgeois economy comp!Ptely, an acquaintance with the capitalist form of production,
exchange and distribution did not suffice. The forms which had
preceded it or those which still exist alongside it in less developed
countries, had also, at least in their main features, to be examined
and compared. Such an investigation and comparison has up to
the present been undertaken, in general outline, only by l\larx,
and we therefore owe almost exclusively to his researches all
that has so far been established concerning pre-bourgeois theoretical economy....
Private property by no means makes its appearance in history
as the result of robbery or force. On the contrary. It already
existed, though limited to certain objects, in the ancient primitiYe communes of all civilised peoples. It developed into the
form of commodities within these communes, at first through
barter with foreigners. The more the products of the commune assumed the commodity form, that is, the less they were produced for
their producers' own use and the more for the purpose of exchange,
and Lhe more the original natural division of labour was extruded by exchange also within the commune, the more did inequality
dPwlop in the property owned by the individual members of
Lhe commune, the more deeply was the ancient common owner~hip of the land undermined, and the more rapidly did the commune develop towards its dissolution and transformation into
a Yil!age of small-holding peasants. For thousands of years Oriental despotism and the changing rule of conquering nomad peoples
were unable to injure these old communities; the gradual destruction of their primitive home industry by the competition of products of large-scale industry brought these communities nearer
and nearer Lo dissolution. Force was· as little involved in this
process as in the dividing up, still taking place now, of the land
held in common by Lhe Yi!lage communities (Gehoferschaften) on
the Moselle and in the Hochwald; the peasants simply find it
Lo their advantage that the private ownership of land should take
t~e place of common ownership. Even the formation of a primitive aristocracy, as in the case of the Celts, the Germans and the
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Indian Punjab, took place on the basis of common ownership of
the land, and at first was not based in any way on force, hut on
voluntariness and custom. Wherever private property evolved it
was the result of altered relations of production and exchange
in the interest of increased production and in furtherance of inter:
course-hence as a result of economic causes. Force plays no Part
in this at all. Indeed, it is clear that the institution of private
property must already be in existence for a robber to be able
to appropriate another person's property, and that therefore
force may be able to change the possession of, but cannot create
private property as such.
'
Nor can we use either force or property founded on force in
explanation of the "subjugation of man to make him do servile
work" in its most modern form-wage-labour. We have already
mentioned the role played in the dissolution of the ancient communities, that is, in the direct or indirect general spread of private property, by the transformation of the products of labour
into commodities, their production not for consumption by those
who produced them, but for exchange. Now in Capital, Marx
proved with absolute clarity-and Herr Diihring carefully avoids
even the slightest reference to this-that at a certain stage of development, the production of commodities becomes transformed
into capitalist production, and that at this stage "the laws of appropriation or of private property, laws that are based on the
production and circulation of commodities, become by their own
inner and inexorable dialectic changed into their very opposite.
The exchange of equivalents, the original operation with which
we started, has now become turned round in such a way that
there is only an apparent exchange. This is owing to the fact, first,
that the capital which is exchanged for labour-power is itself
but a portion of the product of others' labour appropriated without
an equivalent; and, secondly, that this capital must not only be
replaced by its producer, but replaced together with an added
surplus.... At first the rights of property seemed to us to be based
on a man's own labour.... Now, however (at the end of the :\larxian analysis), property turns out to be the right, on the part of
the capitalist, to appropriate the unpaid labour of others or its
product, and to be the impossibility, on the part of the labourer,
of appropriating his own product. The separation of property from
labour has become the necessary consequence of a law that apparently originated in their identity." 94 In other words, even if we
exclude all pos~ibility of robbery, force au<l fraud, even if we
assume that all private property was originally based on the
owner's own labour, and that throughout the whole subsequent
process there was only exchange of equal values for equal values,
the progressive evolution of production and exchange neverthPless
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·ng" us of necessity to the present capitalist mode of production,
brt the monopolisation of the means of production and the means
t~ subsistence in the hands of the one, numerically small, class,
~ the degradation into propertyless proletarians of the other class,

~nstituting the immense majority, to the periodic alternation
cf speculative production booms and commercial crises and to
~he whole of the present anarchy of production. The whole process
can be explained by purely economic causes; at no point whatever are robbery, force, the state or political interference of any
kind necessary. "Property founded on force" proves here also
to be nothing but the phrase of a braggart intended to cover up
his Jack of understanding of the real course of things.
This course of things, expressed historically, is the history
of the. evolution of the bourgeoisie. If "political conditions are
the decisive cause of the economic situation", then the modern
bourgeoisie cannot have developed in struggle with feudalism, but
must be the latter's voluntarily begotten pet child. Everyone knows
that what took place was the opposite. Originally an oppressed
estate liable to pay dues to the ruling feudal nobility, recruited from all manner of serfs and villains, the burghers conquered
one position after another in their continuous struggle with the
nobility, and finally, in the most highly developed countries,
look power in its stead: in France, by directly overthrowing the
nobility; in England, by making it more and more bourgeois, and
incorporating it as their own ornamental head. And how did they
accomplish this? Simply through a change in the "economic situation'', which sooner or later, voluntarily or as the outcome of combat, was followed by a change in the political conditions. The
struggle of the bourgeoisie against the feudal nobility is the struggle of town against country, industry against landed property,
money economy against natural economy; and the decisive weapon
of the bourgeoisie in this struggle was its means of economic power,
constantly increasing through the development of industry, first
handicraft, and then, at a later stage, progressing to manufacture,
and through the expansion of commerce. During the whole of
this struggle political force was on the side of the nobility, except
for a period when the Crown played the burghers against the
llobility, in order to keep one estate in check by means of the
other; but from the moment when the bourgeoisie, still politically
powerless, began to grow dangerous owing to its increasing economic power, the Crown resumed its alliance with the nobility,
dud by so doing called forth the bourgeois revolution, first in
England and then in France: The "political conditions" in France
had remained unaltered, while the "economic situation" had outgrown them. Judged by his political status the nobleman was
everything, the burgher not.hing; but judged by his social posi-
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tion the burgher now formed the most impo~tant ~lass in t~e state
while the nobleman had been shorn of all his social functions an.J
was now only drawing payment, in the revenues that came to hilll.
for these functions which had disappeared. Nor was that an'
Bourgeois production in its entirety was still hemmed in by th'
feudal political fonns of the Middle Ages, which this production e
not only manufacture, but even handicraft industry-had lo;;;
outgrown; it had remained hemmed in by all the thousandfold
guild privileges and local and provincial customs barriers which
had become mere irritants and fetters on production.
The bourgeois revolution put an end to this. Not, however, by
adjusting the economic situation to suit the political conditions
in accordance with Herr Diihrittg's precept-this was precisely
what the nobles and the Crown had been vainly trying to do for
years-but by doing the opposite, by casting aside the old mouldering political rubbish and creating political conditions in which
the new "economic situation'' could exist and develop. And in
this political and legal atmosphere which was suited to its needs
it developed brilliantly, so brilliantly that the bourgeoisie has
already come close to occupying the position held by the nobility
in 1789: it is becoming more and more not only socially superfluous, but a social hindrance; it is more and more becoming separated from productive activity, and, like the nobility in the past,
becoming more and more a class merely drawing revenues; and
it has accomplished this revolution in its own position and the
creation of a new class, the proletariat, without any hocus-pocus
of force whatever, in a purely economic way. Even more: it did
not in any way will this result of its own actions and activitieson the contrary, this result established itself with irresistible
force, against the will and contrary to the intentions of the
bourgeoisie; its own productive forces have grown beyond its
control, and, as if necessitated by a law of nature, are driving
the whole of bourgeois society towards ruin, or revolution. And
if the bourgeois now make their appeal to force in order to save
the collapsing "economic situation" from the frnal crash, this
only shows that they are labouring under the same delusion as
Herr Diihring: the delusion that "political conditions are the
dl'cisive cause of the economic situation"; this only shows that
they imagine, just as Herr Diihring does, that by making use of
"the primary'', "the direct political force", they can remodel those
"facts of the second order", the economic situation and its inevitable development; and that therefore the economic consequences
of the steam-engine and the modern machinery driven by it, of
world trade und the banking and credit developments of the
present day, can be blown out of existence by them with Krupp
guns and Mauser rifles ....

ANTI-DOHRING

219

with his domination of man by man as a prior condition

l~iie domination of nature by man, Herr Diihring only wanted

for .tall' hr a general way that tire whole ?f our prese?t economic
to dri" the level of development now attamed by agrrcnllure and
?~dn'try, is t~e result. of a. social hist?ry ~hich evolv~d i? cla~s
11 .,gonisms, m relatronshrps of dommatron and subiectron, he
1
?11 ;,n·ing something which Jong ago, ever since the Communist
1j.i~nifesto. became a commonplace. But the question at issue is
1ow ~ve are to explain the origin of classes and relations based
~ 11 domination, and if Herr Diihring's only answer is the one word
"forcr··. we are left exactly where we were at the start. The mere
fact that the ruled and exploited have at all times been far more
numrrons than the rulers and the exploiters, and that therefore
it i,: in tire hands of the former that the real force has reposed. is
enough to demonstrate the absurdity of the whole force theory.
Thi• relationships based on domination and subjection have therefor1• 4 ill to be explained.
They arose in two ways.
A' men originally made their exit from the animal world-in
the narrower sense of the term-so they made their entry into
history: sLill half animal, brutal, still helpless in face of the forces
of 11atnre, still ignorant of their own strength; and consequently
as poor as the animals and hardly more productive than they.
Tlwre prevailed a certain equality in the conditions of existence,
an1l for the heads of families also a kind of equality of social
position-at least an absence of social classes-which continued
among the primitive agricultural communities of the civilised
peoples of a later period. In each such community there were from
the beginning certain common interests the safeguarding of which
had to be handed over to individuals, true, under the control
of the community as a whole: adjudication of disputes; repression
of abIIse of authority by indiYiduals; control of water supplies,
cspPcially in hot countries; and finally, when conditions were
still absolutely primitive, religious functions. Such offices are
fo11nd in aboriginal communities of every period-in the oldest
German marks and even today in India. They are naturally end?wPd with a certain measure of authority and are the beginnings
?f slate power. The productive forces gradually increase; the
~ncreasing density of the population creates at one point common
interests, at another conflicting interests, between tire separate
colllmunities, whose grouping into larger units bring8 about in
lnru a new division of labour, the setting up of organs to safe!l'uard common interests an~ combat conflicting interests. These
o~gans which, if only because they represent the common interests
~ll the whole group, hold a special position in relation to each
Inrlividual community-in certain circumstances everr one of oppo-
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sition -soon make themselves still more independent, Pal'l.l
through heredity of functions, which comes about almost as l'
matter of course in a world where ever~thing occurs spontaneo11sl a
and partly because they become increasingly indispensable OWi:'
to the growing number of conflicts with other groups. It is no~
necessary for us to examine here how this independence of social
functions in relation to society increased with time until it developed into domination over society; how he who was origina]]
the servant, where conditions were favourable, changed graduan;
into the lord; how this lord, depending on the conditions, emerged
as an Oriental despot or satrap, the dynast of a Greek tribe, chieftain of a Celtic clan, and so on; to what extent he subsequently
had recourse to force in the course of this transformation; and how
finally the individual rulers united into a ruling class. Here we
are only concerned with establishing the fact that the exercise of
a social function was everywhere the basis of political supremacy;
and further that political supremacy has existed for any length
of time only when it discharged its social functions. However
great the number of despotisms which rose and fell in Persia and
India, each was folly aware that above all it was the entrepreneur
responsible for the collective maintenance of irrigation throughout
the river valleys, without which no agriculture was possible there.
It was reserved for the enlightened English to lose sight of this
in India; they let the irrigation canals and sluices fall into decay,
and are now at last discovering, through the regularly recurring
famines, that they have neglected the; one activity which might
have made their rule in India at least as legitimate as that of their
predecessors.
But alongside this process of formation of classes another was
also taking place. The natural division of labour within the family
cultivating the soil made possible, at a certain level of well-being,
the introduction of one or more strangers as additional labour
forces. This was especially the case in countries where the old
common ownership of the land had already disintegrated or at ·
least the former joint cultivation had given place to the separate
cultivation of parcels of land by the respective families. Production had developed so far that the labour-power of a man could
now produce more than was necessary for its mere maintenance;
the means of maintaining additional labour forces existed; likewise the means of employing them; labour-power acqnired a i;alue.
But the community itself and the association to which it belonged
yielded no available, superfluous labour forces. On the other
hand, such forces were provided by war, and war was as old as
the simultaneous existence alongside each other of several groups
of communities. Up to that time one had not known what to do
with prisoners of war, and had therefore simply killed them; at
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·eJl earlier period, eaten them. But at the stage of the "econo-

a~ e:wwtion'' which had now been attained the prisoners acquired
r11 1c_ · 1110 ; one therefore let them live and made use of their
a b' ~r- Thus force, instead of controlling the economic situation,
la 0 ~ 11 the contrary pressed into the service of the economic situa~a~ Slavery had been invented. It soon became the dominant
}' 0 11 ; "f production among all peoples who were developing beyond

~~ old community, but in the end was also one of the chief
t ~u••·• of their decay. It was slavery that first made possible
ca • ·
the dj\"ision of labour between agriculture and industry on a larger
•cale. i111d thereby also Hellenism, the flowering of the ancient
~orhL Without slavery, no Greek state, no Greek art and science;
without slavery, no Roman Empire. But without the basis laid
by Grrcian culture, and the Roman Empire, also no modern
Europl'. We should never forget that our whole economic, political and intellectual development presupposes a state of things
in which slavery was as necessary as it was universally recognised.
Jn this sense we are entitled to say: Without the slavery of antiquity no modern socialism.
It is very easy to inveigh against slavery and similar things
in general terms, and to give vent to high moral indignation at
~uch infamies. Unfortunately all that this conveys is only what
everyone knows, namely, that these institutions of antiquity are
no longer in accord with our present conditions and our sentiments,
which these conditions determine. But it does not tell us one
word as to how these institutions arose, why they existed, and
what role they played in history. And when we examine these
questions, we are compelled to say-however contradictory and
heretical it may sound-that the introduction of slavery under
the conditions prevailing at that time was a great step forward.
For it is a fact that man spr!\ng from the beasts, and had consequently to use barbaric and almost bestial means to extricate
himself from barbarism. Where the ancient communes have continued to exist, they have for thousands of years formed the basis
of tlw cruelest form of state, Oriental despotism, from India to
Russia. It was only where these communities dissolved that the
peoples made progress of themselves, and their next economic
advance consisted in the increase and development of production
by means of slave labour. It is clear that so long as human labour
Was still so little productive that it provided but a small surplus
over and above the necessary means of subsistence, any increase
of the productive forces, extension of trade, development of the
state and of law, or foundation of art and science, was possible
only by means of a greater division of labour. And the necessary
h~sis for this was the great division of labour between the masses
discharging simple manual labour and the few privileged persons
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directing labour, conducting trade and public affairs, and, a.t
later stage, occupying themselves with art and science. The si a
plcst and most natural form of this division of labour was in f::1·
slavery. In the historical conditions of the ancient world, a.;t
particularly of Greece, the advance to a society based on clasd
antagonisms could be accomplished only in the form of slaverys
This was an advance even for the slaves; the prisoners of War'
from whom the mass of the slaves was recruited, now at leasi
saved their lives, instead of being killed as they had been before
or even roasted, as at a still earlier period.
'
\Ye may add at this point that all historical antagonisms between
exploiting and exploited, ruling and oppressed classes to this
very clay find their explanation in this same relatively undeveloped productivity of human labour. So long as the really working
population were so much occupied with their necessary labour
that they had no time left for looking after the common affairs
of society-the direction of labour, affairs of state, legal matters,
art, science, etc.-so long was it necessary that there should constantly exist a special class, freed from actual labour, to manage
these affairs; and this class never failed, for its own advantage,
to impose a greater and greater burden of labour on the working
masses. Only the immense increase of the productive forces attained
by modern industry has made it possible to distribute labour
among all members of society without exception, and thereby to
limit the labour-time of each individual member to such an
extent that all have enough free time left to take part in the general-both theoretical and practical-affairs of society. It is only
now, therefore, that every ruling and exploiting class has become
superfluous and indeed a hindrance to social development, and
it is only now, too, that it will be inexorably abolished, however
much it may be in possession of "direct force".
\Vhen, therefore, Herr Diihring turns up his nose at Hellenism
because it was founded on slavery, he might with equal justice
reproach the Greeks with having had no steam-engines or electric
telegraphs. And when he asserts that our modern wage bondage
can only be explained as a somewhat transformed and mitigated
heritage of slavery, and not by its own nature (that is, by the
economic laws of modern society}, this either means only that
both wage-labour and slavery are forms of bondage and class
domination, which every child knows to be so, or that it is false.
For with equal justice we might say that wage-labour could only
be explained as a mitigated form of cannibalism, which, it is
now established, was the universal primitive form of utilisation
of defeated enemies.
The role played in history by force as contrasted with economic
development is therefore clear. In the first place, all political
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. r is originally based on an economic, social function, and
powe ascs in proportion as the members of society, through the
i~crelution of the primitive community, become transformed into·
dI~5:118 producers, and thus become more and more divorced from
~r1 '.:r1ministrators of the common functions of society. Secondly,
1{~.; the political force has made itself independent in relation
8 c•ociety, and has transformed itself from its servant into its
10n;ter, it can work in two different directions. Either it works
~Jl< the sense and in the direction of the natural economic develop1~ent. in which case no conflict arises between them, the econo~ic development being accelerated. Or it works against econo~ic clevelopment, in which case, as a rule, with but few exceptions, force succumbs to it. These few exceptions are isolated cases
of conquest, in which the more barbarian conquerors exterminated or drove out the population of a country and laid waste orallowed to go to ruin productive forces which they did not know
how to use. This was what the Christians in Moorish Spain did
with the major part of the irrigation works on which the highlydenloped agriculture and horticulture of the Moors depended.
Ewry conquest by a more barbarian people disturbs of course the
economic development and destroys numerous productive forces.
But in the immense majority of cases where the conquest is permanent, the more barbarian conqueror has to adapt himself to
the higher "economic situation" as it emerges from the conquest;
he is assimilated by the vanquished and in most cases he has
ernn to adopt their language. But where-apart from cases of
conquest-the internal state power of a country becomes antagonistic to its economic development, as at a certain stage occurred
with almost every political power in the past, the contest
always ended with the downfall of the political power. Inexorably
and without exception the economic development has forced its
way through-we have aiready mentioned the latest and most
striking example of this: the great French Revolution. If, in accordance with Herr Diihring's theory, the economic situation and
with it the economic structure of a given country were dependent
simply on political force, it is absolutely impossible to understand
why Frederick William IV after 1848 could not succeed, in spite
of his "magnificent army'', 95 in grafting the mediaeval guilds and
other romantic oddities on to the railways, the steam-engines
and the large-scale industry which was just then developing in
his country; or why the tsar of Russia,• who is possessed of even
much more forcible means, is not only unable to pay his debts, but
cannot even maintain his "force" without continually borrowing
from the "economic situation" of Western Europe.
• Alexander II.-Ed.
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To Herr Diihring force is the absolute evil; the first act of fo
is to him the original sin; his whole exposition is a jeremiad rce
the contamination of all subsequent history consummated by th~
original sin; a jeremiad on the shameful perversion of all natur 1 ~
and social laws by this diabolical power, force. That force, ho~
ever, plays yet another role in history, a revolutionary role; that.
in the words of Marx, it is the midwife of every old society Preg:
nant with a new one, 96 that it is the instrument with the aid of
which social movement forces its way through and shatters the
dead, fossilised political forms-of this there is not a word in
Herr Diihring. It is only with sighs and groans that he admits
the possibility that force will perhaps be necessary for the overthrow of an economic system of exploitation-unfortunately
because all use of force demoralises the person who uses it. And
this in spite of the immense moral and spiritual impetus which
has been given by every victorious revolution! And this in Germany, where a violent collision-which may, after all, be
forced on the people-would at least have the advantage of wiping
out the servility which has penetrated the nation's mentality
following the humiliation of the Thirty Years' War. And this
parsons' mode of thought-dull, insipid and impotent-presumes
to impose itself on the most revolutionary party that history
has known! ...
All religion, however, is nothing but the fantastic reflection
in men's minds of those external forces which control their daily
life, a reflection in which the terrestrial forces assume the form
of supernatural forces. In the beginnings of history it was the forces
of nature which were first so reflected, and which in the course
of further evolution underwent the most manifold and varied
personifications among the various peoples. This early process has
been traced back by comparative mythology, at least in the case
of the Indo-European peoples, to its origin in the Indian Vedas,
and in its further evolution it has been demonstrated in detail
among the Indians, Persians, Greeks. Romans, Germans and,
so far as material is available, also among the Celts, Lithuanians
and Slavs. But it is not long before, side by side with the forces
of nature, social forces begin to be active-forces which confront
man as equally alien and at first equally inexplicable, dominating him with the same apparent natural necessity as the forces
of nature themselves. The fantastic figures, which at first only
reflected the mysterious forces of nature, at this point acquire
social attributes, become representatives of the forces of history."'
• This twofold character assumed later on by the divinities was one
of the causes of the subsequently widespread confusion of mythologiesa cause which comparative mythology has overlooked, as it pays attention
exclusively to their character as reflections of the forces of nature. Thus
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till further stage of evolution, all the natural and social

j\t

~b~tes of the numerous gods are transferred to one almighty

attri who is but a reflection of the abstract man. Such was the
go_d'·u of monotheism, which was historically the last product of
0~1 g~ulgarised philosophy of the later Greeks and found its incart a~ioU in the exclusively natio~al god of the Jews, Jehova~ .. In
rhiS COIIVenient, handy and Uil!Versally adaptable form, religion
n coutinue to exist as the immediate, that is, the sentimental
~arm of men's relation to the alien, natural and social, forces which
d~roinate them, so long as men remain under the control of these
forces. However, we have seen repeatedly that in existiug bourgeois
society men are dominated by the economic conditions created
by themselves, by the means of production which they themselves
ha\"e produced, as if by an alien force. The actual basis of the reflecth"e activity that gives rise to religion therefore continues
to exi~t, and with it the religious reflection itself. And although
bourgeois political economy has given a certain insight into the
causal connection of this alien domination, this makes no essential difference. Bourgeois economics can neither prevent crises in
general, nor protect the individual capitalists from losses, bad
dPhls and bankruptcy, nor secure the individual workers against
nrrrmployment and destitution. It is still true that man proposes
and (;orl (that is, the alien domination of the capitalist mode of
procl!!clion) disp.oses. Mere knowledge, even if it went much further ancl deeper than that of bourgeois economic science, is not
e11011gh to bring social forces under the domination of society.
\\"Ira I i< above all necessary for this, is a social act. And when
thi,, act has been accomplished, wheu society, by taking possession
of all means of production and using them on a planned basis,
has frred itself and all its members from the bondage in which they
an• uow held by these tneans of production which they themseh-p~ have produced but which confront them as an irresistible
alie11 force; when therefore man no longer merely proposes, but
al•o 11i~poses-only then will the last alien force which is still
r~llecled in religion vanish; and with it will also vanish the relif0011s reflection itself, for the simple reason that then there will
be nothing left to reflect.
\Yri tlen between September
18i!i and June 1878
Published in Vorwarts in JanuaryJuiy 1878

Translated from the German

J~. some Germanic tribes the war-god is called Tyr (Old Nordic) or Zio (Old
.•gh _German) and so corresponds to the Greek Zeus, Latin Jupiter for
1u-p1 ter; in other Germanic tribes, Er, Eor, corresponds therefore to the
reek Ares, Latin l\lars. [Note by Engels.)
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From INTRODUCTION TO DIALECTICS 01!' NATUl1,1iJ

With man we enter history. Animals also have a history, that
of their derivation and gradual evolution to their present state.
This history, however, is made for them, and in so far as they themselves take part in it, this occurs without their knowledge or desire. On the other hand, the further human beings become removed
from animals in the narrower sense of the word, the more they
make their history themselves, consciously, the less becomes the
influence of unforeseen effects and uncontrolled forces on this
history and the more accurately does the historical result correspond to the aim laid down in advance. If, however, we apply
this measure to human history, to that of even the most developed
peoples of the present day, we find that there still exists here a
colossal discrepancy between the proposed aims and the results
arrived at, that unforeseen effects predominate, and that the uncontrolled forces are far more powerful than those set into motion according to plan. And this cannot be otherwise as long as
the most essential historical activity of men, the one which has
raised them from bestiality to humanity and which forms the
material foundation of all their other activities, namely, the production of their means of subsistence, that is, today, social production, is particularly subject to the interplay of unintended
effects of uncontrolled forces and achieves its desired end only
by way of exception and, much more frequently, the exact opposite. In the most advanced industrial countries we have subdued
the forces of nature and pressed them into the service of mankind;
we have thereby infmitely multiplied production, so that a child
now produces more than a hundred adults previously. And what
is the consequence? Increasing overwork and increasing misery
of the masses, and every ten years a great crash. Darwin did not
know what a bitter satire he wrote on mankind, and especially
on his countrymen, when he showed that free competition. the
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le for existence, which the economists celebrate as the highstrug~storical achievement, is the normal state of the animal
e~t dorn. Only conscious organisation of social production, in
k1 h production and distribution are carried on in a planned way,
VI icelevate mankind above the rest of the animal world socially
~ 8 ~he same way that production in general has done this for men
ID cifically. Historical development makes such an organisation
d11~ly more indispensable, but also with every day more possible.
F~om it will date a new epoch of history, in which mankind itself,
nd with mankind all branches of its activity, and especially
:atural science, will experience an advance before which everything preceding it will pale into insignificance.
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From LUDWIG FEUERBACH AND THE END OF
CLASSICAL GERMAN PHILOSOPHY97

But what is true of nature, which is hereby recognised also as
a historical process of development, is likewise true of the history
of society in all its branches and of the totality of all sciences
which occupy themselves with things human (and divine). Here,
too, the philosophy of history, of right, of religion, etc., has consisted in the substitution of an interconnection fabricated in the
mind of the philosopher for the real interconnection to be demonstrated in the events; has consisted in the comprehension of history as a whole as well as in its separate parts, as the gradual realisation of ideas-and naturally always only the pet ideas of the
philosopher himself. According to this, history worked unconsciously but of necessity towards a certain ideal goal set in advance-as, for example, in Hegel, towards the realisation of his
absolute idea-and the unalterable trend towards this absolute
idea formed the inner interconnection in the events of history.
A new mysterious providence-unconscious or gradually coming
into consciousness-was thus put in the place of the real, still
unknown interconnection. Here, therefore, just as in the realm
of nature, it was necessary to do away with these fabricated, artificial interconnections by the discovery of the real ones-a task
which ultimately amounts to the discovery of the general laws
of motion which assert themselves as the ruling ones in the history
of human society.
ln one point, however, the history of the development of society
proves to be essentially dif!erent from that of nature. In naturein so far as we ignore man's reaction upon nature-there are only
blind, unconscious agencies acting upon one another, out of whos.:i
interplay the general law comes into operation. Nothing of all
that happens-whether in the innumerable apparent accidents
observable upon the surface, or in the ultimate results which confirm the regularity inherent in these accidents-happens as a
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iously desired aim. In the history of society, on the contrary,
cons~ctors are all endowed with consciousness, are men acting
tb.~h deliberation or passion, working towards definite goals;
"'\bing happens without a conscious purpose, without an intendn~ aim. But this distinction, important as it is for historical
~ vestigation, particularly of single epochs and events, cannot
I~ter the fact that the course of history is governed by inner genaral laws. For here, also, on the whole, in spite of the consciously
desired aims of all individuals, accident apparently reigns on the
surface. That which is willed happens but rarely; in the majority
of instances the numerous desired ends cross and conflict with
one another, or these ends themselves are from the outset incapable of realisation or the means of attaining them are insufficient. Thus the conflicts of innumerable individual wills and
individual actions in the domain of history produce a state of
affairs entirely analogous to that prevailing in the realm of unconscious nature. The ends of the actions are intended, but the results
which actually follow from these actions are not intended; or
when they do seem to correspond to the end intended, they ultimately have consequences quite other than those intended. Historical events thus appear on the whole to be likewise governed by
chance. But where on the surface accident holds sway, there
actually it is always governed by inner, hidden laws and it is
~
only a matter of discovering these laws.
Men make their own history, whatever its outcome may be,
in that each person follows his own consciously desired end, and
it is precisely the resultant of these many wills operating in different directions and of their manifold effects upon the outer world
that constitutes history. Thus it is also a question of what the
many individuals desire. The will is determined by passion or
deliberation. But the levers which immediately determine passion
or deliberation are of very different kinds. Partly they may be
~xternal objects, partly ideal motives, ambition, "enthusiasm
iOr truth and justice", personal hatred or even purely individual
whims of all kinds. But, on the one hand, we ·have seen that the
many individual wills active in history for the most part produce
results quite other than those intended-often quite the opposite; I
that their motives, therefore, in relation to the total result are !
likewise of only secondary importance. On the other hand, the
further question arises: What driving forces in turn stand behind
these motives? What are the historical causes which transform/
themselves into these motives in the brains of the actors?
The old materialism n~ver put this question to itself. 1ts conc~ption of history, in so far as it has one at all, is therefore essentially pragmatic; it judges everything according to the motives
of the action; it divides men who act in history into noble and

/v
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ignoble and then finds that as a rule the noble are defrauded a
the ignoble are victorious. Hence, it follows for the old materialislld
that nothing very edifying is to be got from the study of hist IQ.
and for us that in the realm of history the old materialism beco~
untrue to itself because it takes the ideal driving forces Which
operate there as ultimate causes, instead of investigating what is
behind them, what are the driving forces of these driving forces
The inconsistency does not lie in the fact that ideal driving for~
are recognised, but in the investigation not being carried further
back behind these into their motive causes. On the other hand
the philosophy of history, particularly as represented by Hegel'
recognises that the ostensible and also the really operating motiv~
of ;men who act in history are by no means the ultimate causes
of historical events; that behind these motives are other motive
powers, which have to be discovered. But it does not seek these
powers in history itself, it imports them rather from outside, from
philosophical ideology, into history. Hegel, for example, instead
of explaining the history of ancient Greece out of its own inner
interconnections, simply maintains that it is nothing more than
the working out of "forms of beautiful individuality", the realisation of a "work of art" as such. 98 He says much in this connection
about the old Greeks that is fine and profound, but that does not
prevent us today from refusing to be put off with such an explanation, which is a mere manner of speech.
When, therefore. it is a question of investigating the driving
powers which-consciously or unconsciously, and indeed very often
unconsciously-lie behind the motives of men who act in history
and which constitute the real ultimate driving forces of history,
then it is not a question so much of the motives of single individuals, however eminent, as of those motives which set in motion
great masses, whole peoples, and again whole classes of the people
in each people; and this, too, not momentarily, for the transient
flaring up of a straw-fire which quickly dies down, but for a lasting
action resulting in a great historical transformation. To ascertain the driving causes which here in the minds of acting masses
and their leaders-the so-called great men-are reflected as conscious motives, clearly or unclearly, directly or in ideological,
even glorified, form-that is the only path which can put us on
the track of the laws holding sway both in history as a whole,
and at particular periods and in particular lands. Everything
which sets men in motion must go through their minds; but what
form it will take in the mind will depend very much upon the
circumstances. The workers have by no means become reconciled
to capitalist machine industry, even though they no longer simply
break the machines to pieces as they still did in 1848 on the
Rhine.
·
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~bile in all earlier periods the investigation of these driv13ut ~ses of history was almost impossible-on account of
ing c~mplicated and concealed interconnections between them
tbd ~heir effects-our present period has so far simplified these
~n
onnections that the riddle could be solved. Since the estabI~~:cnt of large-scale industry, that is, at least since the European
115 ce of 1815, it has been no longer a secret to any man in England
pe\ the whole political struggle there turned on the claims to
th~remacy of two classes: the landed aristocracy and the bourgeoi5?e (middle class). In France, with the return of the Bourbons,
~~e ~ame fact was perceived, the historians of the Restoration
eriod, from Thierry to Guizot, Mignet and Thiers, speak of it
~verywhere as the key to the understanding of all French history
since the Middle Ages. And since 1830 the working class, the proletariat, has been recognised in both countries as a third competitor for power. Conditions had become so simplified that one
would have had to close one's eyes deliberately not to see in the
fight of these three great classes and in the conflict of their interest~ the driving force of modern history-at least in the two
most advanced countries.
But how did these classes come into existence? If it was possible
at first glance still to ascribe the origin of the great, formerly
feudal landed property-at least in the first instance-to political causes, to taking possession by force, this could not be done
in regard to the bourgeoisie and the proletariat. Here the origin
and development of two great classes was seen to lie clearly and
palpably in purely economic causes. And it was just as clear that
in the struggle between landed property and the bourgeoisie, no
less than in the struggle between the bourgeoisie and the proletariat, it was a question, first and foremost, of economic interests,
to the furtherance of which political power was intended to serve
merely as a means. Bourgeoisie and proletariat both arose in
consequence of a transformation of the economic conditions, more
precisely, of the mode of production. The transition, first from
guild handicrafts to manufacture, and then from manufacture
to large-scale industry, with steam and mechanical power, had
caused the development of these two classes. At a certain stage
the new productive forces set in motion by the bourgeoisie-i.n
the first place the division of labour and the combination of many
detail labourers [Teilarbeiter) in one general manufactory-and
the conditions and requirements of exchange, developed through
these productive forces, became incompatible with the existing
order of production handed, down by history and sanctified by law,
that is to say, incompatible with the privileges of the guild and
the numerous other personal and local privileges (which were
<>nly so many fetters to the unprivileged estates) of the feudal
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order of society. The productive forces represented by the bourg .
sie rebelled against the order of production represented by~~
feudal landlords and the guild-masters. The result is known· t~
feudal fetters were smashed, gradually in England, at one bl
in France. In Germany the process is not yet finished. But i~~
as, at a defmite stage of its development, manufacture came in:t
conflict with the feudal order of production, so now large-scat
industry has already come into conflict with the bourgeois orde~
of production established in its place. Tied down by this order
by the narrow limits of the capitalist mode of production, th~
industry produces, on the one hand, an ever-increasing proletarianisation of the great mass of the people, and on the other hand
an ever greater mass of unsaleable products. Overproduction and
mass misery, each the cause of the other-that is the absurd
contradiction which is its outcome, and which of necessity calls
for the liberation of the productive forces by means of a change
in the mode of production.
In modern history at least it is, therefore, proved that all political struggles are class struggles, and all class struggles for
emancipation, despite their necessarily political form-for every
class struggle is a political struggle-turn ultimately on the question of economic emancipation. Therefore, here at least, the state
-the political order-is the subordinate, and civil society-therealm of economic relations-the decisive element. The traditional conception, to which Hegel, too, pays homage, saw in the
state the determining element, and in civil society the element
determined by it. Appearances correspond to this. As all the
driving forces of the actions of any individual person must pass
through his brain, and transform themselves into motives of his
will in order to set him into action, so also all the needs of civil
society-no matter which class happens to be the ruling onemust pass through the will of the state in order to secure general
validity in the form of laws. That is the formal aspect of the matter-the one which is self-evident. The question arises, however,
what is the content of this merely formal will-of the individual as
well as of the state-and whence is this content derived? Why
is just this willed and not something else"! If we enquire into this
we discover that in modern history the will of the state is, on
the whole, determined by the changing needs of civil society, by
the supremacy of this or that class, in the last resort, by the development of the productive forces and relations of exchange.
But if even in our modern era, with its gigantic means of production and communication, the state is not an independent domain with an independent development, but one whose existence
as well as development is to be explained in the last resort by the
economic conditions of life of society, then this must be still
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e true of all earlier times when the production of the material
o:1°r of man was not yet carried on with these abundant auxiliary
lifeans and when, therefore, the necessity of such production must
~eve e'xercised a still greater mastery over men. If the state even
t;day, in the era of big industry and of railways, is on the whole
nlY a reflection, in concentrated form, of the economic needs of
~he class controlling production, then this must have been much
more so in an epoch when each generation of men was forced to
spend a far greater part of its aggregate lifetime in satisfying
material needs, and was therefore much more dependent on them
than we are today. An examination of the history of earlier periods, as soon as it is seriously undertaken from this angle, most
abundantly confirms this. But, of course, this cannot be gone
into here.
If tire state and public law are determined by economic relations, so, too, of course is private law, which indeed in essence
only sanctions the existing economic relations between individuals
which are normal in the given circumstances. The form in which
this happens can, however, vary considerably. It is possible, as
happened in England, in harmony with the whole national development, to retain in the main the forms of the old feudal laws while
giving them a bourgeois content; in fact, directly reading a bourgeois meaning into the feudal name. Bnt, also, as happened in
western continental Europe, Roman Law, the first world law
of a commodity-producing society, with its unsurpassably fine
elaboration of all the essential legal relations of simple commodity owners (of buyers and sellers, debtors and creditors, contracts, obligations, etc.), can be taken as the foundation. In which
case, for the benefit of a still petty-bourgeois and semi-feudal
society, it cau either be reduced to the level of such society simply through judicial practice (common law) or, with the
help of allegedly enlightened, moralising jurists, it can be worked
into a special code of law to correspond with such social levela code which in these circumstances will be a bad one also from
tire legal standpoint (for instance, Prussian Landrecht). In which
case, however, after a great bourgeois revolution, it is also possible
for such a classic law code of bourgeois society as the French Code
Civil to be worked out upon the basis of this same Roman Law.
If, therefore, bourgeois legal rules merely express the economic
life conditions of society in legal form, then they can do so well
or ill according to circumstances.
The state presents itself to us as the first ideological power
over man. Society creates .for itself an organ for the safeguarding
of its common interests against internal and external attacks. This
organ is the state power. Hardly come into being, this organ makes
itself independent vis-a-vis society; and, indeed, the more so,
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the more it becomes the organ of a particular class, the more it 1
directly enforces the supremacy of that class. The fight of the :··
oppressed class against the ruling class becomes necessarily a po- ~
litical fight, a fight first of all against the political dominance of .."=
this class. The consciousness of the interconnection between this }
political struggle and its economic basis becomes dulled and can be ..·
lost altogether. While this is not wholly the case with the par- .'
ticipants, it almost always happens with the historians. Of the ~
ancient sources on the struggles within the Roman Republic only '
Appian tells us clearly and distinctly what was at issue in the last ·,
resort-namely, landed property.
.
But once the state has become an independent power vis-a-vi•. 1
society, it produces forthwith a further ideology. It is indeed 'l
among professional politicians, theorists of public law and jurists .j
of private law that the connection with economic facts gets lost j
for fair. Since in each particular case Lhe economic facts must '1
assume the form of juristic motives in order to receive legal ·
sanction; and since, in so doing, consideration of course has to :
be given to the whole legal system already in operation, the juris- ~
tic form is, in consequence, made everything and the economic 1;
content nothing. Public law and private law are treated as inde- ;
pendent spheres, each having its own independent historical.':
development, each being capable of and needing a systematic pre- ·i
sentation by the consistent elimination of all inner contradictions.
Still higher ideologies, that is, such as are still further removed
from the material, economic basis, take the form of philosophy ,
and religion. Here the interconnection between conceptions and ';
their material conditions of existence becomes more and more '
complicated, more and more obscured by intermediate links. But·"·
the interconnection exists. Just as the whole Renaissance period,~·
from the middle of the fifteenth century, was an essential product .
of the towns and, therefore, of the burghers, so also was the sub- .
sequently newly-awakened philosophy. Its content was in essence.
only the philosophical expression of the thoughts corresponding
to the development of the small and middle burghers into a big
bourgeoisie. Among last century's Englishmen and Frenchmen who
in many cases were just as much political economists as philosophers, this is clearly evident; and we have proved it above in
regard to the Hegelian school.
We will now in addition deal only briclly with religion, since
the latter stands furthest away from material life and seems to
be most alien to it. Religion arose in very primitive times from
erroneous, primitive conceptions of men about their own nature
and external nature surrounding them. Every ideology, however,
once it has arisen, develops in connection with the given conceptmaterial, and develops this material further; otherwise it would
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not be an ideology, that is, occupation with thoughts as with
independent entities, developing independently and subject only
to their own laws. That the material life conditions of the persons
jnside whose heads this thought process goes on in the las' resort
uetermined the course of this process remains of necessity unknown
to these persons, for otherwise there would be an end to all ideol0,,v. These original religious notions, therefore, which in the
1;;iu are common to each group of kindred peoples, develop, after
the group separates, in a manner peculiar to each people, according to the conditions of life falling to their lot. For a number
of groups of peoples. and particularly for the Aryans (so-called
ln<lo-Europeans), this process has been shown in detail by comparative mythology. The gods thus fashioned within each people
were national gods, whose domain extended no farther than the
uational territory which they were to protect; on the other side
of its boundaries other gods held undisputed sway. They could
continue to exist, in imagination, only as long as the nation existed; they fell with its fall. The Roman world empire, the economic conditions of whose origin we do not need to examine here,
brought about this downfall of the old nationalities. The old natioual gods decayed, even those of the Romans, which also were
patterned to suit only the narrow confines of the city of Rome. The
need to complement the world empire by means of a world religion was clearly revealed in the attempts made to provide in
Rome recognition and altars for all the foreign gods to the slightest degree respectable alongside of the indigenous ones. But
a new world religion is not to be made in this fashion, by imperial decree. The new world religion, Christianity, had already
quietly come into being, out of a mixture of generalised Oriental,
particularly Jewish, theology, and vulgarised Greek, particularly
Sloic, philosophy. What it originally looked like has to be first
laboriously discovered, since its official form, as it has been handed
down to us, is merely that in which it became the state religion
to which purpose it was adapted by the Council of Nicaea. 99 The
fact that already after 250 years it became the state religion suffices Lo show that it was the religion in correspondence with the
conditions of the time. In the Middle Ages, in the same measure
as feudalism developed, Christianity grew into the religious
counterpart to it, with a corresponding feudal hierarchy. And
when the burghers began to thrive, there developed, in opposition
~o feudal Catholicism, the Protestant heresy, which first appeared
1 ~ . Southern France, among the Albigenses, at the time the
ci~1es there reached the highest point of their florescence. 100 The
~hddle Ages had attached to' theology all the other forms of ideol0~Y ;--:philosophy, politics, jurisprudence-and made them subdiv1s1ons of theology. It thereby constrained every social and
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political movement to take on a theological form. The sentimenta
of the masses were fed with religion to the exclusion of all else•
it was therefore necessary to put forward their own interest&.
in a religiou8 guise in order to produce an impetuous movementi:
And just as the burghers from the beginning brought into beingan appendage of propertyless urban plebeians, day labourers and'
servants of all kinds, belonging to no recognised social estate, pre~
cursors of Lhe later proletariat, so likewise heresy soon becam.,
divided into a burgher-moderate heresy and a plebeian-revolution~·
ary one, the latter an abomination to the burgher heretics them•
selves.
,
The ineradicability of the Protestant heresy corresponded to.
the invincibility of the rising burghers. When these burghers,
had become sufficiently strengthened, their struggle against the-'.
feudal nobility, which till then had been predominantly local,:1
hegan to assume national dimensions. The first great action oc•
curred in Germany-the so-called Reformation. The burghers wer8''
neither powerful enough nor sufficiently developed to be able to-·
unite under their banner the remaining rebellious estates-th&
plebeians of the towns, the lower nobility and the peasants on th&
land. At first the nobles were rlefeated; the peasants rose in a revolt which formed the peak of the whole revolutionary struggle;
t.he cities left them in the lurch, and thus the revolution sue~,
cumbe<l to the armies of the secular princes who reaped the wholeprofit. Thenceforward Germany disappears for three centuries·
from the ranks of countries playing an independent active part'
in history. But beside the German Luther appeared the French~
man Calvin. With true French acuity he put the bourgeois char~·
acter of tho Reformation in the forefront, rcpublicanised and.·
democratised the Church. While the Lutheran Reformation in.
Germany degenerated and reduced the country to rack and ruin.
the Calvinist Reformation served as a banner for the republican&'
in Genova, in Holland and in Scotland, freed Holland from SpaiB
and from the German Empire and provided the ideological co9tume for the second act of the bourgeois revolution, which was:
taking place in England. Here Calvinism justified itself as th&
true religious disguise of the interests of the bourgeoisie of that
time, and on this account did not attain full recognition when
the revolution ended in 1689 in a compromise between one part
of the nobility and the bourgeoisie.1° 1 The English state Church
was re-established; but not in its earlier form of a Catholicism
which had the king for its pope, being, instead, strongly Calvinised. The old state Church had celebrated the merry Catholic Sunday and had fought against the dull Calvinist one. The new, bourgeoisified Church introduced the latter, which adorns England t<>
this day.
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In France, the Calvinist minority was suppressed in 1685 and
either Catholicised or driven out of the country. But what was
tho good? Already at that time the freethinker Pierre Bayle was
at the height of his activity, and in 1694 Voltaire was born. The
forcible measures of Louis XIV only made it easier for the French
bourgeoisie to carry through its revolution in the irreligious,
excl11sively political form which alone was suited to a developed
bourgeoisie. Instead of Protestants, freethinkers took their seats
in the national assemblies. Thereby Christianity entered into
its final stage. It had become incapable for the future of serving
any progressive class as the ideological garb of ils aspirations. lt
became more and more the exclusive possession of tho ruling
classes and these apply it as a mere means of government, to keep
the lower classes within hounrls. Moreover, each of the different
classes uses its own appropriate religion: Lhe landed nobilityCatholic J esuitism or Protestant orthodoxy; the liberal and radical bourgeoisie-rationalism; and it makes little difference
whether these gentlemen themselves believe in their respective
religions or not.
We see, therefore: religion, once formed, always contains traditional material, just as in all ideological domains tradition forms
a great conservative force. But the transformations which this
material undergoes spring from class relations, that is to say, out
of the economic relations of the people who execule these transformations. And here that is sufficient.
In the above it could only be a question of giving a general
~ketch of the Marxist conceplion of history, at most with a few
illustrations, as well. The proof must be derived from history ,j
itself; and in this regard I may be permitted to say that it has
been sufficiently furnished in other writings. This conception, .
however, puts an end to philosophy in the realm of history, just./
as the dialectical conceplion of nature makes all natural philo.<o phy both unnecessary and impossible. IU_s.. nojq~_gci:_!!. question\
anywhere of inventing interconnections from out of our brains, /
hut of d~scov.!lring thom in the facts. For pliilosophy, which has',
heen expelled from nature and history, there remains only the . .,,realm of pure thought, so far as it is left: the Lheory of .the laws ·
of the thought_process itself, logic and di_alectics.
Written at the beginning of 1886
l»1blishod in Die Neue Zeit Nos. 4
and 5, 1886, and as a separate.
Pdmpl1let in Stuttgart in 1888
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political movement to take on a theological form. The sentiment.a~
of tho masses were fed with religion to tho exclusion of all else;'~
it was therefore necessary to put forward their own interesta;;
in a religious guise in order to produce an impetuous movement,)
An<l just as the burghers from the beginning brought into beintll
an appendage of propertyless urban plebeians, day labourers and•\
servants of all kinds, belonging to no recognised social estate, pre.:i
cursors of the later proletariat, so likewise heresy soon becam~
divided into a burgher-moderate heresy and a plebeian-revolution~,1
ary one, the latter an abomination to the burgher heretics them.,;
selves.
:'
The inoradicability of the Protestant heresy corresponded to.'.
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from the ranks of countries playing an independent active part.',
in hisLory. Ilut beside the German Luther appeared the French~·
man Calvin. With true French acuity he put the bourgeois char~;,
acter of the Reformation in the forefront, republicanised andi
democrati8ed the Church. While tho Lutheran Reformation in
Germany degenerated and reduced the country to rack and ruin,:
the Calvinist Reformation served as a banner for the republican&'.
in Geneva, in Holland and in Scotland, freed Holland from Spain
and from the German Empire and provided the ideological cO&tume for tho second act of the bourgeois revolution, which was:
taking place in England. Hore Calvinism justified itself as the
true religious disguise of the interests of the bourgeoisie of that
time, and on this account did not attain full recognition when
the revolution ended in 1689 in a compromise between one part
of the nobility and the bourgeoisie. 101 The English state Church
was re-established; but not in its earlier form of a Catholicism
which had the king for its pope, being, instead, strongly Calvinised. The old state Church had celebrated the merry Catholic Sunday and had fought against the dull Calvinist one. The new, bourgeoisified Church introduced the latter, which adorns England to
this day.
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material undergoes spring from class relations, that is to say, out
of the economic relations of the people who execute these transformations. And here that is sufficient.
ln the above it could only he a question of giving a general
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illustrations, as well. The proof must be derived from history .j
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From PREFACE TO THE FIRST, 1884 EDITION
OF 1'IIE ORIG IX OF 1'HE P.r1MILY, PRIVATE
PROPER:J!Y AND THE STA1'E

According to the materialistic conception, the determining·
factor in history is, in the last resort, the production and repro-,
ductiou of immediate life. But this itself is of a twofold character.'.,
On the one hand, the production of the means of subsistence, of.;
food, clothing and shelter and the tools requisite therefore; on the
other, the production of human beings themselves, the propagation or the species. The social institutions under which men of a
defmit'l historical epoch and of a definite country live are condi.:
tioned by both kinds of production: by the stage of development
of labour, on the one hand, and of the family, on the other. The
less the development of labour, and the more limited its volume·
of production and, therefore, the wealth of society, the more pre-.
ponderatingly does the social order appear to be dominated by ties
of sex. However, within this structure of society based on ties.
of sex, the productivity of labour develops more and more; with
it, private property and exchange, differences in wealth, the
possibility of utilising the labour power of others, and thereby
the basis of class antagonisms: new social elements, which strive
in the course of generations to adapt the old structure of society
to the new conditions, until, finally, the incompatibility of the
two leads to a complete revolution. The old society, built on
groups based on ties of sex, bursts asunder in the collision of the
newly-developed social classes; in its place a new society appears,
constituted in a state, the lower units of which are no longer groups
based on ties of sex but territorial groups, a society in which
the family system is entirely dominated by the property system,
and in which the class antagonisms and class struggles, which make
up the content of all hitherto written history, now freely develop.
Written from the end of
March to May 26, 1884
Published in the book The Origin
of th• Family, Private Property and
the State in 1884 in Zurich
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From PREFACE TO THE 1888 ENGLISH EDITION
OF MANIFESTO OF THE COMMUNIST P.tRTY

The "Manifesto" being our joint production, I consider myself
Jiound to state that the fundamental proposition, which forms its
uucleus, belongs to Marx. Thai proposition is: thai in every historical epoch, the prevailing mode of economic production and
exchange, and the social organisation necessarily following from
it, form the basis upon which is built up, and from which alone
can be explained, the political and intellectual history of that
epoch; thai consequently the whole history of mankind (since the
dissolution of primitive tribal society, holding land in common
ownership) has been a history of class struggles, contests between
exploiting and exploited, ruling and oppressed classes; that the
history of these class struggles forms a series of evolutions in which,
nowadays, a stage has been reached where the exploited and
oppl'essed class-the proletariat-cannot attain its emancipation
fron1 the sway of the exploiting and ruling class-the bourgeoi~ie-wiihoui, at ihe same time, and once and for all, emancipating
~ociely at la1·ge from all exploitation, oppression, class distinctions and class struggles.
This proposition ·which, in my opinion. is destined to do for
hi~tory what Dal'win's theory has done for biology, wl', both of
us, had been gradually approaching for some years before 181.f>.
How far I had indepo11denily progressed towards ii. is host shown
by my "Condition of the Working Class in England"*. Dui when
I again met Marx at Drussels, in spring. 1845, he !Lall ii ready
~vorkcd out, and put iL before mo, in terms almost as clcal' as those
Ill which I have slated it here.
Published in the hook: Karl
Marx and Frederick Engels,

Written in English

Mantfesto of the Communtst Party,

London, 1888

~ "The Condition of the Workiug Cla"s in England in 1844." By
[••de1.rick Engels. Translated by Florence K. Wi"clmewetzky, New Yori..
ove 1-Londou, W. Reeves, 1888. [Note by Engel ... ]
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From THE 1891 INTRODUCTION TO MARX'S
1.'IIE CIVIL JV AR IN Jt,RA1'WE

From Lhe very outset the Commune was compelled to recognisl?
thaL the working class, once come to power, could not go on man-;
aging with the old state machine; that in order not to lose agaii:a
its only just conquered supremacy, this working class must. on th11.
one hand, do away with all the old repressive machinery previ~
ously used against it itself, and, on the other, safeguard itself
against its own deputies and officials, by declaring them all, without
exception, subj:ict to recall at any moment. What had been the
characteristic attribute of the former state? Society had created itl!,
own organs to look after its common interests, originally through"
simple division of labour. Ilut these organs, at whose head was
the stntc power, had in the course of time, in pursuance of their
own special interests, transformed themselves from the serv.rnt~
of society into the masters of society. This can be qeen, for exam-.
pie, not only in the hereditary monarchy, but equally so in the
democratic republic. Nowhere do "politicians" form a more separate and powerful section of the nation than precisely in North
America. There, each of the two major parties which alternately
succeed each other in power is itself in turn controlled by people
who make a business of politics, who speculate on seats in the
legislative assemblies of the Union as well as of the separate states,
or who make a living by carrying on agitation for their party
and on its victory are rewarded with positions. It is well known
how the Americans have been trying for thirty years to shake off
this yoke, which has become intolerable, and how in spite of it
all they continue to sink ever deeper in this swamp of corruption.
It is precisely in America that we see best how there takes place
this process of the state power making itself independent in relaLion to society, whose mere instrument it was originally intended to be. Here there exists no dynasty, no nobility, no standing
army, beyond the few men keeping watch on the Indians, no
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Jnireaucracy with permanent posts or the right to pensions. And
nrvertheless we find here two great gangs of political speculators,
wlro alternately take possession of the state power and exploit it
)Jv the most corrupt means and for the most corrupt ends-and
tl;e uation is powerless against these two great cartels of politi('i;rns, who are ostensibly its servants, hut in reality dominate and
plunder it.
Against this transformalion of the state and the organs of the
~late from servants of society into masters of society-an inevit11]lle transformation in all previous states-the Commune made
use of two infallible means. In the first place, it filled all postsaclm inistrative, judicial and educational-by election on the
bns[s of universal suffrage of all concerned, subject to the right of
recall at any time by the same electors. And, in the second place,
all officials, high or low, were paid only the wages received
hy olher workers. The highest salary paid by the Commune to
anyone was 6,000 francs. In this way an effective barrier to placehunling and careerism was set up, even apart from the binding
mandates to delegates to representative bodies which were added
besides.
This shattering (Sprengung) of the former state power and iLs
replacement by a new and truly democratic one is described in
detail in the third section of 'l'he Civil War. Ilut it was necessary
to dwell briefly here once more on some of its features, because in
Germany particularly the superstitious belief in the state has been
carried over from philosophy into the general consciousness of
the bourgeoisie and even of many workers. According to the philosophical conception, the state is the "realisation of the idea",
or the Kingdom of God on earth, translated into philosophical
terms, the sphere in which eternal truth and justice is or should
he realised. And from this follows a superstitious reverence for
tire state and everything connected with it, which takes root the
more readily since people are accustomed from childhood to imagine that the affairs and interests common to the whole of society
could not be looked after otherwise than as they have been looked
after in the past, that is, through the slate and its lucratively
po~itioned officials. And people think they have taken quite an
extraordinarily bold step forward when they have rid themselves
of belief irr hereditary monarchy ancl swear by the democratic
republic. In reality, however, the state is nothing but a machine
for tire oppression of one class by another, and indeed in the democratic republic no less than in the monarchy; and at best au
evil inherited by the proletariat after its victorious struggle for
c1 ~ass supremacy, whose worst sides the victorious prolelurinl, just
1 kc the Commune, cnnnot avoid having to lop off at once as much
as possible until such time as a generation reared in new, free
16-1087
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social conditions is able to throw the entire lumber of the sta
on the scrap heap,
Of late, the Social-Democratic philistine has once more b
filled with wholesome terror at the words: Dictatorship of t
Proletariat. Well and good, gentlemen, do you want to kno ·
what this dictatorship looks like? Look at the Paris Commun·
That was the Dictatorship of the Proletariat.
London, on the twentieth anniversary
of the Paris Commune, March 18, 1891

Published in Die N eue Zeit,
Ild. 2, No. 28, 1890-91, and in
the book: Marx, Der B1irgerkrieg
in Frankreich, Berlin, 1891
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From SPECIAL INTRODUCTION TO THE 1892
ENGLISH EDITION OF SOCIALISM:
U'l_'QPIAN AND SCIENTIFIC

And thus I hope even British respectability will not be overshockecl if I use, in English as well as in so many other languages,
the term "historical materialism\ to designate that view of the
course of history which seeks the ultimate cause and the great
moving power of all important historic events in the economic
development of society, in the changes in the modes of production
and exchange, in the consequent division of society into distinct
classes, and in the struggles of these classes against one another.
This indulgence will perhaps be accorded to me all the sooner
if I show that historical materialism may be of advantage even
to British respectability. I have mentioned the fact that, about
forty or fifty years ago, any cultivated foreigner settling in England was struck by what he was then bound to consider the religious bigotry and stupidity of the English respectable middle
rla~s. I am now going to prove that the respectable English
middle class of that time ·was not quite as stupid as it looked to
the intelligent foreigner. Its religious leanings can be explained.
\Vhen Europe emerged from the Middle Ages, the rising middle
class of the towns constituted ils revolutionary element. It had
conquered a recognised position within mediaeval feudal organisation, b].lt this position, also, had become too narrow for ils expansive power. The development of the middle class, the bourgeoisie. became incompatible with the maintenance of the feudal
~Ystem; the feudal system, therefore, had to fall.
But the great international centre of feudalism was the Roman
~atholic Church. It united the whole of feudalised Western Europe,
m spite of all internal wars. iuto one grand political system,
opposed as much to the schi'smatic Greeks as to the Mohammedan
countries. It surrounded feudal institutions wiLh the halo of
~ivine consecration. It had organised its own hierarchy on the
eudal model, and, lastly, it was itself by far the most powerful
16•

feudal lord, holding, as it did, fully one-third of the soil of t ·
Catholic world. ·Defore profane feudalism could be successfulf
attacked in each country and in detail, this, its sacred centr
-0rganisation, had to be destroyed.
,1
Moreover, parallel with the rise of the middle class went 0 ·
the great revival of science; astronomy, mechanics, physics·
anatomy, physiology, were again cultivated. And the bourg~oisie
for the development of its industrial production, required a scien
which ascertained the physical properties of natural objec
and the modes of action of the forces of Nature. Now up to the
science had but been the humble handmaid of the Church, ha
not been allowed to overstep the limits set by faith, and for tha
reason had been no science at all. Science rebelled against th·
Church; the bourgeoisie could not do without science, and, ther
fore, had to join in the rebellion.
.
The above, though touching but two of the points where thei
rising middle class was bound to come into collision with th
established religion, will be sufficient to show, first, that the·
class most directly interested in the struggle against the pretell"·;
sions of the Roman Church was the bourgeoisie; and second, thatj
-every struggle against feudalism, at that time, had to take on a-:1
religious disguise, had to be directed against the Church in the~
first instance. But if the universities and the traders of the citie&~
started the cry, it was sure to find, and did find, a strong echo in~
the masses of the country people, the peasants, who everywhore1
had to struggle for their very existence with their feudal lords~
spiritual and temporal.
~
The long fight of the bourgeoisie against feudalism culminated iri.j
three great, decisive battles.
~
The first was what is called t.he protestant Reformation in Ger-~
many. The war cry raised against the Church by Luther was re-·.
sponded to by two insurrections of a political nature: first, that;
of the lower nobility under Franz von Sickingen, 1523, then the :
great Peasants' War, 1525. Both were defeated, chiefly in conse- j
quence of the indecision of the parties most interested, the burghers of the towns-an indecision into the causes of which we '
cannot here enter. From that moment the struggle degenerated·.
into a fight between the local princes and the central power, and
ended by blotting out Germany, for two hundred years, from the
politically active nations of Europe. The Lutheran Reformation
produced a new creed indeed, a religion adapted to absolute
monarchy. No sooner were the peasants of North-East Germany
converted to Lutheranism than they were from freemen reduced
to serfs.
But where Luther failed, Calvin won the day. Calvin's creed
was one fit for the boldest of the bourgeoisie of his time. Ilis pre-
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destination doctrine was the religious expression of the fact that
in the commercial world of competition success or failure does not
depend upon a man's activity or cleverness, but upon circumstances
uucontrollable by him. It is not of him that willeth or of him
that runneth, but of the mercy of unknown superior economic
powers; and this was especially true at a period of economic revolution, when all old commercial routes and centres were replaced
by new ones, when India and America were opened to the
world, and when even the most sacred economic articles of faiththe value of gold and silver-began to totter and to break down.
Calvin's church constitution was thoroughly democratic and repul1lican; and where the kingdom of God was republicanised, could
the kingdoms of this world remain subject to monarchs, bishops
and lords? While German Lutheranism became a willing tool in
the hands of princes, Calvinism founded a republic in Holland, and
acti\•e republican parties in England, and, above all, Scotland.
In Calvinism, the second great bourgeois upheaval found its
doctl'ine ready cut and dried. This upheaval took place in England.
The middle class of the towns brought it on, and the yeomanry
o[ the country districts fought it out. Curiously enough, in all
the three great bourgeois risings, the peasantry furnishes the
army that has to do the fighting; and the peasantry is just the
class that, the victory once gained, is most surely ruined by the
economic consequences of that victory. A hundred years after
Cromwell, the yeomanry of England had almost disappeared.
Anyhow, had it not been for that yeomanry and for the plebeian
clement in the towns, the bourgeoisie alone would never have
fought the matter out to the bitter end, and would never have
brought Charles I to the scaffold. In order to secure even those
conquests of the bourgeoisie that were ripe for gathering at the
lime, the revolution had to be carried considerably further-exactly us in 1793 in France and 1848 in Germany. This seems, in
fact, to be one of the laws of evolution of bourgeois society.
Well, upon this excess of revolutionary activity there necessarily followed the inevitable reaction which in its turn went beyond
the point where it might have maintained itself. After a series
of oscillations, the new centre of gravity was at last attained and
became a new starting-point. The grand period of English history,
known to respectability under the name of "the Great Rebellion",
and the struggles succeeding it, were brought to a close by the
comparatively puny event entitled by Liberal historians "the
Glorious Revolution".
The new starting-point. was a compromise between the rising
middle class and the ex-feudal landowners. The latter, though
called, as now, the aristocracy, had been long since on the way
Which led them to become what Louis Philippe in France. became
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at a much later period, "the first bourgeois of the kingdom". Fo
tunately for England, the old feudal barons had killed one anoth ·
during the Wars of the Roses. 102 Their successors, though mostf
scions of the old families, had been so mnch out of the direct Ii
of descent that they constituted quite a new body, with habits an·
tendencies far more bourgeois than feudal. They fully understo
the value of money, and at once began to increase their rents b ..
turning hundreds of small farmers out and replacing them b
sheep. Henry VIII, while squandering the Church lands, create
fresh bourgeois landlords by wholesale; the innumecable confisc '
tions of estates, regranted to absolute or relative upstarts, an
continued during the whole of the seventeenth century, had t
same result. Consequently, ever since Henry VJI, the Engli
"aristocracy", far from counteracting the development of ind .
trial production, had, on the contrary, sought to indirectly profi.
thereby; and there had always been a section of the great landown
ers willing, from economical or political reasons, to co-opera '
with the leading men of the financial and industrial bourgeoisie;
The compromise of 1689 was, therefore, easily accomplished. Th·
political spoils of "pelf and place" were left to the great landown·~
ing families, provided the economic interesLs of the financial,ij
manufacturing and commercial middle class were sufficiently attend.ii
ed to. And these economic interests were at that time powerful4
enough to determine the general policy of the nation. There might.j
be squabbles about matters of detail, but, on the whole, the1
aristocratic oligarchy knew too well that its own economic pros-]
perity was irretrievably bound up with that of the industrial::
and commercial middle class.
i
From that time, the bourgeoisie was a humble, but still ai;
recognised component of the ruling classes of England. With the·
rest of them, it had a common interest in keeping in subjection the
great working mass of the nation. The merchant or manufacturer
himself stood in the position of master, or, as it was until lately.
called, of "natural superior"' to his clerks, his workpeople, his
domestic servants. His interest was to get as much and as good
work out of them as he could; for this end they had to be trained·
to proper submission. He was himself religious; his religion had
supplied the standard under which he had fought the king and
the lords; ho was not long in discovering the opportunities this
same religion offered him for working upon the minds of his natural inferiors, and making them submissive to the behests of
the masLers it had pleased God to place over them. In short, the
English bourgeoisie now had to take a part in keeping down the
"lower orders", the great producing mass of the nation, and one
of the means employed for that purpose was the influence of religion.
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There was another fact that contributed to strengthening the
religious leanings of the bourgeoisie. That was the rise of materialism in England. This new doctrine not only shocked the pious
feeling of the middle class; it announced itself as a philosophy
ouly lit for scholars and cultivated men of the world, in contrast
10 religion, which was good enough for the uneducated masses,
induding the bourgeoisie. With Hobbes it stepped on the stage
11 ~ a defender of royal prerogative and omnipotence; it called upon
"h:<olnte monarchy to keep down that puer robustus sed malitiosus, *
to wit, the people. 103 Similarly, with the successors of Hobbes,
,,-illI Bolingbroke. Shaftesbury, etc., the new deistic form of materialism remained an aristocratic, esoteric doctrine, and, therel'ore, hateful to the middle class both for its religions heresy and
for its anti-bourgeois political connections. Accordingly, in opposition to the materialism and deism of the aristocracy, those Protestant sects which had furnished the flag and the fighting
rnntingent against the Stuarts continued to furnish the main
~trength of the progressive middle class, and form even today
the backbone of "the Great Liberal Party".
In the meantime materialism passed from England to France,
whcro it met and coalesced with another materialistic school of
philosophers, a branch of Cartesianism. ln France, too, it
remained at first an exclusively aristocratic doctrine. But soon its
revolutionary character asserted itself. The French materialists
ti id not limit their criticism to matters of religious belief; they
P>tcnded it to whatever scientific tradition or political institution they met with; and to prove the claim of their doctrine to
nniversul application, they took the shortest cut, and boldly
n pplied it to all subjects of knowledge in the giant work after
which they were uamed-the Encyclopedie. Thus, in one or the
other of its two forms.:....avowed materialism or deism-it became
the creed of the whole cultured youth of France; so much so that,
"·hen the Great Revolution broke out, the doctrine hatched by
English Royalists gave a theoretical flag to French Republicans
and Terrorists, and furnished the text for the Declaration of the
!lights of Man. lo4
The Great French Revolution was the third uprising of the bour~~oisie. but the first that had entirely cast off the religious cloak,
.1nd was fought out on undisguised political lines; it was the first,
loo. that was really fought out up to the destruction of one of the
co1nbatants, the aristocracy, and the complete triumph of the
".1 her, the bourgeoisie. In England the coutinuity of pre-revolutionary and post-revolutionary institutions, and the compromise

--

c· _• Robust but malicious boy. From Hobbes's Preface to his book, On the
lltze".-Ed.
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between landlords and capitalists, found its expression in the continuity of judicial precedents and in the religious preservation
of the feudal forms of the law. In France the Revolution constituted a compleLe breach with the traditions of the past; it cleared
out the very last vestiges of feudalism, aud created in the Code
Civil 105 a masterly adaptation of the old Roman law-that almost
perfect expression of the juridical relations corresponding to the
economic stage called by Marx the production of commodities-to
modern capitalistic conditions; so masterly that this French revolutionary code still serves as a model for reforms of the law of
property in all other countries, not excepting England. Let us,
however, not forget that if English law continues to express the
economic relations of capitalistic society in that barbarous feudal
language which corresponds to the thing expressed, just as English spelling corresponds to English pronunciation-vous ecrivez
Londres et vous prononcez Constantinople,* said a Frenchmanthat same English law is the only one which has preserved through
ages, and transmitted to America and the Colonies, the best
part of that old Germanic personal freedom, local self-government and independence from all interference but that of the law
courts, which on the Continent has been lost during the period of
absolute monarchy, and has nowhere been as yet fnlly recovered.
To return to our Ilritish bourgeois. The French Revolution
gave him a splendid opportunity, with the help of the Continental
monarchies, to destroy French maritime commerce, to annex
French colonies, and to crush the last French pretensions to maritime rivalry. That was one reason why he fought it. Another was
that the ways of this revolution went very much against his
grain. Not only its "execrable" terrorism, but the very attempt to
carry bourgeois rule to extremes. What should the British bourgeois do without his aristocracy, that taught him manners, such
as they were, and invented fashions for him-that furnished
officers of the army, which kept order at home, and the navy,
which conquered colonial possessions and new markets abroad?
There was indeed a progressive minority of the bourgeoisie, that
minority whose interests were not so well attended to under the
compromise; this section, composed chiefly of the less wealthy middle class, did sympathise with the Revolution, but it was powerless iu Parliament.
Thus, if materialism became the creed of the French Revolution,
the God-fearing English bourgeois held all the faster to his religion. Had not the reign of terror in Paris proved what was the
upshot, if the religious instincts of Lhe masses were lost? The
more materialism spread from Franco to neighbouring countries,
• You write London, but pronounco Constantinople.-Ed.
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and was reinforced by similar doctrinal currents, notably by
German philosophy, the more, in fact, materialism and free
thought generally became on the Continent the necessary qualifications of a cultivated man, the more stubbornly the English
mirlclle class stuck to its manifold religious creeds. These creeds
might differ from one another, but they were, all of them, distinctly
religious, Christian creeds.
While the Revolution ensured the political triumph of the
bourgeoisie in France, in England Watt, Arkwright, Cartwright,
and others initiated an industrial revolution, which completely
shifted the centre of gravity of economic power. The wealth of
the bourgeoisie increased considerably faster than that of the
landed aristocracy. Within the bourgeoisie itself, the financial
aristocracy, the bankers, etc., were more and more pushed into
tbe background by the manufacturers. The compromise of 1689,
even after the gradual changes it had undergone in favour
of the bourgeoisie, no longer corresponded to the relative position
of the parties to it. The character of these parties, too, had
changed; the bourgeoisie of 1830 was very diflerent from that of
the preceding century. The political power still left to the aristocracy, and used by them to resist the pretensions of the new induslrial bourgeoisie, became incompatible with the new economic
interests. A fresh struggle with the aristocracy was necessary;
it could end only in a victory of the new economic power. First,
the Reform Act 106 was pushed through, in spite of all resistance,
under the impulse of the French Revolution of 1830. It gave to
the bourgeoisie a recognised and powerful place in Parliament.
Then the repeal of the Corn Laws, 107 which settled, once for all,
the supremacy of the bourgeoisie, and especially of its most active
portion, the manufac~urers, over the landed aristocracy .. This
was the greatest victory of the bourgeoisie; it was, however, also
the last it gained in its own exclusive interest. Whatever triumphs
it obtained later on, it had to share with a new social power,
first its ally, but soon its rival.
The industrial revolution had created a class of large manufacturing capitalists, but also a class-and a far more numerous
?ne-of manufacturing workpeople. This class gradually increased
In nnmbers, in proportion as the industrial revolution seized
upon ono branch of manufacture after another, and in the same
proportion it increased in power. This power it proved as early
as 1824, by forcing a reluctant Parliament to repeal the acts
f?rhidding combinations of workmen. During the Reform agitation, the working men constituted the Radical wing of the Reform
Pnrty; the Act of 1832 having excluded them from the suffrage,
th_ey formulated their demands in the People's Charter, and constituted themselves, in opposition to the great bourgeois Anti-

250

FREDERICK ENGF.LS

Corn Law purty, 108 into an independent party, the Chartists, the'.
first working men's party of modern times.
Then came the Continental revolutions of February and March
1848, in which the working people played such a prominent part, '
and, at least in Paris, put forward demands which were certainly,
inadmissible from the point of view of capitalist society. And
then came the general reaction. First the defeat of the Chartists
on the 10th April, 1848, then the crushing of the Paris working
men's insurrection in June of the same year, then the disasters
of 1849 in Italy. Hungary, South Germany, and at last the victory
of Louis Bonaparte over Paris, 2nd December. 1851. For a time,
.at least, the bugbear of working-class pretensions was put down,\
but at what cost! If the British bourgeois had been convinced',
before of the necessity of maintaining the common people in '
.a religious mood, how much more must he feel that necessity ·
after all these experiences? Regardless of the sneers of his Conti- ·
nental compeers, he continued to spend thousands and tens of·
thousands, year after year, upon the evangelisation of the lower·
<1rders; not content with his own native religions machinery, heappealed to Brother Jonathan, 109 the greatest organiser in existence of religion as a trade, and imported from America revivalism, Moody and Sankey, and the like 110 ; and, finally, he accepted
the dangerous aid of the Salvation Army, which revives the prop.aganda of early Christianity, appeals to the poor as the elect,
fights capitalism in a religions way, and thus fosters an elemenU.
<1f early Christian class antagonism, which one day may become
troublesome to the well-to-do people who now find the ready
money for it.
It seems a law of historical development that the bourgeoisie
can in no European country get hold of political power-at least
for any longth of time-in the same exclusive way in which the ,
feudal aristocracy kept hold of it during the Middle Ages. Even
in France, where feudalism was completely extinguished, the
bourgeoisie, as a whole, has held full possession of the Government for very short periods only. During Louis Philippe's reign,.
1830-48, a very small portion of the bourgeoisie ruled the kingdom; by far the larger part were excluded from the suffrage by
the high qualification. Under the Second Republic, 1848-51,
the whole bourgeoisie ruled, but for three years only; their incapacity brought on the Second Empire. It is only now, in the
Third Republic, that the bourgeoisie as a whole have kept possession of the helm for more than twenty years; ancl they are
already showing lively signs of decadence. A rlurablo l'Cign of
the bourgeoisie has been possible only in countries like America,
where teudalism was uuknown, and society at the very beginning
started from a bourgeois basi~. Anti ev!'n in Frnnce aml America,
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thl' successors of the bourgeoisie, the working people, are already
t;nocking at the door.
[1r England, the bourgeoisie never held undivided sway. Even
1he victory of 1832 left the landed aristocracy in almost exclusive
P'"~ession of all the leading Government offices. The meekness
wi IJr which the wealthy middle class submitted to this remained
i11ronceivable to me until the great Liberal manufacturer, Mr.
\\'. E. Forster, in a public speech implored the young men of
Brndford to learn French, as a means to get on in the world.
,11111 quoted from his own experience how sheepish he looked
when, as a Cabinet Minister, he had to move in society where
Ft (•1rch was, at least, as necessary as English! The fact was, the
English middle class of that time were, as a rule, quite uneducated
up~tarts, and could not help leaving to the aristocracy those
"11 perior Government
places where other qualifications were
rrlJuired than mere insular narrowness and insular conceit, sea~oncd by business sharpness.* Even now the endless newspaper
fl('hates about middle-class education show that the English
ll!idtlle class does not yet consider itself good enough for the
bPst education, and looks to something more modest. Thus, even
<lf'ter the repeal of the Corn Laws, it appeared a matter of course
I hat the men who had carried the day, the Cobdens, Brights,
Forsters, etc., should remain excluded from a share in the official
ii·oyernment of the country, until twenty years afterwards a new
lleform Act m opened to them the door of the Cabinet. The English
honrgeoisie are, up to the present day, so deeply penetrated by
a sense of their social inferiority that they keep up, at their own
c~pense and that of the nation, an ornamental caste of drones
to represent the nation worthily at all state functions; and they
0

. * And even in business matters, the conceit of national chauvinism
" but a sorry adviser. Up to quite recently, tho average English manufact~rer considered it drrogatory for an Englishman to speak any language hut
las own, and felt rather prond than otherwise of the fact that "poor devils"
of ~orcigners settled in England and took off his hands the trouble of dispom1g of his products abroad. He never noticed that those foreigners, mostly
~el'mans, thus got command of a very large part or British foreign trade.
j~Jl.orts and exports, and that the direct foreign trade of En1;1lishmen became
,nmted. almost entirely, to tile colonies, China, the Umtcd States and
~:inth America. Nor did ho notice that the•e Gerntans traded with other
<•orm!lns abroad, who gradually organised a complete network of commercial
ci,Junics all over the world. Out when Germally, about forty years ago,
>crion•ly began manufacturing for export, this network served her admirably
in hct· transformation, in so short a time, from a corn-exporting into a first;.at .. mannfacturing country. Then. about ten years aqo, the British manu! <1ctnrer got frightened, and· asked his ambassadors and consuls how it was
1_1at. he could no longer keep his customers together. The unanimous answer
' 1 "" {I) You don't [parn your customer's language but expect him to speak
\.0 •:r own; (2) You don't even try to suit your customer's wnnts, habits, and
"" •is, but B"<PllCt him to conform to )'Our English ones. [Note by Engels.]
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consider themselves highly honoured whenever one of themselves
is found worthy of admission into this select and privileged body,
manufactured, after all, by themselves.
The industrial and commercial middle class had, therefore,
not yet succeeded in driving the landed aristocl'acy completely
from political power when another competitor, the working
class, appeared on the stage. The reaction after the Chartist
movement and the Continental revolutions, as well as the unparalleled extension of English trade from 1848-66 (ascribed vulgarly
to Free Trade alone, but due far more to the colossal development
of railways, ocean steamers and means of intercourse generally),
had again driven the working class into the dependency of the
Liberal Party, of which they formed, as in pre-Chartist times,
the Radical wing. Their claims to the franchise, however, gradually became irresistible; while the Whig leaders of the Liberals
"funked", Disraeli showed his superiority by making the Tories
seize the favourable moment and introduce household suffrage
in the boroughs, along with a redistribution of seats. Then followed
the ballot; then in 1884 the extension of ho11sehold suffrage
to the counties and a fresh redistribution of seats, by which
electoral districts were to some extent equalised. 112 All these
measures considerably increased the electoral power of the working class, so much so that in at least 150 to 200 constituencies
that class now furnishes the majority of voters. But parliamentary
government is a capital school for teaching respect for tradition;
if the middle class looked with awe and veneration upon what
Lord John Manners playfully called "our old nobility", the mass
of the working people then looked up with respect and defci:ence
to what used to be designated as "their betters", the middle class.
Indeed, the British workman, some fifteen years ago, was the
model workman, whose respectful regard for the position of his
master, and whose self-restraining modesty in claiming rights
for himself, consoled our Gorman economists of the KathederSocialist school 113 for the incurable communistic and revolutionary tendencies of their own working-men at home.
But the English middle class-good men of business as they
are-saw farther than the German professors. They had shared
their power but relucLantty with the working class. They had learnt,
during the Chartist years, what that puer robustus sed malitiosus,
the people, is capable of. And since that time, they l1ad been
compelled to incorporate the better part of the People's Charter
in the Statutes of the United Kingdom. Now, if ever, the people
must be kept in order by moral means, and the first and foremost
of all moral means of action upon the masses is and remainsreligion. Hence the parsons' majorities on the school boards,
hence the increasing self-taxation of Lhe bourgeoisie for the sup-
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port of all sorts of revivalism, from ritualism 114 to the Salvation
ArmY·
And now came the triumph of British respectability over the
free thought and religious laxity of the Continental bourgeois.
The workmen of France and Germany had become rebellious.
They were thoroughly infected with socialism, and, for very
good reasons, were not at all particular as to the legality of the
means by which to secure their own ascendency. The puer robusf 1ts, here, turned from day to day more malitiosus. Nothing
remained to the French and German bourgeoisie as a last resource
but to silently drop their free thought, as a youngster, when seasickness creeps upon him, quietly drops the burning cigar he
bro11ght swaggeringly on board; one by one, the scoffers turned
pious in outward behaviour, spoke with respect of the Church,
its dogmas and rites, and even conformed with the latter as far
as could not be helped. French bourgeois dined maigre on Fridays,
ond German ones sat out long Protestant sermons in their pews
on Sundays. They had come to grief with materialism. "Die Reli§!:ion muss dem Volk erhalten werden'',-religion must be kept alive
for the people-that was the only and the last means to save
~ociety from utter ruin. Unfortunately for themselves, they did
not find this out until they had done their level best to break
up religion for ever. And now it was the turn of the British bourgeois to sneer and to say: "Why, you fools, I could have told you
that two hundred years ago!~
However, I am afraid neither the religious stolidity of the
British, nor the post festum conversion of the Continental bourgeois will stem the rising proletarian tide. Tradition is a great
•·<'tarding force, is the vis inertiae of history, but, being merely
passive, is sure to be broken down; and thus religion will be no
lasting safeguard to capitalist society. If our juridical, philosophical, and religious ideas are the more or less remote offshoots
of the economical relations prevailing in a given society, such
ideas cannot, in the long run, withstand the effects of a complete
change in these relations. And, unless we believe in supernatural
revelation, we must admit that no religious tenets will ever
suffice lo prop up a tottering society.
In fact, in England too, the working people have begun to move
again. They are, no doubt, shackled by traditions of various kinds.
Bourgeois traditions, such as the widespread belief that there
cau be hut two parties, Conservatives and Liberals, and that
the working class must work out its salvation by and through
ll1e gre11t Liberal Party. Working-men's traditions, inherited
from their first tentative efforts at independent action, snch as
lhe exclusion, from ever so many old Trade Unions, of all applicants who have not gone through a regular apprenticeship; which
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means the breeding, by every such union, of its own blacklegs.
But for all that the English working class is moving, as evell
Professor Brentano has sorrowfully had to report to his brother
Katheder-Socialists. It moves, like all things in England, witq
a slow and measured step, with hesitation here, with more
less unfruitful, tentative attempts there; it moves now and then
with an overcautious mistrust of the name of socialism, whil&
it gradually absorbs the substance; and the movement spreads
and seizes one layer of the workers after another. It has now shaken
out of their torpor the unskilled labourers of the East End of
London, and we all know what a splendid impulse these fresh
forces have given it in return. And if the pace of the movement.
is not up to the impatience of some people, let them not forget
that it is the working class which keeps alive the finest qualities
of the English character, and that, if a step in advance is once
gained in England, it is, as a rule, never lost afterwards. If the
sons of the old Chartists, for reasons explained above, were not
quite up to the mark, the grandsons bid fair to be worthy of
their forefathers.
But the triumph of the European working class does not depend
upon England alone. It can only be secured by the co-operation
of, at least, England, France, and Germany. In both the latter
countries the working-class movement is well ahead of England.
In Germany it is even within measurable distance of success.
The progress it has there made during the last twenty-five years
is unparalleled. It advances with ever-increasing velocity. If
the German middle class have shown themselves lamentably
deficient in political capacity, discipline, courage, energy, and
perseverance, the German working class have given ample proof
of all these qualities. Four hundred years ago, Germany was th&
~tarting-point of the first upheaval of the European middle class;
as things are now, is it outside the limits of possibility that Germany will be the scene, too, of the first great victory of the European proletariat?
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INTRODUCTION OF 1895 TO KARL MARX'S WORK
:THE CLASS STRl:fUJLES IX FRA.XCE
1848 PO .1850 m

The work here republished was Marx's first attempt to explain
a section of contemporary history by means of his materialist
conception, on the basis of the given economic situation. In the
Communist Manifesto, the theory was applied in broad outline
to the whole of modern history; in the articles by Marx and myself
in the Neue Rheinische Zeitung, 116 it was constantly used to interpret political events of the day. Here, on the other hand, the
question was to demonstrate the inner causal connection in the
course of 11 development which oxtcnded over some years, a development as critical, for the whole of Europe, as it was typical;
hence, in accordance with the conception of the author, to trace
political events back to c.ffects of what were, in the final analyBi~, economic cnu~es.
If events and series of events are judged by current history,
IL will never he possible to go back to the ultimate economic
causes. Even today; when the specialised press concerned provides
suc.h 1-ich material, it still remains irn possible even in England
to follow day by day the movement of industry and trade In the
worltl market and the changes which take place ill the methods of
p1·oduction In such a way as to be able to draw a general conclusion. Ior any point of time, from these manifold, complicated
and ever-changiug factors, the most important of wl!ich, into the
bargain, gene1·ally operate a long time in secret before they
sudcteuly make themselves viole11tly felt on tl!e surface. A clear
sn1·,·ey of lhe ocouomic history of a given period can never be
obtained contemporaneously, but or1ly subsequently, after a
collecting and siftiug of tl!e material has taken place. Statistics
l~ro n uecessary auxiliary means here, and they always lag behind.
·or this reason, IL is only loo often necessary, in c11rrent history,
• 0 . lreat this, the most decisive, factor as constant, and the econo1n1c situation existing at the beginning of the period concernt>c.I
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as given and unalterable for the whole period, or else to take
notice of only such changes in this situation as arise out of the
patently manifesL events themselves, and are, therefore, likewise patently manifest. Hence, the materialist method has here
quite often to limit itself to tracing political conflicts back to
the struggles between the interests of the existing social classes
arnl fractions of classes created by the economic development, and
to prove the particular political parties to be the more or less
adequate political expression of these same classes and fractions
-0f classes.
It is self-evident that this unavoidable neglect of contempora-.
neous changes in the economic situation, the very basis of all:
the processes to be examined, must be a source of error. But all .
the conditions of a comprehensive presentation of current history·
unavoidably include sources of error-which, however, keeps
nobody from writing current history.
When Marx undertook this work, the source of error mentioned ·
was even rnore unavoidable. It was simply impossible during
the period of the Hevolution of 181.8-49 to follow up the economic
transformations taking place at the same time or even to keep
them in view. It was the same during the first months of exile
in London, in the autumn and winter of 1849-50. But that was
just the time when J\larx began this work. And in spite of these·
unfavourable circumstances, his exact knowl<idge both of the
economic situation in France before, and of the political history
-0f thaL country after the Febrnary Revolution made it possible
for him to give a picture of events which laid bare their inner
connections in a way never attained ever since, and which later
brilliantly stood the double test applied by Marx himself.
The first test resulLed from the fact that after the spring of
1850 Marx once again found leisure for economic studies, and
first of all took up the economic history of the last ten years.
Thereby what he had hitherto deduced, half a priori, from gappy ~
material, became absolutely clear Lo him from tho facts themselves,
namely, that the world trade crisis of 1847 had been the.
trne mother of the Febrnary and l\farch Hcvolutions, and that
the industrial prosperity, which had been returning gradually';
since the middle of 1848 ancl attained full bloom in 1849 and 1850,
was the revitalising force of the newly strengthened European
reaction. ThaL was decisive. Wherens in the first three arLicles
(which appeared in the January, February and March issues of
the Neue Rheinische Zeitung. Politisch-okonomische Revue,m Ham·
burg, 1850) there was still the expectation of an early new upsurge
of revolutionary energy., the historical review wri Lten by :Marx
and myself for tho lust issue, a double issue (May to October),
which was published in the autumn of 1850, breaks once and for
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nll wi1h these illusions: "A new revolution is possible only iu
the wake of a new crisis. It is, however, just as certain as this
rri~is." Hut that was the only essential change which had to be
ni:ide. There was absolutely nothing to alter in the interpreta1ion of events given in the earlier chapters, or in the causal conlll'Ctions established therein, as the continuation of the narrative
ft'Ollt .\larch 10 up to the autumn of 1850 iu the review in question
pro\'l'S. _I have, therefore, inc!~ded this continuation as the fourth
11 rticle m the present new ed1t1on.
ThP second test was even more severe. Immediately after
Loui,; Bonaparte's coup d'etat of December 2, 1851, Marx worked
0 111 a11ew the history of France from February 1848 np to this
rn•nt. which concluded the revolutionary period for the time
[Jei ug. (The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte. Third edition, Hamb11rg, Meissner, 1885.) Ju thi~ pamphlet the period
1lcpicte1J in our present publication is again dealt with. although
nmre briefly. Compare this second presentation, written in the
light of the decisive event which happened over a year later.
with onrs am! it will be found that the author had very little
to change.
\\'hat, besides, gh•es our work quite special significance is
the circumstance that it was the first to express the forrnulu in
which, by common agreement, the workers' parties of all countril·~ in the world bl'ieily summarise their demand for economic
lran~formation: the appropriation of the means of production
by ~ociet.y. In the second chapter, in connection with the "right
to work", which is characterised as "the first clumsy fonm1la wherei11 the revolutionary demands of the proletariat are summarised".
it i~ said: "Bnt behind the right to work stands the power
O\'Cr capital; behind the power over capital, the appropriation of
the means of production, their subjection to the associated working
elm;~ and, therefore, the abolition of wage luhour as well as of
capital aud of their wut1Ial relations". Thus, here, for the lirst
time. the proposilio11 is formulated by which modern workers'
'ocialism is equally sharply difierei1tiated both from all the
lfifl't•n•nt shades of feudal, bourgeois, petty-bonrgeois, etc.,
'oci;1Jism and also from the confused community of goods of
lllopiun and of spontaneous workers' communism. If, later,
l\Jan. extended the forrnola to include appropriation of the meun8
of t•xchauge, this extertsion, which in any case was self-evident
nfler the Communist Manifesto, only expressed a corollury to the
mai 11 proposition. A few wiseacres in England have of late added
lh,11 the "means of distribution" should also be handed O\'er to
Hocit•ly. It would be difficult for these gentlemen lo say what
tltl'~P economic means of distTibution are, us distinct from Lhe
inea11, of protlnctiou lllld exchange; unless political ml'ans of
f ';° - 1f'M7
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distribution are meant, taxes, poor relief, including the S
senwald11 8 and other endowments. But, first, these are alread1i
now means of distribution in possessiou of society in I.he ag~
gate, either of the state or of the community, aml secondly, 1is precisely the abolition of these that we desire.
..,

*

*

,,·~

fj

When the February Revolution broke out, all of· us, as
as our conceptions of the conditions and the course of revolutio~
ary movements were concerned, were under the spell of prcvio"ll
historical experience, particularly that of France. It was, indee~
the latter which had dominated the whole of European histo
since 1789, and from which now once again the signal had go
forth for general revolutionary change. It was, therefore, natural
and unavoidable that our conceptions of the nature and
course of the "social" revolution proclaimed in Paris in Februa ··
18-18, of the revolution of the proletariat, should be strongl
coloured by memories of the prototypes of 1789 and 1830. Mo ..
over, when the Paris uprising found its echo in the victorio3
insurrections in Vienna, Milan and Berlin; when the whole .
Europe right up to the Russian frontier was swept into the mov ·
ment; when thereupon in Paris, in June, the first great battl'I
for power between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie was foughti
when the very victory of its class so shook the bourgeoisie of al
conntries that it fled back into the arms of the monarchist-feudal
reaction which had just been overthrown-there could be nlj
doubt for us, under the circumstances then obtaining, that the!
great decisive combat had commenced, that it would have ~
be fought out in a single, Jong and vicissitudinous period
revolution, but that it could only end in the final victory
:.
the proletariat.
After the defeats of 1849 we in no way shared the illusions
the vulgar democracy grouped around the future provision ,
governments in partibus. 119 This '·ulgar dernocracy reckoned ollj
a speedy and finally decisive victory of the "people" over t~
"I yrauts"; we looked to a long struggle, aiter the removal of thtl
"tyrants", among the antagonistic elements concealed withill
this "people" itself. Vulgar democracy expected a renewed outbreald:
any day; we declared as early as autumn 1850 that at least thfl
first chapter of the revolutionary period was closed and that.
nothing was to be expected until the outbreak of a new world'
economic crisis. For which reason we were excommunicated, as
traitors to the rPvolution, by the very people who later, almost·
without exception, made their peace with Bismarck-so far as
Bismarck found them worth the trouble.

a
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But history has shown us too to have been wrong, has revealed
onr point of view of that time to have been an illusion. It has
doJLP even more: it has not merely dispelled the erroneous notions
"·c then held; it has also completely transformed the conditions
nnder which the proletariat has to fight. The mode of struggle
of 1848 is today obsolete in every respect, and this is a point
which deserves closer examination on the present occasion.
All revolutions up to the present day have resulted in the
displacement of one definite class rule by another; but all ruling
classes up to now have been only small minorities in relation to
Lite ruled mass of the people. One ruling minority was thus overthrown; another minority seized the helm of state in its stead and
refo~hioned the state institutions to suit its own interests. Thus
was on every occasion the minority group qualified and called
to rnle by the given degree of economic development; and just
!or that reason, and only for that reason, it happened that the
rnled majority either participated in tho revolution for the benefit.
of the former or else calmly acquiesced in it. But if we disregard
Lite concrete content in each case, the common form of all these
re\'Olutions was that they were minority revolutions. Even when
the majority took part, it did so-whether wittingly or not-only
in the service of a minority; but because of this, or even simply
l>rcause of the passive, unresisting attitude of the majority,
this minority acquired the appearance of being the representative
of the whole people.
As a rule, after the first great success, the victorious minority
di\'idcd; one half was satisfied with what had been gained, the
othrr wanted to go still further, and put forward new demands,
which, partly at least, were also in the real or apparent interest
or the great mass of the people. In individual cases these more
raclic11l demands were· actually forced through, but often only
fo1· the moment; the more moderate party would regain t_he upper
hand, and what had last been won would wholly or partly be·
lof.t again; the vanquished would then shriek of treachery or
asrribe their defeat to accident. In reality, however, the truth
of the matter was largely this: the achievements of the first
Yictory were only safeguarded by tho second victory of the more1·adic11l pal'ty; this having been attained, and, with it, what
wa~ neces~ary for the moment, the radicals and their achievements
vanished once more from the stage.
, .\11 revolutions of modern times, beginning with the great
~~nglish Hevolution of the seventeenth century, showed these
lt>nt11res, which appeared inseparable from every revolutionary
~lr11ggle. They appeared applicable, also, to the struggle of the
Proletariat for its emancipation; all the more applicable, since
Precisely iu 1848 there were but a very few people who bad any
17•
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idea at all of the direction in which this emancipation wus to be'.
sought. The proletaria11 masses themselves, even in Paris, after
the victory. were still absolutely in the dark as to the path t!l
be taken. And yet the movement was there, i11st.inctiYe, spon-·
taneous, irrepressible. Was not this just the situation in which
a revolution 11ad lo succeed, led. true, by u minority, but this'.
time not in the interest of the minority, but in the Yeriest inter-'
est of the majority? If, in all the longer reYolutionury periods
it was so easy to win the great masses of the people by tho merely<
plausible false representations of the fo1ward-thrusting minori-:
ties, why should they be less susceptible to ideas which were:i
the truest reflection of their eco11omic condition, which were1
nothing but the clear, rational expression of their needs, of needsl
not yet understood hut merely vaguely felt by them?. To be sureJ
this revolutionary mood of the masses had almost always, and:
usually very speedily, given way Lo lassitude or even to a revulsion of feeling as soon as illusion evaporated ancl disappoint-,
ment set in. But here it was not a question of false representa-;
lions, but of giving effect to the highest special interests of theJ
great majority itself, interests which, true, were at that timel
by no means clear to this great majority, hut which soon enough!
had to become clear to it in the course of giving practical effect i
to them, by their convincing obviousness. And when, as Marx':
showed in his third article, in the spring of 1850, the development:
of the bourgeois republic that arose out of the "social" Revolu.. J
I.ion of 1848 had even conce11traterl real power in the hands]
of the big bourgeoisie-monarchistically i11clined as it was· into.'
the bargain-ancl, on the other hand, had grouped all the other·1
social classes, peasantry as well as petty bourgeoisie, round the;
proletariat, so that. during and after the common victory, notj
they but the proletariat grown wise by experience had to become)
the decisive factor-was there not every prospect then of turningj
the revolution of the minority in lo a revolution of the majority? f,
History has proved us, and all who thought like us, wrong ..1
IL has made it clear that the state of economic development on.
the Continent at that lime was not, by a long way, ripe for the·.
elimination of capitalist production; it has proved this by the'
economic revolution which, since 1848, has seized the whole of
the Coutineut, and has caused big i11dustry to take real root in
France. Aust1·ia, Hungary, Poland and, recently, in Russia,
while it has made Germany positively an industrial cmmtry of
the first rank-all on a capitalist basis, which in the year 1848,
therefore, still had great capacity for expansion. But it is just
this industrial revolution which has everywhere produced clarity
in class relations, has removed a number of intermediate forms .
handed -down from the period of manufacture and in Eastern
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1:; 11 rope even from guild handicraft, has created a genuine bour-

"'eoisie and a genuine large-scale industrial proletariat and has
them into the foreground of social development. However,
o\\·ing t.o this, the struggle between these two great classes, a
~t rnggle which, aparL l'ro111 England, existed in 1848 only in Paris
nnd, at the most, in a few big industrial centres. has spread over
the whole of Europe and reached an intensity still inconceivable
in 1848. At that t.ime the many obscure ernngels of the sects,
with their panaceas; today the one generally recognised, crystalclcar theory of Marx, sharply formulating the ultimate aims
of the struggle, At that time the masses, sundered and differing
according to locality and nationality, linked only by the feeling
of common suffering, undeveloped, helplessly tossed to and fro
from l•nthnsiasm to despair; today the one great international
unuy of Socialists, marching irresistibly ou and growing daily
in number, organisation, discipline, insight and certainty o[
,·ict ory. lf even this mighty army of the proletariat has still
noL reached its goal, if, far from winning victory by one mighty
~lroke, it has slowly to press forward from lJOsition to position
in a hard, tenacious struggle, this only proves, once and for all,
how impossible it was in 1848 to win social transformation by a
si111ple surprise attack.
A bourgeoisie split into two dynastic-monarchist sectiona, 128
a bourgeoisie, however, which demanded, above all, peace and
security for its financial operations, faced by a proletariat vanquished, indeed, bnt still always a menace, a proletariat rouml.
which petty bourgeois and peasants grouped themselves more
and more-the continual threat of a violent outbreak, which,
nevertheless, offered absolutely no prospect of a final solutionsuch was the situation, !J.S if specially created for the coup d'etat
of lhe third, the pseudo-democratic pretender, Louis Bonaparte.
On December 2, 1851, by means of the army, he put an end to
tbe tense situation and secured Europe domestic tranquillity in
ordrr to confer upon it the blessing of a new era of wars. 121 The
period of revolutions from below was concluded for the time being;
there followed a period of revolutions from above.
The reversion to the empire in 1851 gave new proof of the
~1nripcness of the proletarian aspirations of that time. Hut it was
1tsrlf lo create the conditions under which they were hound to
ripen. lnl.ernal tranquillity ensured the full development of the
1ll'w industrial boom; the necessity of keeping the army occupied
and o[ diverting the revolutionary currents outwards produced
th~ wars in which Bonaparte, under the pretext of asserting_ "the
r!n~iple of nationality", sought to hook annexations for France.
Iis Imitator, Bismarck, adopted the same policy for Prussia;
he made his coup d'etat, his revolution from above, in 1866, against
J'.u~hed
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the ·German Confederation122 and Austria, and no less again ·
the Prussian K onftiktskammer. * But Europe was too small f ·
two Bonapartes and the irony of history so willed it that Bi
marck overthrew Bonaparte, and King William of Pr11ssia n
only established the little German empire. 123 but also the Frenc
republic. The general result, however, was that in Europe t
independence and internal unity of the great nations, with th
exception of Poland, had become a fact. Within relatively mod
limits, it is true, but, for all that, on a scale large enough~
allow the development of the working class to proceed withou
finding national complications any longer a serious obstacl
The grave-diggers of the Revolution of 1848 had become the e
ecutors of its will. And alongside of them already rose threate
ingly the heir of 1848, the proletariat, in the shape of the Int
national.
.
After the war of 1870-71, Bonaparte vanishes from the sta
and Bismarck's mission is fulfilled, so that he can now si
back again into the ordinary Junker. The period, however,
brought to a close by the Paris Commune. An underhand attem
by Thiers to steal the cannon of the Paris National Guard call
forth a victorious rising. It was shown once more that in Par·
none but a proletarian revolution is any longer possible. Afte
the victory power fell, quite of itself and quite undisputed, int>:i
th~ }\ands of the working class. And once again it was proveq;
how impossible even then, twenty years after the time describe4j
in our work, this rule of the working class still was. On the o~
hand, .France left Paris in the lurch, looked on while it bled profil
fusely. from the bullets of MacMahon; on the other hand, t~
Commune was consumed in unfruitful strife between the t
parties which split it, the Blanquists (the majority) and th
Proudhonists (the minority), neither of which knew what wd,
:to be done. The victory which came as a gift in 1871 remained!
just as unfruitful as the surprise attack of 1848.
:1;
It was believed that the militant proletariat had been finallf;
buried with the Paris Commune. But, completely to the contrarJJ.'
it dates its most powerful resurgence from the Commune and tW
Franco-Prussian War. The recruitment of the whole of the popu•,
lat.ion able to hear arms into armies that henceforth could ..b9
counted only in millions. and the introduction of fire-armSt
projectiles and explosives of hitherto undreamt-of efficacy, created_
a complete revolution in all warfare. This revolution, on the o~
hand, put a sudden end to the Bonapartist war period and ensured:
peaceful industrial development by making any war other thaa
• Konfliktskammer, that is, the Prussian Chamber then in conflict wit~

the government.-Ed.
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world war or unheard-of cruelty and absolutely incalculable
an impossibility. On the other hand, it caused military
expenditure to rise in geometrical--progression and thereby forced
up Laxes to exorbitant levels and so drove the poorer classes of
people into the arms of socialism. The annexation of AlsaceLorraine, the immediate cause of the mad competition in armanieuts, was able to set the French and German bourgeoisie chauvinistically at each other's throats; for the workers of the two
countries it became a new bond of unity, And the anniversary
of the Paris Commune became the first universal day of celebraLiou of the whole proletariat.
The war of 1870-71 and the defeat of the Commune transferred
1he ccutre of gravity of the European workers' movement for the
time heing from France to Germany, as Marx had foretold. In
Frnnce it naturally took years to recover from the blood-letting
of May 1871. In Germany, on the other hand, where industryfoslered, in addition, in positively hothouse fashion by the blessing of the French milliards121 -developed more and more rapidly,
Social-Democracy experienced a still more rapid and enduring
growlh. Thanks to the intelligent use which the German workers
made of the universal suffrage introduced in 1866, the astonishing growth of the party is made plain to all the world by incontesl able figures; 1871, 102,000; 1874, 352,000; 1877, 493,000
Social-Democratic votes. Then came recognition of this advance
by high authority in the shape of the Anti-Socialist Law; the
parly was temporarily broken up, the number of votes dropped
to 312.000 in 1881. But that was quickly overcome, and then,
1mder Lhe pressure of the Exceptional Law, without a press,
without a legal organisatjon and wit~out the right of combination
and assembly, rapid expansion really began: 1884, 550,000;
188i. 7G3,000; 1890, 1.427 .000 votes. Thereupon the hand of
lhc ~late was paralysed. The Anti-Socialist Law disappeared;
soci~list votes rose to 1,787,000, over a quarter or all the votes
cast. The government and the ruling classes had exhausted all
Llrci1· ex pedicnts-uselessly, purposelessly, unsuccessfully. The
t.~ng-ible proofs of their impotence, which the authorities, from
H1gb1 watchman to the imperial chancellor, had had to accept:111d llrnt from the despised workers!-these proofs were counted
ru millions. The state was at the end of its tether, the workers
only al Lhe beginning of theirs.
B11t, besides, the German workers rendered a second great
ten·ice Lo their cause in addition to the first, a service performed
Y their mere existence as the strongesL, best disciplined and
most rapidly growing SocialisL Party. They supplied their comrailes in all countries with a new weapon, and one of the sharpest,
\vheu they showed them how to make use of universal suffrage.
11
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There had loug been universal suffrage in Frauce, but it ha ·
fallen inlo disrepule lhrnugh the misuse to which the Bonapartis
government had put it. After the Commune there was no workers~
party to make use of it. Tl also existerl iu Spain since the republici
huL in Spuin boycott of elections was ever the rule of all seriou$
opposition parties. The experience of the Swiss with universal·
suffrage was also anything but encouraging for a workers' party;.
The revolut.ionary workers of the Latin co1111Lries had been won•
to regard Lhe suffrage as a suare, as an instrumeut of governmen
trickery. It was otherwise in Germauy. The Communist Manifesto
had already proclaimed the winning of universal suffrage, o
democracy, as one of the first aud most important tasks of the·
111ilitauL proletariat, aud Lassalle had again taken up this point;
~ow, when Bismarck found himself compelled to introduce thi
franchise 125 as the only means of interesting the mass of the peopl ·
iu his plans, our workers immediately took it in earnest an ·
seut August Behel to the first, constiLuent Reichstag. And from·
that day on, they have used the franchise in a way which ha
paid them a thousandfold and has served as a model to the workers'.
of all conntries. The franchise has been, in the words of the French
]\[arxist programme, transforme, de moyen de duperie qu' il a etl~
jusqu'ici, en instrument d'emancipation-transformed by them1
from a means of deception, which it was before, into an instru.-;
ment of emancipation. 126 And if universal suffrage had offeredl
110 other advantage than that it allowed us to count our numbert~
every three years; that by the regularly established, unexpectedly'.;
rapid rise in the number of our votes it increased in equal:
measure the workers' certainty of victory and the dismay of~
Lheir opponents, and so became our best means of propaganda;·
lhat it accurately informed us concerning our own strength~
and that of all hostile parties, and thereby provided us with a·'
measure of proportion for our actions second Lo none, safeguarding
us from untimely timidity as much as from uutimely foolhardiness-if this had been the only advantage we gained from the.
suffrage, iL would slill have been much more than enough. But·
it did more than this by far. In election agitation it provided
us with a means, second to none, of getting in touch with the
mass of the people where they still stand aloof from us; of forcing
all parties to defend their views and actions against our attacks
before all the people; and, further, it provided our representatives
iu the ReichsLag wiLh a platform from which they coulrl speak
lo their opponcnLs in parliament, and to the masses without, with
quite other authority and freedom than in the press or at meetiugs. Of what avail was their Anti-Socialist Law to the government and the bourgeoisie when election campaig11ing aud social·.
ist speeches in the Reichstag continually broke through it?
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With this successful utilisatiou of uni versa! suffrage, however,
,u1 entirely new met.hod of proletarian struggle came into operat io11. au<l this method quickly developed further. It was found
1hat the state institutions. in which the rule of the bourgeoisie
i~ organised, offer the workiug class still further opportu11ilies
to light lhese very state institutions. The workers took part in
p(ections to particular Diets, to municipal councils and to trades
conrts; they contested with the bourgeoisie every post in tho
occ11pation of which a sufficieut part. of the proletariat had a say .
.-\nd so it happened that the bourgeoisie anrl the government came
to he much more afraid of the legal lhan of the illegal action
of the workers' party, of the results of elections than of those
of rebellion.
For here, too, t.he conditions of the struggle had essentially
ch11ngcd. Rebellion in the old style, street fighting with barricades. which decided the issue everywhere up to 1848, was toa considerable extent obsolete.
Let us have no illusions about it: a real victory of insurrection
o\'er the military in street fighting, a victory as between two
armies, is one of the rarest exceptions. And the insurgents counted
011 it just as rarely. For them it was solely a question of making·
the troops yield to moral influences which. in a fight between
the armies of two warring countries, do not come into play at
all or do so to a much smaller extent. If they succeed in this,
the troops fail to respond, or the commanding officers lose their
heads, and the insurrection wins. If they do not succeed in this,
then, even where the military are in the minority, the superiority
of better equipment aud training. of single leadership, of the·
planned employment of the military forces and of discipline·
makes itself felt. The most that an insurrection can achieve in
the way of actual tactical operations is the proper construction
and defence of a single barricade. Mutual support, the disposition
aud employment of reservE's-in short, concerted and co-ordinated
•1ction of the individual detachments, indispensable even for thedefence of one section of a Lown, not to speak of the whole of u
large town, will be attainable only to a very limited extent, and
most of the time not at all. Concentration of the military forces.
at a decisive point is, of course, out of question here. Hence pas'!ve defence is the prevailing form of fighting; the attack will
nsc hero and there, but only by way of exception, to occasional
thrusts and flank assaults; as a rule, however, it will be limited
to occupation of positions abandoned by retreating troops. ln
addition, the military have at their disposal artillery and fully
equipped corps of trained engineers, resources of war which, in nearly every case, the insurgents entirely lack. No wonder, then, that
•wen the barricade fighting conducted with the greatest heroism-
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Paris, June 1848; Vienna, October 1848; Dresden, May 1849ended in the defeat of the insurrection as soon as the leaders of
the attack, unhampered by political considerations, acted fro111:
the purely military standpoint, and their soldiers remained
reliable.
The numerous successes of the insurgents up to 1848 were
-due to a great variety of causes" In Paris, in July 1830 and Feb.
ruary 1848, as in most of the Spanish street lighting, a citizens'
guard stood between the insurgents and the military. This guard
·either sided directly with the insurrection, or else by it:1 lukewarm, indecisive attitude caused the troops likewise to vacillate,
.and ~upplied the insurrection with arms into the bargain. Where
.this citizens' guard opposed the insurrection from the outset,
.as in June 1848 in Paris, the insurrection was vanquished. In
Berlin in 1848, the people were victorious partly through a considerable accession of new lighting forces during the night and
the morning of [March] the 19th, partly as a result of the exhaustion and had victualling of the troops, and, finally, partly as
.a result of the paralysis that was seizing the command. But in
.all cases the fight was won because the troops failed to respond,
because the commanding officers lost the faculty to decide or
because their hands were tied.
Even in the classic time of street fighting, therefore, the barricade
produced more of a moral than a material effect" It was a means
of shaking the steadfastness of the military. If it held out•until
this was attained, victory was won; if not, there was defeat. This
is the main point, which must he kept in view, likewise, when
the chances of possible future street lighting are examined"
Already in 1849, these chances were pretty poor. Everywhere
the bourgeoisie had thrown in its lot with the governments,
«culture and property"' had hailed and feasted the military
moving against insurrection. The spell of the barricade was broken; the soldier no longer saw behind it "the people"', but rebels,
agitators, plunderers, levellers, the scum of society; the officer
had in the course of time become versed in the tactical forms
of street fighting, he no longer marched straight ahead and without
cover against the improvised breastwork, but went round it
through garrlens, yards and houses. And this was now successful,
with a little skill, in nine cases out of ten.
But since then there have been very many more changes, and
all in favour of the military. If the big towns have become considerably bigger, the armies have become bigger still. Paris and
Berlin have, since 1848, grown less than fourfold, but their gar,
risons have grown more than that. By means of the railwaysthese garrisons can, in twenty-four hours, be more than doubled,
.and in forty-eight hours they can be increased to huge armies.
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The arming of Lhis enormously increased number of troops has
become incomparably more effecLive. In 1848 Lhe smooLh-bore,
rnuzzle-loading percussion gun, Loday Lhe small-calibre, breechlonding magazine rifle, which shooLs four Limes as far, Len Limes
as accuraLely and Len Limes as fasL as Lhe former. AL LhaL Lime
the relaLively ineffecLive round shoL and grap~shoL of Lhe arLillery;
today Lhc percussion shells, of which one is sunid~nL Lo demolish
the besL barricade. AL LhaL Lime Lhe pick-axe of Lhe sapper for
breaking Lhrough firewalls; Loday Lhe dynamiLe carLridge.
On the oLher hand, all Lhe condiLions of Lhe insurgenLs' side
have grown worse. An insurrecLion wiLh which all sccLions of
1he people sympaLhise will hardly recur; in Lhe class struggle all
the middle sLraLa will probably never group Lhemselves round
Lhe proletariaL so exclusively LhaL in comparison Lhe parLy of
reaction gaLhcred round Lhe bourgeoisie will well-nigh disappear.
Tht> "people", Lherefore, will always appear divided, and Lhus
a mosL powerful lever, so exLraordinarily effecLive in 1848, is
gone. lf more soldiers who have seen service came over Lo Lhe
inrnrrecLionists, Lhe arming of Lhem would become so much Lhe
more difficnlL. The hunLing and fancy guns of Lhe muniLions
shops-even if noL previously made unusable by removal of
parL of Lhe lock by order of the police-are far from being a maLch
for Lhe magazine rifle of Lhe soldier, even in close fighLing. Up Lo
1848 iL was possible Lo make Lhe necessary ammuniLion oneself
out of powder and lead; Loday Lhe carLridges differ for each gun,
and are everywhere alike only in one poinL, namely, LhaL Lhey
are a complicaLed producL of big indusLry, and Lherefore noL Lo
Lr mannfacLured ex tempore, wiLh Lhe resulL LhaL mosL guns are
UtiCless as long as one does noL possess Lhe ammuniLion specially
s11iLed Lo Lhem. And, finally, since 1848 Lhe newly builL quarters
of the big ciLies have· been laid ouL in long, sLraighL, broad
slreeLs, as Lhough made Lo give full effecL Lo Lhe new cannon and
rifles. The revoluLionisL would have to be mad who himself chose
the new working-class disLricLs in Lhe N orLh or EasL of Berlin
for a barricade fighL.
Docs thaL mean LhaL in Lhe future sLreeL fighLing will no longer
play any role? CerLainly noL. lL only means Lhat the con<liLions
since 1848 have become far more unfavourable for civilian fighters
and far more favourable for Lhe miliLary. ln future, sLreel fighting
can, therefore, be vicLorious only if Lhis disadvantageous situation is compensated by oLher facLors. Accordingly, iL will occur
more seldom in Lhe beginning of a greaL revolution Lhan in its
flirther progre~s, and will have Lo be underLakcn wilh greater
forces, These, however, may then well prefer, as in the whole
great French Revolution or on SepLember 4 and October 31,
1870, in Paris, 127 Lhe open aLLack to Lhe p11ssive barricade tactics.
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Does the reader now understand why the powers that be positively want l.o get us to go where the guns shoot and the sabres
slash? Why they accuse us today of cowardice. because we do
not betake ourselves without more ado into the street, where
we are certain of defeat in advance? Why they so earnestly implore us to play for once the part of cannon fodder?
The gentlemen pour out their prayers and their challenges
for nothing, for absolutely nothing. We are not so stupid. They
might jnst as well demand from their enemy in the next war
that he should accept battle in the line formation of olrl Fritz,•
or in the columns of whole divisions ala Wagram and Waterloo,12s
and with the flint-lock in his hands at that. If conditions have
changed in the case of war between nations, this is no loss true
in the case of the class struggle. The time of surprise attacks, of
revolutions carried through by small conscious minorities at
the hearl of unconscious masses, is past. Where it is a question
of a complete transformation of the social organisation, the
masses themselves must also be in it, must themselves already·
have grasped what is at stake, what they are going in for, body
and soul. The history of the last fifty years has taught us that.
But in order that the masses may understand what is to be done,
long, persistent work is required, and it is just this work that
we are now pursuing, and with a success which drives the enemy
to despair.
ln the Latin countries, also, it is being realised more and more
that the old tactics must be revised. Everywhere the German
example of utilising the suffrage, of winning all posts accessible
to us, has been imitated; everywhere the unprepared launching
of an attack has been relegated to the background. In France,
where for more than a hundred years the ground has been undermined by revolution after revolution, where there is not a single
party which has not done its share in conspiracies, insurrections
and all other revolutionary actions; in France, where, as a result,
the government is by no means sure of the army and where, in
general, the conditions for an insurrectionary coup de main are
far more favourable than in Germany-even in France the Socialists are realising more and more that no lasting victory is possible for them, unless they first win the great mass of the people,
that is, in this case, the peasants. Slow propaganda work and
parliamentary activity are recognised here, too, as the immediate
tasks of the party. Successes were not lacking. Not only have
a whole series of municipal councils been won; fifty Socialists
have seats in the Chambers, and they have already overthrown
three ministries and a president of the republic. In Belgium
• Prederiek II, King of Prussia (1740-86).--Ed.
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[ast year the workers forced the adoption of the franchise, and
J,.1.ve been victorious in a quarter of the constituencies. In Switzerland, in Italy, in Denmark, yes, even in Bulgaria and Rumania
the Socialists are represented in the parliaments. In Anstria
nil parties agree that our admission to the Reichsrat can no
longer be withheld. We will get in, that is c~·~ain; the only ques1ioll still in dispute is: by which door? And cvi:1 in Russia. when
I he famous Zemsky Sobor meets-that N ati01\al Assembly to
which young Nicholas offers such vain resistance-even there
we can reckon with certainty on being represented in it.
Of conrse. our foreign comrades do not thereby in the least
renounce their right to revolution. The right to revolution is.
after all, the only really "historical right", the only right on
which all modern states without exception rest, Mecklenburg
iucluded, whose aristocratic revolution was ended in 1755 by the
"berPclitary settlement" ["Erbvergleich"), the glorious charter
o[ fenclalism slill valid today. 129 The right to re"\l'olution is so
i11contcstably recognised in the general conscionsness that even
General von Boguslawski derives the right to a coup d'etat, which
he vindicates for his Kaiser, solely from this popular right.
Bnt whatever may happen in other countries, the German
Social-Democracy occupies a special position and therewith, at
least in the immecliate future, has a special task. The two million voters whom it sends to the ballot box, together with the
young men and women who stand behind them as non-voters.
form the most numerous, most compact mass, the decisive "shock
force" of the international proletarian army. This mass already
supplies over a fourth of the votes cast; and as the by-elections
to thP. Reichstag, the Diet elections in individual states, the
municipal council and trades court elections demonstrate, it
increases incessantly.· Its growth proceeds as spontaneous! y, as
steadily. as irresistibly, and at the same Limo as tranquilly as
a natural process. All government intervention has proved powerless against it. 'Ve can count even today on two ancl a quarter
million voters. If it continues in this fashion, by the end of the
century we shall conquer the greater part of the middle strata
of society, petty bourgeois and small peasants, and grow into
lhe drcisive power in the land, before which all other powers will
hnH to bow, whether they like it or not. To keep this growth
going without interrn ption u11til it of itself gets beyond the
coul rol of the prevailing governmental system, not to fritter
away lhis d11ily increasing shock force in vanguard skirmishes,
ln1t to keep it intact until the dP.cisive day, that is our inain task.
'.'-nd I here is only one mea11s by which the steady rise of the socialist lighting forces in Germany conhl be temporarily halted. and
1'Yl'll I hrown back for some time: a clash on a big scale with the
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military, a blood-letting like that of 1871 in Paris. In the long·
run that would also be overcome. To shoot a party which numbers
millions out of existence is too much even for all the magazine
rifles of Europe and America. But the normal development would'
be impeded, the shock force would, perhaps, not be available at'
the critical moment, the decisive combat would be delayed~
protracted and attended by heavier sacrifices.
The irony of world history turns everything upside down. We,
the "revolutionists", the "overthrowers'' -we are thriving far
better on legal methods than on illegal methods and overthrow.
The parties of Order, as they call themselves, are perishing under
the legal conditions created by themselves. They cry despairingly
with Odilon Barrot: la legalite nous tue, legality is the death of
us; whereas we, under this legality, get firm muscles and rosy
cheeks and look like life eternal. And if we are not so crazy as ta
let ourselves be driven to street fighting in order to please them;
then in the en·d there is nothing left for them to do but themselves
break through this fatal legality.
Meanwhile they make new laws against overthrows. Again
everything is turned upside down. These anti-overthrow fanatics
of today, are they not themselves the overthrowers of yesterday?
Have we perchance evoked the civil war of 1866? Have we driven
the King of Hanover, the Elector of Hesse, and the Duke of
Nassau from their hereditary lawful domains and annexed these
hereditary domains? 130 And these overthrowers of the German
Confederation and three crowns by the grace of God complain
of overthrow! Quis tulerit Gracchos de seditione querentes?* Whi>
could allow the Bismarck worshippers to rail at overthrow?
Let them, nevertheless, put through their anti-overthrow bills,
make them still worse, transform the whole penal law into indiarubber, they will gain nothing but new proof of their impotence.
If they want to deal Social-Democracy a serious blow they will
have to resort to quite other measures, in addition. They can
cope with the Social-Democratic overthrow, which just now is
doing so well by keeping the law, only by an overthrow on the
part of the parties of Order, an overthrow which cannot live
without breaking the law. Herr Rossler, the Prussian bureaucrat,
and Herr von Boguslawski, the Prussian general, have shown
them the only way perhaps still possible of getting at the workers, who simply refuse to let themselves be lured into street
fighting. Breach of the constitution, dictatorship, return tll'
absolutism, regis voluntas suprema lex!** Therefore, take courage,
* Who would suffer the Gracchi to complain of sedition? (Juvenal,
Satire 11.)-F.d.
*• The King's will is the supreme law!-Ed.
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gentlemen; here half measures will not do; here you must g()
the whole hog!
But. do not forget that the German empire, like all small states
111 Hl generally all modern states, is a product of contract; of the
contract, first, of the princes with one another and, second, of
l he princes with the people. If one side breaks the contract, the·
whole contract falls to the ground; the other ~:<le is then also
no longer bound, as Bismarck demonstrated to us .,o beautifully
in 1866. If, therefore, you break the constitution of the Reich,
the Social-Democracy is free, and can do as it pleases with regard
to you. But it will hardly blurt out to you today what it is going
lo do then.
1t is now, almost to the year, sixteen centuries since a dangel'OUS party of overthrow was likewise active in the Roman
empire. It undermined religion and all the foundations of the.
state; it flatly denied that Caesar's will was the supreme law;
it was without a fatherland, was international; it spread over·
all countries of the empire, from Gaul to Asia, and beyond the
Iron tiers of the empire. It had long carried on seditious activities
in secret, underground; for a considerable time, however, it had
felt itself strong enough to come out into the open. This party
of overthrow, which was known by the name of Christians, was
also strongly represented in the army; whole legions were Christiau. When they were ordered to attend the sacrificial ceremonies
of the pagan established church, in order to do the honours there,
the subversive soldiers had the audacity to stick peculiar emblems-crosses-on their helmets in protest. Even the wonted
barrack bullying of their superior officers was fruitless. The.
Emperor Diocletian could no longer quietly look on while order,
obedience and discipline in his army were being undermined.
lie interfered energetically, while there was still time. He promulgated an anti-Socialist-beg pardon, I meant to say autiCbristian-law. The meetings of the overthrowers were forbirldcn, their meeting halls were closed or even pulled down, l he
Cbl'i~tian emblems, crosses, eLc., were, like the red handkerchiefs
in Saxony, prohibited. Christians were declared incapable of
holding public office; they were not to be allowed to become even
corporals. Since there were not available at that time judges
~o well trained in "respect of persons" as Herr von Koller's
anti-overthrow bill assumes, Christians were forbidden out of
han1I to seek justice before a court. This exceptional law was ulso
Without effect. The Christians tore it down from the walls with
~com; they are even suppesed to have burnt the Emperor's palace
111 Nicomedia over his head. Then the latter revenged himself
by the great persecution of Christians in the year 303 of our era.
It was the last of its kind. And it was so effective that seventeen
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years later the army consisted overwhelmingly of ChristiallS .
and the succeeding autocrat of the whole Roman empire, Constan:~
tine, called the Great by the priests, proclaimed Christianity the
state religion.
London, Marcl1 6, 1895

F. Engels
Published in the book: Karl Marx,
Die Klassenkamp/e tn Frankreich
1848 bts 1850, Berlin, 18\J.5
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MARX TOP. V. ANNENKOV IN PARIS
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Brussels, December 28 (1846]

l\fy dear Monsieur Annenkov,

You would long ago have received my answer to your letter
of November 1 but for the fact that my bookseller only sent me
Monsieur Proudhon's book, The Philosophy of Poverty, last week.
I hnve gone through it in two days in order to be able to give
you my opinion about it at once. As I have read the book very
hurriedly, I cannot go into details but can only tell you the
general impression it has made on me. If you wish I could go
into tleLails in a second letter.
I must frankly confess that I find the book on the whole bad,
and very bad. You yourself laugh in your letter at the "patch
of German philosophy" which M. Proudhon parades in this
formless and pretentious work, 131 but you suppose that the economic argument has not been infected by tho philosophic poison.
l too am very far from imputing the faults in the economic argument to M. Proudhon's philosophy. M. Proudhon does not give
u~ a false criticism of political economy because he is the posses~or of an absurd philosophic theory, but he gives us an absurd
philosophic theory because he fails to understand the social system
of today in its engrenement, to use a word which, like much
el~r, M. Proudhon has borrowed from Fourier.
Why does M. Proudhon talk about God, about universal reason,
ahont. the impersonal reason or humanity which never errs, which
has always been equal to itself throughout all the ages and of
which one need only have the right consciousness in order to
know the truth? Why does he resort to feeble Hegelianism to
giye himself the appearance of a bold thinker?
Ile himself provides you with the clue to this enigma. M. Proudhon sees in history a series of social developments; he fmds progr~ss realised in history; finally he finds that men, as individuals,
did not know what they were doing and wore mistaken about
their own movement, that is to say, their social development
seems at the first glance to be distinct, separate and independent
18-1087
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of their individual development. He cannot explain these facts,
and so the hypothesis of universal reason manifesling itself
comes in very handy. Nothing is easier than to invent mystical
causes, that is to say, phrases which lack common sense.
But when M. Proudhon admits that he understands nothing
about the historical development of humanity-he admits this
by using such high-sounding words as: Universal Reason, God,
etc. -is he not implicitly and necessarily admitting that he
is incapable of understanding economic development?
What is society, whatever its form may be? The product of
men's reciprocal action. Are men free to choose this or that form
of society? By no means. Assume a particular state of development
in the productive faculties of man and you will get a particular
form of commerce and consumption. Assume particular stages
of developrrumL in production, commerce and consumption and
you will have a corresponding social constitution, a corresponding organisation of the family, of orders or of classes, in a word,
a corresponding civil society. Assume a particular civil society
and you will get particular political conditions which are only
the official exprcs.~ion of civil society. M. Proudhon will never
understand this because he thinks he is doing something great
by appealing from the state to civil society-that is to say, from
the official resume of society to official society.
It is superfluous to add that men are not free to choose their
productive forces-which arc the basis of all their history-far
every productive force is an acquired force, the product of former
activity. The productive forces are therefore the result of practi·
cal human energy; but this energy is itself conditioned by the
circumstances in which men find themselves, by the productive
forces already acquired, by the social form which exists before
l11ey do, which they do not create, which is the product of the
preceding generation. Because of this simple fuct that every
succeeding generation finds itself in possession of the productive
forces acquired by the previous generation, which serve it as
the raw material for new production, a coherence arises in human
history, a history of humanity takes shape which is an the more
a hisLory of humanity as the productive forces of man and therefore his social relations have been more developed. Hence it
necessarily follows that the social history of men is never anything
but the history of their individual development, whether they are
conscious of it or not. Their material relations arc the basis of all
their relations. These material relations are only the necessary
forms in which their material and individual activity is realised.
M. Proudhon mixes up ideas and things. Men never relinquish
what they have won, but this does not mean that they nev~r
relinquish the social form in which they have ·acquired certa1a
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rodnctive forces. On the contrary, in order' ~hat they may not
be deprived of the result attained and forfeit ·1the fruits of civilisation, they arc obliged, from the moment when their mode of
carfying on commerce no longer corresponds to the productive
forces acquired, to change all their traditional social forms.
I am using the word "commerce" here in its widest sense, as we
use Verkehr in German. For example: the privileges, the institution of guilds and Corporations, the regulatory regime of the
)'fiddle Ages, were social relations that alone corresponded to
the acquired prodnctive forces and to the social condition which
h11 d previously existed and from which these institntions had
arisen. Under the protection of the regime of corporations and
regulations, capital was accumulated, overseas trade was developed, colonies were founded. Dnt the fruits of this men would have
forfeited if they had tried to l"etain the forms under whose shelter
these fruits had ripened. Hence burst two thunderclaps-the Revolntions of 1640 and 1688. All the old economic forms, the social
relations corresponding to them, the political conditions which
were the official expression of the old civil society, were destroyed
in England. Thus the economic forms in which men produce,
consume, and exchange, are transitory and historical. With the
acqnisition of new productive faculties, men change their mode
of production and with the mode of production all the economic
relations which are merely the necessary relations of this particular mode of production.
This is what M. Proudhon has not understood and still less
demonstrated. M. Proudhon, incapable of following the reul
movement of history, produces a phantasmagoria which presumptuously claims to be dialectical. He does not feel it necessary
to speak of the seventeenth, the eighleenth or the nineteenth century, for his history proceeds in the misty realm of imagination
aud rises far above space and time. In short, it is not hist.01·y
hut olcl Hegelian junk, it is not profane history-a history of
ma.n-but sacred history-a history of ideas. From his point
of view man is only the instrument of which the idea or the eternal reason makes use in order to unfold itself. The evolutions of
which M. Prondhon speaks are understood to be evolutions such
:1 ~ are accomplished within the mystic womb of the absolute
idea. If you tear the veil from this mystical language, what it
comes to is that M. Proudhon is offering you the order in which
economic categories arrange themselves inside his own mind.
lt will not require grea~ exertion on my part to prove to you
that it is the order of a very disorderly mind.
~f. Proudhon hegins his book with a disserlation on value,
W~1ch is his pet subject. I will not enter on an examination of
this dissertation today.
18•
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The series of economic evolutions of the eternal reason begi
with division of labour. To M. Proudhon division of labour
a perfectly simple thing. But was not the caste regime also a p ··
ticular division of labour? Was not the regime of the corporatio ·
another division of labour? And is not the division of labo
under the system of manufacture, which in England begins i
the middle of the seventeenth century· and comes to an end i
the last part of the eighteenth, also totally different from th
division of labour in large-scale, modern industry?
-~;
M. Proudhon is so far from the truth that he neglects wha ·
even the profane economists attend to. When he talks abo
division of labour he does not feel it necessary to mention t ·
world market. Good. Yet must not the division of labour i
the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, when there were stil
no colonies, when America did not as yet exist for Europe, an
Eastern Asia only existed for her through tho medium of Con
stantinople, have been fundamentally different from what i
was in the seventeenth century when colonies wero already d
veloped?
:•
And that is not all. Is the whole inner organisation of natiolll\i
are all their international relations anything else than the expre~
sion of a particular division of labour? And must not theso chan19~·
when the division of labour changes?
·
M. Proudhon has so little understood the problem of the div
sion of labour that he never even mentions the separation
·
town and country, which took place in Germany, for instanc&.i
from the ninth to the twelfth century. Thus, to M. Proudhon{
this separation is an eternal law since he knows neither its origi
nor its development. All through his book he speaks as if th•
creation of a particular mode of production would endure unt·
the end of time. All that M. Proudhon says about the divisi
of labour is only a summary, and moreover a very superfici
and incomplete summary, of what Adam Smith and a thousan
·1•
others have said before him.
The second evolution is machinery. The connection betwee ·
the division of labour and machinery is entirely mystical to ~·
Proudhon. Each kind of division of labour had its specific inst:riP_
ments of production. Between the middle of the seventeenth an&·;
the middle of the eighteenth century, for instance, people diil·;
not make everything by hand. They had instruments, and verJ
complicated ones at that, such as looms, ships, levers, etc.
Thus there is nothing more absurcl than to derive machinery
from division of labour in general.
I may also remark, by the way, that M. Proudhon has understood very little the historical origin of machinery, but has still
less understood its development. One can say that up to the
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year 1825-the period of the first general crisis-the demands
of consumption in general increased more rapidly than production, and the development of machinery was a necessary consequence of the needs of the market. Since 1825, the invention and
application of machinery has been simply the result of the war
Jwtwuen workers and employers. But this is only true of England.
As for the European nations, they were driven to adopt machinery
owing to English competition both in their home markets and
011 the world market. Finally, in North America the introduction
of machinery was due both to competition with other countries
aml to lack of hands, that is, to the disproportion between the
population of North America and its industrial needs. From these
facts you can see what sagacity Monsieur Proudhon develops
when he conjures up the spectre of competition as the third evolutio11, the antithesis to machinery!
Lastly and in general, it is altogether absurd to make machinery
an economic category alongside with division of labour, competition. credit, etc.
Machinery is no more an economic category than the ox which
draws the plough. The application of machinery in the present
rlay is one of the relations of our present economic system, but
the way in which machinery is utilised is totally distinct from
the machinery itself. Powder is powder whether used to wound
a man or to dress his wounds.
i\l. Proudhon surpasses himself when he allows competition.
monopoly, taxes or police, balance of trade, credit and property
to develop inside his head in the order in which I have mentioned
them. Nearly all credit institutions had been developed in England by the beginning of the eighteenth century, before the
invention of machinery. Public credit was only a fresh method
of increasing taxation and satisfying the new demands created
by the rise of the bourgeoisie to power.
Finally, the last category in M. Proudhon's system is constitutcrl by property. In the real world, on the other hand, the division of labour and all M. Proudhon's other categories are social
relations forming in their entirety what is today known as property; outside these relations bourgeois property is nothing but
a m1itaphysical or juristic illusion. The property of a different
epoch, feudal property, develops in a series of entirely different
~ocial relations. M. Proudhon, by establishing property as an
independent relation, commits more than a mistake in method:
he clearly shows that he has not grasped the bond which holds
together all forms of bourgeois production, that he has not unders~ood the historical and transitory character of the forms of production in a particular epoch. M. Proudhon, who does not regard
our social institutions as historical products, who can und~rstand

278

MARX TO P. V. ANNENKOV, DECEMBER 28,

18~6

neither their origin nor their development, can only produ
dogmatic criticism of tlwm.
M. Proudhon is therefore obliged to take refuge in a ficti~
in order to explain development. He imagines that division of!
labour, credit, machinery, etc., were all invented to serve his'
lixed idea, the idea of equality. His explanation is sublimelf
naive. These things were invented in the interests of equality but
unfortunately they turned against equality. This constitutes
his whole argument. ln other words, he makes a gratuitous assumption and then, as the actual development contradicts his fiction
at every step, he concludes that there is a contradiction. He
conceals from you the fact that the contradiction exists solely
between his fixed ideas and the real movement.
·:
Thus, M. Proudhon, mainly because he lacks the historical
knowledge, has not perceived that as men develop their productive·
faculties, that is, as they live, they develop certain relations
with one another and that the nature of these relations must
necessarily change with the change and growth of the productive
faculties. He has not perceived that economic categories are only
abstract expressions of these actual relations and only remain
trne while these relations exist. He therefore falls into the error
of tho bourgeois economists, who regard these economic categories as eternal and not as historical laws which are only laws
for a particular historical development, for a definite development
of the productive forces. Instead, therefore, of regarding the
political-economic categories as abstract expressions of the real,
transitory, historic social relations, Monsieur Proudhon, thanks
to a mystic inversion, socs in the real relations only embodiments
of these abstractions. Those abstractions themselves arc formulas
which have been slumbering in the heart of God the Father since
the beginning of the world.
But here our good M. Proudhon falls into severe intellectual
convulsions. If all these economic categories are emanations
from the heart of God, are the hidden and eternal life of man,
how does it come about, first, that there is such a thing as develop•
mcnl, and secondly, that M. Proudhon is not a conservative? He
explains these evident contradictions by a whole system of antagonisms.
To throw light on this system of antagonisms let us take an
example.
Monopoly is a good thing, because it is an economic category
1md therefore an emanation of God. Competition is a good thing
because it is also an economic category. But what is not good
is the reality of monopoly and the reality of competition. What
is still worse is the fact that competition and monopoly devour
each other. What is to be done? As these two eternal ideas of

MARX TO P. V. ANNENKOV, DECF!MBER 28, 18'6

279

(;oil contradict each other, it seems obvious to him that there
i" nlso within the bosom of God a synthesis of them both, in
which 1he evils of monopoly are balanced by competition and
vice rersa. As a result of the struggle between the two ideas only
th<'ir good side will come into view. One must snatch this secret
id<'H from God and then apply it and everything will be for the
]Ji·!'t; the synthetic formula which lies hidden in the darkness
uf the impersonal reason of man must be revealed. M, Proudhon
dcH'S not hesitate for a moment to come forward as the revealer,
But look for a moment at real life, In the economic life of the
prc,cnt lime you frnd not only competition and monopoly but also
thrir ~ynthesis, which is not a formula but a m01:ement. Monopoly
produces competition, competition produces monopoly. Rut this
Njll<ll ion, far from removing the diCf1c11lties of the present situation. as the bourgeois economists imagine it does, results in a
situation still more difficult and confused. If therefore you alter
tho tiasis on which present-day economic relations rest, if you
destroy the present mode of production, then you will not only
dc!'troy competition, monopoly and their antagonism, but also
1hcir unity, their synthesis, the movement which is the real
-eqniiibrium of competition and monopoly.
~ow I will give you an example of Monsieur Proudhon's dialectics,
Freedom and slavery constitute an antagonism. I need not
spl'ak of the good and bad sides of freedom nor, speaking of
slaYery, need 1 dwell on its bad sides. The only thing that has
to be explained is its good side, We are not dealing with indirect
slavPry, the slavery of the proletariat, but with direct slavery,
the slavery of the black races in Surinam, in Brazil, in the
Southern States of North America.
Direct slavery is as much the pivot of our industrialism today
•ls machinery, credit, etc. Without slavery no cotton; without
cotton no modern industry. Slavery has given value to the colonies; the colonies have created world trade; world trade is the
neco~~1try condition of large-scale machine industry. Thus, before
the traffic in Negroes began, the colonies supplied the Old World
with only very few products and made no visible change in the
face of the earth. Slavery is therefore an economic category of
the highest importance. Without slavery North America, the
mo~t progressive country, would be transformed into a patriarci.1al land, You have only to wipe North America off the map
o~ the nations and you get anarchy, the total decay of trade and
0 ! modern civilisation, But to let slavery disappear is to wipe
~o.rth America off the map of the nations. And therefore, because
lt is an economic category, we find slavery in every nation since
the world began. Modern nations have merely known how to
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disguise slavery of their own countries while they openly impo~:
ed it into the New World. After these observations on slaver
how will our worthy M. Proudhon proceed? He will look for t
synthesis between freedom and slavery, the golden mean ,
equilibrium between slavery and freedom.
.
Monsieur Proudhon has very well grasped the fact that me~
produce cloth, linen, silks, and it is a great merit on his Part
to have grasped this small amount! What he has not grasped q
that these men, according to their abilities, also produce the
social relations amid which they prepare cloth and linen. Still
less has he understood that men, who produce their social rel"'
tions in accordance with their material productivity, also produ3·
ideas, categories, that is to say, the abstract, id!lal expressio
of these same social relations. Thus the categories arc no mo
eternal than the relations they express. They are historical a
transitory products. To M. Proudhon, on the contrary, abstraQj
tions, categories are the primordial ,cause. According to him the~
and not men, make history. The abstraction, the category t~
as such, i.e., apart from men and their material activities, ial
of course immortal, unchangeable, unmoved; it is only one ford!
of the being of pure reason; which is only another way of sayi1181
that the abstraction as such is abstract. An admirable tautology!
Thus, regarded as categories, economic relations for M. Prout
dhon are eternal formulas without origin or progress.
Let us put it in another way: M. Proudhon docs not directlJ
sLate that bourgeois life is for him an eternal verity; he states it
indirectly by deifying the categories which express bourgeo:ii
relations in the form of thought. He takes the products of bolll'1
geois socieLy for spontaneously arisen eternal beings, endowed
with lives of their own, as soon as they present themselves td
his mind in the form of categories, in the form of thought. So h~
does not rise above the bourgeois horizon. As he is operatinal
with bourgeois ideas, the eternal truth of which he presupposes~
he seeks a synthesis, an equilibrium of these ideas, and does not:
sec that the present method by which they reach equilibrium
is the only possible one.
·
:
Indeed he does what all good bourgeois do. They all tell you
that in principle, that is, considered as abstract ideas, competi.;,
ti on, monopoly, etc., are the only basis of life, but that in practictf
they leave much to be desired. They all want competition without
the lethal effects of competition. They all want the impossible,
namely, the conditions of bourgeois existence without the neces-o
sary consequences of those conditions. None of them understands
that the bourgeois form of production is historical and transitory.
just as the feudal form was. This mistake arises from the fact
that the bourgeois man is to them the only possible basis of ever"/
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society; they cannot imagine a society in which men have ceased
to be bourgeois.
M. Proudhon is therefore necessarily doctrinaire. To him the
historical movement, which is turning the present-day world
upside down, reduces itself to the problem of discovering the
correct equilibrium, the synthesis, of two bourgeois thoughts.
And so the clever fellow by virtue of his subtlety discovers the
bidden thought of God, the unity of two isolated thoughts-which
are only isolated because M. Proudhon has isolated them from
practical life, from present-day production, which is the combination of the realities which they express. In place of the great
historical movement arising from the conflict between the productive forces already acquired by men and their social relations,
which no longer correspond to these productive forces; in place
of the terrible wars which are being prepared between the difierent classes within each nation and between different nations;
in place of the practical and violent action of the masses by which
alone these conflicts can be resolved-in place of this vast, prolonged and complicated movement, Monsieur Proudhon supplies
the whimsical motion of his own head. So it is the men of learning
t.hat make history, the men who know how to purloin God's
secret thoughts. The common people have only to apply their
revelations.
You will now understand why M. Proudhon is the declared
enemy of every political movement. The solution of present
problems does not lie for him in public action but in the dialectical rotations of his own head. Since to him the categories are
the motive force, it is not necessary to change practical life
in order to change the categories. Quite the contrary. One must
change the categories and the consequence will be a change in the
existi ug society.
.
In his desire to reconcile the contradictions Monsieur Proudhon
does not even ask if the very basis of those contradictions must
not be overthrown. He is exactly like the political doctrinaire
who wants to have the king and the chamber of deputies and the
chamber of peers as integral parts of social life, as eternal categories. All he is looking for is a new formula by which to establish
an equilibrium between these powers whose equilibrium consists
precisely in the actual movement in which one power is now the
conqueror and now the slave of the other. Thus in the eighteenth
century a number of mediocre minds were busy Jinding the true
formula which would bring the social estates, nobility, king,
Parliament, etc., into equilj.brium, and they woke up one morning
to !ind that there was in fact no longer any king, parliament or
nobility. The true equilibrium in this antagonism was the overthrow of all the social relations which served as a basis for these
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feudal existences and for the antagonisms of these feudal
existences.
Because M. Proudhon places eternal ideas, the categories. of'
pure reason, on the one side and human beings and their practical·
life, which, according to him, is the application of these categories, on the other, one finds with him from the beginning a
dualism between life and ideas, between soul and body, a dualism
which recurs in many forms. You can see now that this antagonism
is nothing but the incapacity of M. Proudhon to understand the
profane origin und the profane history of the categories which
he deifies.
My letter is already too long for me to speak of the absurd case.
which M. Proudhon puts up against communism. For the moment
you will grant me that a man who has not understood the pre~
ent state of society may be expected to understand still less
the movement which is tending to ove1·throw it, and the literary
expressions of this revolutionary movement.
The sole point on which l am in complete agreement with Monsieur Proudhon is his dislike for sentimental socialistic daydreams. I had already, before him, drawn much enmity upon
myself by ridiculing this sentimental, utopian, mutton-headed
socialism. Hut is not M. Proudhon strangely deluding himself
when he sets up his petty-bourgeois sentimentality-I am referring
to his declamations about home, conjugal love and all such banalities-in opposition to socialist sentimentality, which in Fourier,
for example, goes much deeper than the pretentious platitudes
of our worthy Proudhon? Ile himself is so thoroughly conscious
of the emptiness of his arguments, of his utter incapacity to
speak about these things, that he bursts into violent explosions
of rage, vociferation and righteous wrath, foams at the mouth,
curses, denounces, cries shame and murder, beats his breast and
boasts before God and man that he is not defiled by the socialist
infamies! He does not seriously criticise socialist sentimentalities, or what he regards as such. Like a holy man, a pope, he excommunicates poor sinners and sings the glories of the petty
bourgeoisie and of the miseruble patriarchal and amorous illusions of the domestic hearth. And this is no accident. From head
to foot M. Proudhon is the philosopher and economist of the
petty bourgeoisie. In an advanced society the petty bourgeois
necessarily becomes from his very position a Socialist on the
one side and an economist on the other; that is to say, he is dazed
by the magnificence of the big bourgeoisie and has sympathy
for the sufferings of the people. He is at onco both bourgeois and
man of the people. Deep down in his heart he flatters himself that
he is impartial and has found the right equilibrium, which claims
to be something different from the golden mean. A petty bourgeois
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of this type glorifies contradiction because contradiction is the
Jwsis of his existence. He is himself nothing but social contradiction in action. He must justify in theory what he is in practice,
and M.. Proudhon has the merit of being the scientific interpreter
of tho French petty bourgeoisie-a genuine merit, because the
petty hourgeoisie will form an integral part of all the impending
~ocial revolutions.
•
T wish I could send you my book on political cconomy132 with
th is letter, but it has so far been impossible for me to get this
work, and the criticism of the Gorman philosophers and Sociali~i~ ,. of which I spoke to you in Brussels, printed. You would
11u1·er believe the difficulties which a publication of this kind
comes up against in Germany, from the police on tho one hand
anrl from the booksellers, who are themselves the interested
representatives of all tendencies I am attacking, on the other.
Anrl as for our own Party, it is not merely that it is poor, but
a large section of the German Communist Party is also angry
with me for opposing their utopias and declamations ....
Translated from the French

• ~larx and Engels, The German Jdeology.·-Ed.

.

MARX TO J, WEYDEMEYER IN NEW YORK

London, March 5, t852

... And now as to myself, no credit is due to me for discovering
the existence of classes in modern society or the struggle between
them. Long before me bourgeois historians had described the
historical development of this class struggle and bourgeois economists, the economic anatomy of the classes. What I did that was
new was to prove: (1) that the existence of classes is only bound up
with particular historical phases in the development of production
(historische Entwicklungsphasen der Production), (2) that the
class struggle necessarily leads to the dictatorship of the proletariat, (3) that this dictatorship itself only constitutes the transition to the abolition of all classes and to a classless society. Ignorant louts like Heinzen, who deny not merely the class struggle
but even the existence of classes, only prove that, despite all
their blood-curdling yelps and the humanitarian airs they give
themselves, they regard the social conditions under which the
bourgeoisie rules as the final product, the non plus ultra* of history, and that they are only the servitors of the bourgeoisie. And
the less these louts realise the greatness and transient necessity
of the bourgeois regime itself the more disgusting is their servi·
tude....
Translated from the German

•

Hi~hest

point attainable.-Ed.

MARX TO L. KUGELMANN IN HANOVER

London, July H, 1868
.. .AB for the Centralblatt, the man is making the greatest possible concession in admitting that, if one means anything at all
by value, the conclusions I draw must be accepted. The unfortunate fellow does not see that, even if thero were no chapter on
"value'' 133 in my book, the analysis of the real relations which
I give would contain the proof and demonstration of the real
value relation. All that palaver about the necessity of proving
the concept of value comes from complete ignorance both of
the subject dealt with and of scientific method. Every child knows
that a nation which ceased to work, I will not say for R year,
but even for a few weeks, would perish. Every child knows, too,
that the masses of products corresponding to the different needs
require different and quantitatively determined masses of the
total labour of society. That this necessity of the distribution of
social labour in definite proportions cannot possibly be done away
with by a particular form of ·social production but can only change
the mode of its appearance, is self-evident. No natural laws can
he clone away with. What can change in historically different
circumstances is only the form in which these laws assert themselves. And the form in which this proportional distribution of
labour asserts itself, in a state of society where the interconnection of social labour is manifested in the private exchange of the
individual products of labour, is precisely the exchange value
of these products.
Science consists precisely in demonstrating how the law of
value asserts itself. So that if one wanted at the very beginning
lo "explain" all the phenomena which seemingly contradict that
law, one would have to present the science before science. It is
precisely Ricardo's mistake that in his first chapter on value 13 '
?e takes as given all possible and still to be developed categories
in order to prove their conformity with the law of value.
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On the other hand, as you correclly assumed, the history of
the theory certainly shows that the concept of the value relation
has always been the same-more or less clear, hedged more or less
with illusions or scientifically more or less definite. Since thethought process itself grows out of conditions, is itself a natural
process, thinking that really comprehends must always be th&
same, and can vary only gradually, according to maturity of
development, including the development of the organ by which
the thinking is done. Everything else is drivel.
The vulgar economist has not the faintest idea that the actual
everyday exchange relations can not be directly identical with th&
magnitudes of value. The essence of bourgeois society consists
precisely in this, that a priori there is no conscious social regulation of production. The rational and naturally necessary asserts
itself only as a blindly working average. And then the vulgar
economist thinks he has made a great discovery when, as against
the revelation of the inner interconnection, he proudly claims
that in appearance things look different. In fact, he boasts that
ho holds fast to appearance, and takos it for the ulLimate. Why,
then, have any science at all?
But tho matter has also another background. Once the interconnection is grasped, all theoretical belief in the permanent
necessity of existing conditions collapses before their collapse
in practice. Here, lherefore, it is absolutely in the interest of
the ruling classes to perpetuate this senseless conrusion. And for
what other purpose are the sycophantic babblers paid, who have
no other scienlific trump to play save that in political economy
one should not think at all?
But satis superque. * In any case it shows what these priests
of the bourgeoisie have come down to, when workers and even
manufacturers and merchants understand my hook** and find
their way about in it, while these "learned scribes" (I) complain
that I make excessive demands on their understanding ....
Translated from the German

* gnough and to •pare.-Ed.
•• Karl i\larx, Capital.-Ed.

ENGELS TO P. L. LAVROY IN LONDON

London, November 12-17, 1871>

1) Of the Darwinian doctrine I accept the theory of evolution,
but Darwin's method of proof (struggle for life, natural selection}
l consider only a first, provisional, imperfect expression of a newly
tli~covered fact. Until Darwin's time the very people who now
sec everywhere only struggle for existence (Vogt, Biichner, Moleschott, etc.) emphasised precisely co-operation in organic nature,
the fact that the vegetable kingdom supplies oxygen and nutriment to the animal kingdom and conversely the animal kingdom
supplies plants with carbonic acid and manure, which was particularly stressed by Liebig. Both conceptions are justified with in
cNtaiu limits, but the one is as one-sided and narrow-minded as
tho other. The interaction of bodies in nature-inanimate as well
as animate-includes both harmony and collision, struggle and
co-operation. When therefore a self-styled natural scientist
1.akos the liberty of reducing the whole of historical development
with all its wealth and variety to the one-sided and meagre
phrase "struggle for existence", a phrase which even in the sphere
of nature can be accepted only cum grano salis, such a procedure
really contains its own condemnation ....
3) I clo not deny the advantages of your method of attack,
which I would like to call psychological; but I would have chosen
another method. Every one of us is influenced more or less by
tl1e intellectual environment in which ho mostly moves. For
Russia, where you know your public better than I, and for a
propaganda journal that appeals to the "restraining affect",* the
moral sense, your method is probably the better one. For Germany, wl1ere false sentimentality has done and still does so much
damage, it would not fit; it would be misunderstood, sentimentally
JlPrverted. In our country it is hatred rather than love that is.
• Tho words in quotation marks are from Lavrov 's article.-Ed.
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needed-at least in the immediate future-and more than any-·!
thing else a shedding of the last remnants of German idealism, an!
establishment of the material facts in their historical rights. 1
I should therefore attack-and perhaps will when the time comes-,
these bourgeois Darwinists in about the following manner:
The whole Darwinist teaching of the struggle for existence is ·
simply a transference "from society to living nature of Hobbes's;
doctrine of bellum omnium contra omnes135 and of the bourgeois-:
economic doctrine of competition together with Malthus's theory
of population. When this conjurer's trick has been performed
(and I question its absolute permissibility, as I have indicated,
in point 1, particularly as far as the Malthusian theory is con..:i
eerned). the same theories are transferred back again from organic'1
nature into history and it is now claimed that their validity as:
eternal laws of human society has been proved. The puerility·
of this procedure is so obvious that not a word need be said about;
it. But if I wanted to go into the matter more thoroughly I should 1
do so by depicting them in the first place as bad economists and•
only in the second place as bad naturalists and philosophers.
4) The essential difference between human and animal society•
consists in the fact that animals at most collect while men produce.·.
This sole but cardinal difference alone makes it impossible simpljj
to transfer laws of animal societies to human societies. It makes·l
it possible, as you properly remark.
··

l

"for man to struggle not only for existence but also for pleasures and'/o~

the increase of his pleasures,• ... to be ready to renounce his lower pleasurei:

for the highest pleasure".••

· ·
i~

Without disputing your further conclusions from lhis I woul~··
proceeding from my premises, make the following inferences!
At a certain stage the production of man thus attains such a hig
level that not only necessaries but also luxuries, at first, t
enough, only for a minority, are produced. The struggle f ·
existence-if we permit this category for the moment to be valid ,
is thus transformed into a struggle for pleasures, no longer f
mere means of subsistence but for means of development, social
produced means of development, and to this stage the categori
derived from the animal kingdom are no longer applicable. B ,
if, as has now happened, production in its capitalist form produCl!ll;<
a far greater quantity of means of subsistence and development'
than capitalist society can consume because it keeps the great
mass of real producers artificially away from these means ct·
subsistence and development; if this society is forced by its own·
law of life constantly to increase this output which is already too

*
**

Engels's italics.-Ed.
The passage quoted is from Lavrov's article -Ed
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hig for it and therefore periodically, every ten years, reaches the
point where it destroys not only a mass of products but even
productive forces-what sense is there left in all this Lalk of
"struggle for existence"? The struggle for existence can then cou51!;t ouly in this; that the producing class takes over the management of production and distribution from the class Lhat was hitherto enlrustecl with it but has now become incompetent to handle
it, and there you have the socialist revolution.
Apropos. Even the mere contemplation of previous history
ns a series of class struggles suffices to make clear the utter shallowness of the conception of this history as a feeble variety of the
"struggle for existence··. I would therefore never do this favour
to these false naturalists.
5) For the same reason I would have changed accordingly
the formulation of the following proposition of yours, which
is essentially quite correcti
"that to facilitate the struggle the idea of solidarity could finally ... grow
to a point where it will embrace all mankind and oppose it, as 11 society o!
brotl1ers living in solidarity, to the rest of the world-the world of minerals,
plants, an<l animals".*

6) Ou the other hand I cannot agree with you that the "bellum
mnnium contra omnes"'* was the first phase of human developmcut.
In my opinion,· the social instinct was one of the most essential
levers of the evolution of man from the ape. The first men must
have lived in bands and as far as we can peer into the past we
find that this was the case ....
Translated from the German
and French

• J'he passages quoted are from Lavrov's article.-Ed.
19-t11i:s7

ENGELS TO C. SCHMIDT IN BERLIN

London, August 5, 1890

... I saw a review of Paul Barth's book136 by that bird of m
omen, Moritz Wirth, in the Vienna Deutsche Worte, 137 and this
criticism left on my mind an unfavourable impression of th1t
book itself, as well. I will have a look at it, but I musl say that
i£ "liltle l\foritz'' is right when he quotes llarlh as slating that
the sole example of the dependence of philosophy, etc., on the
material conditions of existence which he can find in all l\Iarx's
works is lhat Descartes declares animals to be machines, then
I am sorry for the man who can wrile such a thing. And if this
rnau has not yet discovered that while the material mode of
existence is the primum agens* this does not preclude the ideological spheres from reacting upon it in lheir turn, though with a secoudary ef[ect, he canuol possibly have understood the subject
he is writing about. However, as 1 have said, all this is secondhand and litlle Moritz is a dangerous friend. The materialist
conception of history has a lot of them nowadays, to whom it
serves as an excuse for not studying history. Just as Marx used
to say, commenting on the French "Marxists" of the lale seventies: "All I kuow is that I am not a Marxist."
There has also been a discussion in the Volks-Tribune about
the distribution of products in future society, whether this will
lake place according to the amount of work done or otherwise.
The question has been approached very "materialistically" in
opposilion to certain idealistic phraseology about justice. But
strangely enough it has not struck anyone that, after all, the
melhod of distribution essentially depends on how much there
is to distribute, and that this must surely change with the pro-·
gress of production and social organisation, so that the method
of distribution may also change. But to everyone who took part
in the discussion, "socialist society" appeared not as something
undergoing continuous change and progress but as a stable affair
fixed once for all, which must, therefore, have a method of distri• Primary agent, primo cause.-Ed.
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bntion fixed once for all. All one can reasonably do, however, is
1) to try and discover the method of distribution to be used at the
11eginning, and 2) to try and find the general tendency of the

furlbep,development. But about this I do not find a single word
in the whole debate.
ln general, the word "materialistic" serves many of the younger
writers in Germany as a mere phrase with which anything and
everything is labelled without further study, that is, they stick
<>fl this label and then consider the question disposed of. But our
conception of history is above all a guide to study, not a lever
for construction after the manner of the Hegelian. All history
\llHSt be studied afresh, the conditions of existence of the different
ful'mations of society must be examined individually before the
ntlewpt is made to deduce from them the political, civil-law,
acHlhetic, philosophic, religious, etc., views corresponding to
them. Up to now but little has been done here because only a few
people have got down to it seriously. In this field we can utilise
henps of help, it is immensely big, and anyone who will work
~Niously can achieve much and distinguish himself. But instead
ol' this too many of the younger Germans simply make use of the
phrnse historical materialism (and everything can be turned into
11 phrase) only in m·der to get their own relatively scanty histori1·al knowledge-for economic history is still in its swaddling
ciothes!-constructed into a neat system as quickly as possible,
and they then deem themselves something very tremendous. And
aflcr that a Barth can come along and attack the thing itself,
which in his circle has indeed been degraded to a mere phrase.
However, all this will right itself. We are strong enough in
Germany now to stand a lot. One of the greatest services which
thr Anti-Socialir.t Law did us was to free us from the obtrusive·
nP~S of the German intellectual who had got tinged with socialism.
\Yu n1·e uow strong enough to digest the German intellectual too,
who is giving himself great airs again. You, who have really
llone something, must have noticed yourself how few of tho young
lite1·ary men who fasten themselves on to the Party give themsell•es lhe trouble to study economics, the history of economics,
tlir history of trade, of ind11stry 1 of agricnltm·e, of the formations
!'.f society. How many know anything of Maurer except his name!
l hl• self-sufficiency of the journalist must serve for everything
here and the result looks like it. It often seems as if these gentle111en think anything is good enough for the workers. If these
:lt'nllcmen only knew that Marx thought his best things were still
not good enough for the workers, how he l'egardcd it as a crime
to offer the workers anything but the very best!. ..
Translated from the German

t9•

ENGELS TO OTTO VON BOENIGK IN BRESLAU

FolkPstone, near Dover
August 21, 1890

... I can reply only briefly and in general terms to your enquiries, "" 8 for as concerns the first question I should otherwise
have to write a treatise.
Ad. I. To my mind, the so-called "socialist society" is not.
anything immutable. Like all other social formations, it should
be conceived in a slale of conslant flux and change. lls crucial.
difference from the present order consists naturally in production .
organised on the basis of common ownership by the nation of,!
all means of production. To begin this reorganisation tomorrow,.:;
but performing it gradually, seems to me quite feasible. That
our workers are capable of it is borne out by their many producer .
and consumer co-operatives which, whenever they are not delib-:
erately ruined by the police, are oqually well and far more hon-·:
eslly nm than lhe bourgeois slock companies. I cannot see how·:,
you can speak of the ignorance of Lhe masses in Germany after<:
the brilliant evidence of political malurily shown by the wqrkers ;
in Lheir victorious struggle against the Anti-Socialist Law. The i
patronising an cl errant lecturing of our so-called intellectuals J.
seems to me a far greater impediment. We are still in need o(!
technicians, agronomists, engineers, chemists, architects, etc.,.~.
it is true, bul if tho worst comes to the worst we can always buy::
them just as well as the capitalists buy them, and if a severe'.
example is made of a few of the traitors among them-for traitors ;
there are s11re to be-they will find il to their own advantage to '
deal fairly with us. But aparl from these specialists, among whom
I also include schoolteachers, we can got along perfectly well
without tho other "intellectuals"'. The present iunux of literati
and students into the party, for example, may be quite damuging
if these gentlemen arc not properly kept in check.
The J unkcr Jatifundia cast of the Elbo could be easily leased
under the due technical management to the present day-labour-
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ers and the other retinue, who would work the estates jointly.
If any disLurbances occur, the Junkers, who have brutalised people
by flouting all the existing school legislation, will alone be to
l>laroe.
Thj biggest obstacle are the small peasants and the importunate
super-clever inlellectuals who always thiuk they know everything so much the better, the less they understand it.
Ouce we have a sufficient number of followers among the
111asses, the big industries and the large-scale lalifundia farming
can be quickly socialised. provider! we hold the polilical power.
The rest will follow shortly, sooner or later. And we shall have
it all our owu way in large-scale producLion.
You speak of an absence of uniform insight. This exists-but
on the part of the intellectuals who stem from the aristocracy and
the bourgeoisie und who do not suspect how much they still have
to learn from the workers ....
Trans lated from the Gorman

ENGELS TO J. BLOCH IN KONIGSBERG

London, September 21(-22], 1890

... According to the materialist conception of history, the
ultimat.ely determining clement in history is the production and

reproduction of real life. More than this neither Marx nor I have
ever asserted. Hence if somebody twists this i11to saying that
the economic element is the only determining one, he transforms
that proposition into a meaningless, abstract, senseless phrase.
The economic situation is the basis, but the various elements of
the superstructure-political forms of the class struggle and its
results, to wit: constitutions established by the victorious class
after a successful battle, etc., juridical forms, and even the
reflexes of all these actual struggles in the brains of the participants, political, juristic, philosophical theories, religious views
and their further development into systems of dogmas-also
exercise their influence upon the course of the historical struggles
and in many cases preponderate in determining their form. There
is an interaction of all these elements in which, amid all the
endless host of accidents (that is, of things and events whose
inner interconnection is so remote or so impossible of proof that
we can regard it as non-existent, as negligible), the economic
movement finally asserts itself as necessary. Otherwise the application of the theory to any period of history would be easier than
the solution of a simple equation of the first degree.
We make our history ourselves, but, in the first place, under
very definite assumptions and conditions. Among these the economic ones are ultimately decisive. But the political ones, etc.,
and indeed even the traditions which haunt human minds also
play a part, although not the decisive one. The Prussian state
also arose and developed from historical, ultimately economic,
causes. But it could scarcely be maintained without pedantry
that among the many small states of North Germany, Brandenburg was specifically determined by economic necessity to become
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the great power embodying the economic, linguistic and, afte1·
the Reformation, also the religious difference betweeu North a11d
South, and not by other elerneuts as well (above all by its entan11Iement witl1 Poland, owing to the possession of Pr11ssia, aud
hc1~e with international political relations-which were indeed
,dso decisive in the formation of tl1e Austriau dynastic power).
Without making oneself ridiculous it would he a difficull thing
to explain in terms of economics the existence of every small state
in Germany, past and present, or the origin of the High Gern1a11
ronsonant permutations, which widened the geographic partition
wall formed by the mountains from the Sudelic range to lhe
Taunus to form a regular fissure across all Germany.
ln the second place, however, history is made in such a way
that tl1e final result always arises from conflicts between mauy
i11clividual wills, of which each iu turn has beeu made what it
is by a host of particular conditions of lite. Thus there are innurnl'rable inlersecting forces, an infinite series of parallelograms
of forces whlch give rise to one resultant-the historical event.
This may again itself be viewed as the product of a power which
\\"Ol'ks as a whole unconsciously and without volition. For what
each individual wills is obstructed by everyone else, and what
emerges is something thal no one willed. Thus history has pro~eeded hitherto in the manner of a natural process and is esse11lially subject to the same laws of motion. But from the fa cl that
the wills of individuals-each of whom desires what he is impelled
to by his physical constitution and exlernal, in the lust resort
economic, circumstances (either his own personal circumstances
or those of society in general)-do not attain what they want,
but are merged into an aggregate mean, a common res11ltant,
; l must not be concl\lded that they are equal to zero, On tl1e
~ontrary, each contributes to the resullant and is to this extent
iucluded in it.
l would furthermore ask you to study this lheory from its
original sources and not at second-hand; it ls really much easier.
Marx hardly wrote anything in which it did not play a lJart.
!Jut especially The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte is a
mo~l excellent example of its application. There are also many
allusions to it in Capital. The11 may I also direct you Lo my wrili11gs: Herr Eugen Diihring's Revolution in Science and Ludwig
Feuerbach and the End of Classical German Philosophy, in which
I have given the most detailed account of 11istorical materialism
whicl1, as far as I know, exists.
Marx and I are ourselves parlly to blame for the fact that the
Youuger people sometimes lay more stress on the economic side
than is due to it. We had to emphasise the main principle vis-d-vis
•>ur adversaries, who denied it, and we had not always lhe time,
0
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the place or the opportunity to give their due to the other elements
involved in the interaction. But when it came to presenting a
section of history, that is, to making a practical a1iplication, it
was a different matter and there no error was permissible. Unfortunately, however, it happens only too often that people think
they have fully understood a new theory and can apply it without
more ado from the moment they have assimilated its main principles, and even those not always correctly. And I cannot exempt
many of tho more recent "Marxists" from this reproach, for the
most amazing rubbish has beun produced in this quarter, too ....
Translated from the German

ENGELS TO C. SCHMIDT IN BERLIN

London, October 27, 1890

Uear Schmidt,
I am taking advantage of the first free moments to reply to
you. I think you would do very well to accept the offer o[ the
Zuricher Post. You could always learn a good deal about economics
Lhcre, especially if you bear in mind that Zurich is after all only
a third-rate money and speculation market, so that the impres~ious which make themselves felt there are weakened by twofold
or threefold reflection or are deliberately distorted. But you
will get a practical knowledge of the mechanism and be obliged
to follow the stock exchange reports from London, New York,
Paris, Berlin, and Vienna at first-hand, and thus the world market, in its reflex as money and stock market, will reveal itself
to you. Economic, political and other reflections are just like
tl1osc in the human eye: they pass through a condensing lens
and the1·efore appear upside down, standing on their heads.
Only the nervous apparatus which would put them on their feet
again for presentation to. us is lacking. The money market man
sees the movement of industry and of the world market only in
the inverted reflection of the money and stock market and so
effect becomes cause to him. I noticed that already in the forties
in Manchester: the London stock exchange reports were utterly
useless for understanding the course of industry and its periodical
lllaxima and minima because these gentry tried to explain everything by crises on the money market, which of course were themselves generally only symptoms. At that time the point was to
disprove temporary over-production as the origin of industrial
crises, so that the thing had in addition its tendentious side,
provocative of distortion. This point now ceases to exist-for
us, at any rate, for good and all-besides which it is indeed a fact
ll~at the money market can also have its own crises, in which
direct disturbances of industry play only a subordinate part or
no part at all. Here there is still much to be established and examined, especially in the history of the last twenty years.
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Where there is divisiou of labour on a social scale there
separate labour processes become independent of each other
Ju the last instance production is the decisive factor. But
soon as trade in products becomes iudependcnt of production.;
proper, it follows a movement of its owu, which, while governe.t:
as a whole by that of production, still in particulars aud within·
this general dependence again follows laws of its own inherenb
in the nature of this new factor; this movement has phases of:
its own and in ils turu reacts on lhe movement of production.,
The discovery of America was due to the thirst for gold which
had previously driven the Portuguese to Africa (cf. Soetbeer'~
Production of Precious 1lfetals), because the enormously extendedl
European industry of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries an~
the trade corresponding to it demanded more means of exchan~l
than Germany, the great silver country from 1450 to 1550, coul~j
provide. The conquest of India by the Portuguese, Dutch anqll
English between 1500 and 1800 had imports from India as i~
object-nobody dreamt of exporting anything there. And ye
what a colossal reaction these discoveries and conquests, brough
about solely by trade interests, had upon industry: it was only'
the need for exports to these countries that created and developed
.
modern large-scale industry.
So it is, too, with the money market. As soon as trade in.
money becomes separate from trade in commodities it has-under
certain conditions imposed by production and commodity trad&
and within these limits-a development of its owrr, special laws
determined by its own nature and separate phases. If to this
is added that money trade, developing further, comes to include
trade in securities and that these securities are not only govern~
ruent papers bnt also industrial and transport" stocks, so that'
money trade gains direct control over a portion of the productionby which, taken as a whole, it is ilself controlled, then the reaetiou of money trading ou production becomes still stronger and
more complicated. The traders in money are the owners of railways,
mines, iron works, elc. These means of production take on a
double aspect: their operation has to be directed sometimes in the
interests of direct production but sometimes also according to
the requirements of the shareholders, so far as they are money
traders. The most striking example of this is furnished by the
North American railways, whose operation is entirely dependent
on the daily stock exchange operations of a Jay Gould or a Vanderbilt, etc., which have nothing whatever to do with the particular
railways and its interests as a means of communication. And even
here in England we have seen contests lasting decades between
different railway companies over the boundaries of their respective
territories-contests on which an enormous amount of money
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was thrown away, not in the interests of production and communication but simply because of a rivalry whose sole object usually
was to facilitate the stock exchange transactions of the shareholding money traders.
Wit~ these few indications of my conception of the relation
of production to commodity trade and of both to money trade,
J have answered, in essence, your questions abont "historical
materialism" generally. The tiring is easiest to grasp from the
point of view of the division of labour. Society gives rise to cert <tin common functions which it cannot dispense with. The per~ons appointed for this purpose form a new branch of the division
of labour within society. This gives them particular interests,
distinct, too, from the interests of those who empowered them;
they make themselves independent of the latter and-the state
is in being. And now things proceed in a way similar to that in
commodity trade and later in money trarle: the new independent
power, while having in the main to follow the movement of production, reacts in its turn, by virtue of its inherent relative
independence-that is, the relative independence once transferred
lo it and gradually further developed-upon the conditions and
course of prodnction. It is the interaction of two unequal forces:
on the one hand, the economic movement, on the other, the new
political power, which strives for as much independence as possible,
and which, having once been established, is endowed with a
010,·ement of its own. On the whole, the economic movement
gets its way, but it has also to snffer reactions from the political
movement which it itself established and endowed with relative
independence, from the movement of the state power, on the
one hand, and of the opposition simultaneously engendered, on
the other. Ju$t as the movement of the industrial market is,
in I.he main and with the reservations already indicated, reflected
i11 the money market and, of course, in inverted form, so the
slrnggle between the classes already existing and fighting with
one another is reflected in tire struggle between government and
opposition, but likewise in inverted form, no longer directly but
inrlirectly, not as a class struggle but as a fight for political principles, arid so distorted that it has taken us thousands of years to
gel behind it.
The reaction of the state power upon economic development
can be of three kinds: it can run in the same direction, and then
?cvelopment is more rapid; it can oppose the line or development,
lll which case nowadays it will go to pieces in the long run in
every great people; or it.can prevent the economic development
!~o~ proceeding along certain lines, anrl prescribe other lines.
l hrs case ultimately reduces itself to one of the two previous ones.
But it is obvious that in cases two and three the political power
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can do great damage to the economic development and cause a
greaL squandering of energy and material.
.
Then there is also the case of the conquest and brutal destruc-,
tion of economic resources, by which, in certain circumstances,·
a whole local or national economic development could formerly ·
be ruined. Nowadays such a case usually has the opposite effect,
at least with great peoples: in the long run the vanquished often.
gains more economically, politically and morally than the victor.·
Similarly with law. As soon as the new division of labour which.
creates professional lawyers becomes necessary, another new and
independent sphere is opened up which, for all its general depend-.:
encc on production and trade, has also a special capacity for~
reacting upon these spheres. In a modern state, law must not.:
only correspond to the general economic condition and be its.
expression, but must also be an internally coherent expression
which does not, owing to inner contradiction~. reduce itself
to nought. And in order to achieve this, the faithful reflect.ion of'
economic conditions suffers increasingly. All the more so the:::
more rarely it happens that a code of law is the blunt, unmitigated, ·
unadulterated expression of the domination of a class-this in
itself would offend the "conception of right". Even in the Code
Napoleon 139 the pure, consistent conception of right held by the
revolntionary bourgeoisie of 1792-96 is already adullerated in
many ways, and, in so far as it is embodied there, has daily
to undergo all sorts of attenuations owing to the rising power·
of the proletariat. This does not prevent the Code Napoleon from
being the statute book which serves as the basis or every new
code of law in every part of the world. Thus to a great extent·
the course of the "development of right" consists only, first, in the,
attempt to do away with the contradictions arising from the direct·
translation of economic relations into legal principles, and to'
establish a harmonious system of law, and then in the repeated
breaches made in this system by the influence and compulsion
of further economic development, which involves it in further
contradictions. (I am speaking here for the moment only of civil
law.)
The reflection of economic relations as legal principles is necessarily also a topsy-turvy one; it goes on without the person who·
is acting being conscious of it; the jurist imagines he is operating
with a priori propositions, whereas they arc really only economic
reflexes; so everything is upside down. And il seems to me obvious
that this inversion, which, so long as it remains unrecegnised,
forms what we call ideological outlook, reacts in its turn upon the
· economic basis and may, within certain limits, modify it.
The basis of the right of inheritance-assuming that the stages
reached in the development of the family are the same-is an
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economic one. Nevertheless, it would be difficult to prove, for
instance, that the absolute liberty of the testator in England
11 ad the severe restrictions in every detail imposed upon him
iu Frnnce are due to economic causes alone. Both react back,
however, on the economic sphere to a very considerable extent.,
l1l•c1mse they"iul'luence the distribution of property.
As to the maims of ideology which soar still higher in the
air-religion, philosophy, etc.-tl1ese have a prehistoric stock.
found already in existence by and taken over in the historical
prriod, what we ~houlcl today call bunk. These various false
conceptions of nature, of man's own being, of spirits, magic
forces, etc., have for the most part only a negative economic element as their basis; the low economic development of the prehistoric period is supplemented and also partially conditioned
anll cwen caused by the false conceptions of nature. And evl'n
though economic necessity was the main driving force of the
progressive knowledge oI nature and has become ever more so,
it would surely be pedantic to try and find economic causes for
n11 tliiH primitive nonsense. The history of science is the history
of tile gradual clearing away of this nonsense or rather o{ its
replacement by fresh b11t always less absurd nonsense. The people
who attend to this belong in their turn to special spherPs in the
division of labour and appear to themselves to be working in «n
i11depe11dent field. Arni to the extent that they form an inclependent group within the social division of labour, their prod actions.
iuclndiug their errors, react upon the whole development of
~ociety, even on its economic development. B11t all the same they
lhernsdves are in turn under the dominating influence of economic
c]P\·elopmont. In philosophy, for inst1111ce, this can be most readiiy proved true for Lhe bourgeois period. Hobbes was the first
modern materialist (in the.eighteenth-century sense) but he was
nn nb~oluList in a period when nbsolute monarchy was at its
height throughout Europe and in England entered the lists against
the people. Locke, both in religion and politics, was the child
of' the class compromise of 1688. 140 The English deists nnrl their
more consistent continn11Lors, the French materialists, were the
true philosophers of the bourgeoisie, the French even of the bourgeois revolution. The German philistine runs through German
philo~ophy from Kant to Hegel, sometimes positively and sometimes negatively. But as a definite sphere in the division of labour,
the philosophy of every epoch presupposes certain definite thought
~naterial handecl down to it by its predecessors, from which
1L lakes its start. And that is why economically backwarcl countries can still play first fiddle in philosophy: Fr;rnce in the eighteenth century as compared with England, on whose philosophy
the French based themselves, and lale1 Germany as compared
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with both. But in France as well as Germany philosophy and the
general blossoming of literature at thaL time were the result
of a rising economic development. I consider the ultimate
supremacy af economic development established in these spheres
too, but it comes to pass within the limitations imposed by the
particular sphere itself: in philosophy, for instance, by the operation of economic influences (which again generally act O!ily under
political, etc., disguises) upon the exisLing philosophic material
handed down by predecessors. Here economy crcat.Ps nothing
anew, hut it determines the way in which Lhe Lhought material
found in existence is altered and furLher developed, and that
too for the most part indirectly, for it is the political, legal and
moral reflexes which exert the greatest direct influence on philosophy.
About religion I have said what was most necessary in the last
section on Feuerbach.Ul
If therefore Barth supposes that we deny any and every reaction of the political, etc., reflexes of the economic movement
upon the movement itself, he is simply Lilting at windmills.
He has only got to look at Marx's Eighteenth Brumaire, which
deals almost exclusively with the particular part played by
political struggles and events, of coursr within their general
dependence upon economic condiLions. Or Capital, the secLion on
the working day, for insLance, where legi~lation, which is surely
a poliLical act, has such a trenchant eflecL. Or the section on the
history of the bourgeoisie. (Chapter XXIV.1 42) Or why do we
fight. for Lhe political dicLatorship of the proletariat if political
power is economically impotent? Force (that is, state power)
is also an economic power!
Ent l have no time to criticise the book now.1' 3 I must first get
Volume Ill 144 out and besides I think that Berusteiu, for instance,
could deitl with ·it quite effectively.
Whal tht>sc gentleruen all lack is dialecLicR. They always see
only here cause, there effect. That this is a hollow abstraction,
that s11ch metaphysical polar opposites exist in the real world
only timing crises, while the whole vast process goes on in the
form of interacLion -though of very unequal forces, the economic
moverncuL being by far the strongest, most primordial, most
decisive-that here everything is relative and nothing absolute-this they never begin to sec. As far as they arc concerned
Hegel ucver existed ....
Translated from the German

ENGELS TO F. MEHRING IN BERLIN

London, July 14, 1893

Dear Herr Mehring,
Torlay is my first opportunity to thank you for the Lessing
J.egend you were kind enough to send me. I did not want to reply
wilh a bare formal acknowledgement of receipt of the hook but
intended at the same time to tell you something about it, about
its contents. Hence the rlelay.
I shall begin at the end-the appendix on historical materialism, iu which you have lined up the main things excellently and
for :..ny unprejudiced person convincingly. If I find anything
to object to it is that you give me more credit than I deserve, even
if I count in everything which I might possibly have found out
for myself-in time -but which Marx with his more rapid coup
d"oeil and wider vision discovered much more quickly. When
"m' hnd the good fortune to work for forty years with a man like
}!arx, ono usually docs not during his lifeLime get the recogniliu11 one thinks one deservQS. Then, when the greuLer man dies,
the h·sser easily gets overrated and this seems to me to be just
111y cnse at present; history will set all this right in the end unrl
h~· that time one will have quietly turned up one's toes and
not I.now anything any more about anything.
Otherwise only one more point is lacking, which, however,
~Lrx and .I always failed to stress enough in our writings and
in I\•gurd to which we are all equally guilty. That is to say, we
al! laid, and were bound to lay, the main emphasis, in the first
Ji!nc·~. on the derivation of political, juridical and oLher ideolog1c::J notions, and of actions arising through Lhe medium of
the~c notions, from basic economic facts. But in so doing we
ncglc,cted the formal side-the ways and means by which these
0 '.ilions, etc., come abouL...,.-for the sake of the content. This has
~ivcn our adversarios a welcome opportuniLy for misunderstandings and distortions, of which Paul Barth is a striking example. 1. .

ENGJ<:LS TO F. MEIIR!XG, JULY H, 1893

j

1

Ideology is a process accomplished by the so-called thinker:
consciously, iL is true, but wiLh a false consciousness. The real
motive forces impelling him remain unknown to him; otherwise·
it simply would not be an ideological process. Hence he imagines'
false! or seeming motive forces. Because it is a process of thought.
he rlerives its form as well as its coutent from pure thought,.
either his owu or that of his predecessors. Ile works with mere ,
thoilght material, which he acce1>ts without examination as the
product or thought, and does not investigate further for a more•
remote source independent of thought; indeed this is a matter of'
course to him, because, as all action is mediated by thought, it ·
appears to him to be ultimately based upon thought.
.
The historical ideologist (historical is here simply meant to"
comprise the political, juridical, philosophical, theological-'
in short, all the spheres belonging to society and not only to nature).
thus possesses in every sphere of science material which has
formed itself independently out of tire thought of previo11s gener-.
ations and has gone through its own independent course of developml'nt in the brains of these successive generations. True,
external facls belonging to one or another sphere may have exercised a codetermining inflnence on this development, but the
tacit presupposition is that these facts themselves arc also only
the fruits of a process of thought, and so we still remain within
that realm of mere thought, which appar!'ntly has successfully
digested even the hardest facts.
It is above all this semblance of an independeut history of state
constitutions, of systems of law, of ideological conceptions in.
every separate domain that dazzles most people. If Luther and
Calvin "overcome" the official Catholic religion or liege! "over-;·
comes" Fichte and Kant or Housseau with his republican Con•.;
trat social indirectly "overcomes" the constitutional :\fontesquieu, :
this is a process which remains within theology, philosophy or'
political science, represents a stage in the history of these partic- ,'.
ular spheres of thought and never passes beyond the sphere of.,
thought. And since the bourgeois illusion of the eternity and,i
finality of capitalist production has been added as well, evenj
the overcoming of the mercantilists by the physiocrats arrd Adam·~
Smith i8 accounted as a sheer victory of thonght; not as the
reflection in thought of changed economic facts but as the fmallY
achieved correct understanding of actual conrlilions subsisting
always and everywhere -in fact, if Hichard Coeur-de-Lion and
Ph iii p Augustus had introduced free trade instead of getting
mixed np in the crusades we should have been spared five hundred
years of misery and stupidity.
This aspect of the matter, which I can only indicate here,
we have all, J think, neglected more than it deserve!'. It is the
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.,Id :itory; form is always neglected at first for content. As I say,
I trnve done that too and the mistake has always struck me only
J,itcr. So I am not only far from reproaching you with this in any
"""y-as the older of the guilty parties I certainly have no right
1., .to so; on the contrary. But I would like all the same to draw
".111!' attention to this point for the future.
flanging together with this is the fatuous notion of the ideolo'.!i~l ~that because we deny an independent historical development
to the various ideological spheres which play a part in history
we also deny them any effect upon history. The basis of this is
!hP common undialectical conception of cause and effect as rigidly
•1pposite poles, the total disregarding of interaction, These gentle1nP11 often almost deliberately forget that once an historic element
hus been brought into the world by other, ultimately economic
,·a uses, it reacts, can react on its environment and even on the causes
that have given rise to it. For instance, Barth on the priesthood
,111d religion, your page 475. I was very glad to see how you settled
1his fellow, whose banality exceeds all expectations; and him
they make professor of history in Leipzig! I must say that old
man Wachsr!uth-also rather a bonehead but greatly appreciative
1)f facts-was quite a different chap ....
Translated from the German
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ENGELS TO W. BORGIUS IN BRESLAU

London, January 25. 18!l4

Dear Sir,
Here is the answer to your questions:
.
1. What we understand by the economic relations, which we
regard as the determining basis of the history of society, is the
manner and method by which men in a given society produce
their means of subsistence and exchange the products among
themselves (in so far as division of labour exists). Thus the enttf'.e
technique of production and transport is here included. According
to our conception this technique also determines the manner
and method of exchange and, further, of the distribution of
products and with it, after the dissolution of gentile society, also
the division into classes, and hence the relations of lordship
and servitude and with them the state, politics, law, etc. Further
included in economic relations are the geographical basts on which·
they operate and those remnants of earlier stages of economie
development which have actually been transmitted and have
survived-often only through tradition or by force of inertia;
also of course the external environment which surrounds this
form of society.
If, as you say, technique largely depends on the state of science,
science depends far more still on the state and the requirements
of technique. If society has a technical need, that helps science
forward more than ten universities. The whole of hydrostatics
(Torricelli, etc.) was called forth by the necessity for regulation
the mountain streams of Italy in the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries. We have known anything reasonable about electricity
only since its technical applicability was discovered. But unfortunately it has become the custom in Germany to write the
history of the sciences as if they had fallen from the skies.
2. We regard economic conditions as that which ultimately
conditions historical development. But race is itself an economic
factor. Here, however, two points must not be overlooked:
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a) Political, juridical, philosophical, religious, literary, artistic, etc., development is based on economic development. But
all these react upon one another and also upon the economic basis. It is not that the economic situation is cause, solely active, while
everything else is only passive effect. There is, rather, interaction
on the basis of economic necessity, which ultimately always asserts
itself. The state, for instance, exercises an influence by protective
tariffs, free trade, good or bad fiscal system; and even the deadly
i11anition and impotence of the German philistine, arising from
1he miserable economic condition of Germany from 1648 to 1830
;111d expressing themselves at first in pietism, then in sentimentality and cringing servility to princes and nobles, were not
without economic effect. That was one of the greatest hindrances
lo recovery and was not shaken until the revolutionary and Napoleonic wars made the chronic misery an acute one. So it is not,
as people try here and there conveniently to imagine, that the
t'conomic situation produces an automatic effect. No. Men make
their history themselves, only they do so in a given environment,
which conditions it, and on the basis of actual relations already
existing, among which the economic relations, however much they
may be influenced by the other-the political and ideological
relations, are still ultimately the decisive ones, forming the
keynote which runs through them and alone leads to understa11ding.
b) Men make their history themselves, but not as yet with
a collective will according to a collective plan or even in a definite, delimited given society. Their aspirations clash, and for
that very reason all such societies are governed by necessity, the
complement and form of appearance of which is accident. The
necessity which here asserts itself athwart all accident is again
ultimately economic necessity. This is where the so-called great
men come in for treatment. 'Phat such and such a man and precisely that man arises at a particular time in a particular country
is, of course, pure chance. But cut him out and there will be a
demand for a substitute, and this substitute will be found, good
or bad, but in the long run he will be found. That Napoleon,
just that particular Corsican, should have hem the military
dictator whom the French Republic, exhausted by its own warfare, had rendered necessary, was chance; but that, if a Napoleon had been lacking, another would have filled the place, is
proved by the fact that the man was always found as soon as he
b~came necessary: Caesar, Augustus, Cromwell, etc. While Marx
d1s~overed the materialist conception of history, Thierry, Mignet,
9uizot and all the English historians up to 1850 are evidence that
it was being striven for, and the discovery of the same conception
by Morgan proves that the time was ripe for it and that it simply
had to be discovered.
20*
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So with all the other accidents, and apparent accidents, of
history. The further the particular sphere which we arc investigating is removed from the economic sphere and approaches that
of pure abstract ideology, the more shall we find it exhibiting
accidents in its development, the more will its curve run zigzag.
BuL if you plot the average axis of the curve, you will find that
this axis will run more and more nearly parallel to the axis of
economic development the longer the period considered and the
wider the field dealt with.
In Germany the greatest hindrance Lo correct understanding
is the irresponsible neglect by literature of economic history.
lt is so hard not only Lo disaccustom oneself to the ideas of history
drilled into one aL school but still more to Lake up the necessary
material for doing so. Who, for instance, has read at least old
G. von Giilich, whose dry collectiou of material1 46 nevertheless
contains so much stuff for the clarification of innumerable political facts!
For the rest, the line example which Marx has given in The
Eighteenth Brumaire should, I think, provide you fairly well
with information on your question, just because it is a practical
example. I have also, I believe, already touched on most of the
points in Anti-Duhring, l, chs. 9-11, and II, 2-4, as well as in III,
I, or Introduction, and also in the last section of Feuerbach. 147
Please do not weigh each word in the above too scrupulously,
but keep the general connection in mind; I regret that I have
not the time to word what I am writing to you as exactly as I
should be obliged to do for publication ....
Translated from the German

II

V. J. LENIN

Marxism, illuminated by the bright
light of the new, universally rich
experience of the revolutionary workers, has helped us to understand the
inevitability of the present development. It will help the workers of the
whole world, who are fighting to overthrow capitalist wage-slavery more
clearly to appreciate the aims of
their struggle, to march more firmly
along the path already outlined, more
confidently and firmly to achieve
victory and to consolidate it.

•
From WHAT THE "FRIENDS OF THE PEOPLE" ARE
AND HOW THEY FIGHT
THE SOCIAL-DEMOCRATS

(A Reply to Articles in Russko11e Bogatstvo
Opposing the Marxist.sus)

Mr. N. Mikhailovsky devotes his attention chiefly to the theoretical principles of Marxism and therefore makes a special investigation of the materialist conception of history. After outlining
iu general the contents of the voluminous :Marxist literature
enunciating this doctrine, Mr. .Mikhailovsky opens his criticism
with the following tirade:
"First of all," he says, "the question naturally arises: in which
of his works did Marx expound his materialist conception of
history? In Capital he gave us an example of the combination of
logical force with erudition, with a scrupulous investigation of all
the economic literature and of the pertinent facts. He brought
to light theoreticians of economic science long forgotten or unknown to anybody today, and did not overlook the most minute
details in factory inspectors' reports or experts' evidence before
various special commissions; in a word, he examined this enormous
mass of factual material, partly in order to provide arguments for
his economic theories and partly to illustrate them. If he has
.created a 'completely new' conception of the historical process,
if he has explained the whole past of mankind from a new viewpoint
and has summarised all hitherto existing theories on the philosophy of history, then he has done so, of co1m1e, with equal zoal:
he has, indeed, reviewed and subjected to critical analysis all
the known theories of the historical process, and worked over
a mass of facts of world history. The comparison with Darwin,
so customary in Marxist literature, serves still more to confirm
this idea. What does Darwin's whole work amount lo? Certain
closely interconnected generalising ideas crowning a veritable
:.\font Blanc of factual material. But where is the appropriate
work by Marx? It does not exist. And not only does no such
work by Marx exist, but there is none to be found in all Marxist
literature, despite its voluminous and extensive character.··
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The whole tirade is highly characteristic and helps us to understand how little the public understand Capita/,, and Marx. Overwhelmed by the tremendously convincing way he states his
case, they bow and scrape before Marx, laud him, and at the
same time entirely lose sight of the basic content of his doctrine
and quite calmly continue to sing the old songs of "8ubjective
sociology". In this connection one cannot help recalling the very
apt epigraph Kautsky selected for his book on the economic
t.eachings of Marx:
Wer wird nicht etnen Klopstock loben?
Dock wird ihn jeder lesen? Nein.
Wir wollen 1ceniger erhoben,
Und fteissiger gelescn seinl*

Just sol Mr. Mikhailovsky should praise Marx less and read
him more diligently, or, better still, give more serious thought
to what he is reading.
"ln Capital Marx gave us an example of the combination of
logical force with erudition," says Mr. Mikhailovsky. ln this
phrase Mr. Mikhailovsky has given us an example of a brilliant
phrase combined with lack of substance-a certain Marxist ob~
served. And the observation is a very just one. How, indeed, did
this logical force of Marx's manifest itself? What were its effects?
Reading the above tirade by Mr. Mikhailovsky, one might think
that this force was concentrated entirely on "economic theories",
in the narrowest sense of the term -and nothing more. And in
order to emphasise still further the narrow limits of the field
in which Marx manifested the force of his logic, Mr. Mikhailovsky
lays stress on "most minute details," on "scrupulosity," on "theoreticians unknown to anybody" and so forth. It would appea1
that Marx contributed nothing essentially new or noteworthf
to the methods of constructing these theories, that he left the
bounds of economic science where the earlier economists hall
them, without extending them, without contributing a "complete:
ly new" conception of the science itself. Yet anybody who hais
i:ead Capital knows that this is absolutely untrue. In this con~
uection one cannot but recall what Mr. Mikhailovsky wrote about
.M/lrx sixteen years ago when arguing with that vulgar bourgeois,
Mr. Y. Zhukovsky. 149 Perhaps the times were different, perhaps
sentiments were fresher-at any rate, both the tone and the
content of Mr. l\likhailovsky's article were then entirely different.
"' ... It is the ultimate aim of this work, to lay bare the law
of development (in the original: das oekonomische Bewegung&• Who would not praise a Klopstock? But will everybody read Mm!
No. We would like to be exalted less, but read more diligently! (Lessing).-;Ed.
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uesetz-the economic law of motion) of modern society,' Karl
~larx says in reference to his Capital, and he adheres strictly
to this programme. "This is what Mr. Mikhailovsky said in 1877.
Let us examine this programme more closely, which-as the
critic admits -has been strictly adhered to. lt is "to lay bare
tJm economic law of development of modern society."
The very formulation coufronts us with several questions that
require explanation. Why does Marx speak of "modern" society,
wheu all the economists who preceded him spoke of society in
general? In what sense does he use the word "modern," by what
features does he distinguish this modern society? And further,
what is meant by the economic law of motion of society? We are
accustomed to hear from economists-and this, by the way, is
our of the favourite ideas of the publicists and economists of
tlll' milieu to which the Russkoye Bogatstvo belongs-that only
the production of values is subject to solely economic laws, where;1s distribution, they declare, depends on politics, on the nature
of the influence exercised on society by the government, the
intelligentsia and so forth. In what sense, then, does Marx speak
of the economic law of motion of society, even referring to this
law as a Naturgcsetz-a law of nature? How arc we to understand
this, when so many of our native sociologists have covered reams
of paper to show that social phenomena are particularly distinct
from the phenomena of natural history, and that therefore the
investigation of tho former requires the employment of an absolutely distinct "subjective method in sociology".
All these perplexities arise naturally and necessarily, and,
of course, only an absolute ignoramus would evade them when
speaking of Capital. To elucidate these questions, we shall first
quote one more passage from the same Preface to Capital-only
a rew lines lower down:
··[From) my standpoiut", says Marx, "the evolution of the
i·couomic formation of society is viewed as a process of natural
history". 1so
It will be sufficient to compare, say, the two passages just quoted
fro111 the Preface in order to see that it is here that we have the
basic idea· of Capital, pursued, as we have heard, with strict
consistency and with rare logical force. First let us note two cir~ 11instances regarding all this: Marx speaks of one "economic
lorrnation of society" only, the capitalist formation, that is,
1.1p says that he investigated the law of development of this
lorrnation only and of no other. That is the first. And secondly,
let us note the methods Marx used in working out his deductions. These methods consisted, as we have just heard from Mr.
~likhailovsky, in a "scrupulous investigation of the pertinent
fact!<".
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Now let us examine this basic idea of Capital, which our subjec-j
Live philosopher so adroitly tried to evade. In what, properlyjj
speaking, does the concept of the economic formation of societyl
consist? and in what sense can and must the development of suc)i;~
a formation be regarded as a process of natural history? -such,
are the questions that now confront us. I have already pointed'
out that from the standpoint of the old (not old for Russia) econo-1
mists and sociologists, the concept of the economic formation of~
society is entirely superfluous: they talk of society in general,;
they argue with the Spencers about tho nature of society in ge,j
neral, about the aim and essence of society in general, and so forth.1
In their reasonings, these subjective sociologists rely on argu~·
men ts such as -the aim of society is to benefit all its members,
that justice, therefore, demands such and such an organisation,l
and that a system that is out of harmony with this ideal organi-,
satiou ("Sociology must start with some utopia" -these words1
of Mr. l\Hkhailovsky's, one of the authors of the subjective method,l
splendidly typify the essence of their methods) is abnormal and;
should be set aside. "The essential task of sociology", Mr.
Mikhailovsky, for instance, argues, "is to ascertain the social condi-·
Lions under which any particular requirement of human nature
is satisfied." As you see, what interests this sociologist is only
a society that satisfies human nature, and not at all some strange.
formations of society, which, moreover, may be based on a pheno-,
menon so out or harmony with "human nature" as the enslave-.
ment of the majorit.y by the minority. You also see that from.
the stundpoint of this sociologist there can be no question of
regarding the development of society as a process of natural
history. ("Having accepted something as desirable or undesirable,
the sociologist must discover the conditions under which th~
desirable can be realised, or the undesirable eliminated" -''under
which such and such ideals can be realised" -this same Mr.
Mikhuilovsky reasons.) What is more, there can be no talk even
of development, but only of various deviations from the "desir~
able," of "defects" that have occurred in history as a result ...
us a result of the fact that people were not clever enough, were
unable properly to understand what human nature demands, were
unable to discover the conditions for the realisation of suclr
a rational system. It is obvious that Marx's basic idea that the
development of the social-economic formations is a process of
natural history cuts at the very root of this childish moralitY
which lays claim to the title of sociology. By what means did
Marx arrive at this basic idea? He did so by singling out the
economic sphere from the various spheres of social life, by singling
out production relations from all social relations as being basic,
primary, determining 1111 other relations. :\'farx himself has
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described the course of his reasoning 011 this question as follows:
"Tim first work which I undertook for a solution of the doubts
wl1ieh assailed me was a critical review of the Hegelian philosophy
oJ' right .... 151 My investigation led to the result that legal rela1ions as well as forms of state are to be grasped neither from them5ct ves nor from the so-called general development of the human
111 ind, but rather have their roots in the material conditions of
life, the sum total of which Hegel, followiug the example of
1he Euglishmcn 1111d Freuchmen of the eighteenth century, com1'iues under the uame of •civil society', that, however, the anatomy of civil society is to be sought in political economy.... The
ueueral result at which I arrived ... can be briefly formulated
~s follows: in the social production of their life, men enter into
tle['tnite relations ... relations of production which correspond to
a 1lefmite stage of development of their material productive
forces. The sum total of these relations of production constitutes
the economic structure of society, the real fouudation, on which
rises a legal and political superstructure and to which correspond
defmite forms of social consciousness. The mode of production
of material life conditions the social, political and intellectual
life process in general. 1t is not the consciousness of men that
determines their being, but, on the contrary, their social being
that determines their consciousness. At a certain stage of their
'levelopment, the material productive forces of society come
in conflict with the existing relations of production, or-what
is but a legal expression for the same thing-with the property
mlations within which they have been at work hitherto. From
forms of development of the productive forces these relations
turu into their fetters. Then begius an epoch of social revolution.
With the change of the economic foundation the entire immense
superstructure is more or less rapidly transformed. In considering
such transformations, a distinction should always be made betweeu
the material transformation of the conditious of productiou,
which should be established in terms of natural science, aud the
legal, political, religious, aesthetic or philosophic-in short,
ideological'-forms in which men become conscious of this conflict and fight it out. Just as our opinion of au individual is
no1 based on what he thinks of himself, so can we not judge of
such a period of transformation by its own consciousness; on
the contrary, this consciousness must be cxplaiued rather from
tho contradictions of material life, from the existing conflict
b_eLween the social productive forces and the relations of production .... In broad outline's Asiatic, ancient, foudal, and modern
hourgoois modes of production can be designated as progressive
epochs iu the economic formation of society. "152
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This idea of materialism in sociology was in itself a strok
of genius. Naturally, for the time being it was only a hypothesis
but one which first created the possibility of a strictly scientili.
approach to historical and social problems. Hitherto, not knowi '
how to get down to the simplest primary relations such as tho
of production, the sociologists undertook the direct investiga
tion and study of political and legal forms, stumbled on the fact
that these forms emerge from certain of mankind's ideas in th&
period in question-and there they stopped; it appeared as ifj
social relations are consciously established by men. But th' '
conclusion, fully expressed in the idea of the Contrat sociali•:
(traces of which are very noticeable in all systems of utopia
socialism), was in complete contradiction to all historical obser
vations. It never has been the case, nor is it so now, that th ·
members of society conceive the sum total of the social relatio
in which they live as something definite, integral, pervaded b)':
some principle; ou the contrary, the mass of people· adapt them
selves to these relations uncons.ciously, and have so little concep '·
tion of them as specific historical social relations that, for instance,;;1
an explauation of the exchange relations umler which people have·
lived for centuries was found only in very recent times. Material7 :
ism removed this contradiction by carrying the analysis deeper;"'
to the origin of man's social ideas themselves; and its conclusion
that the course of ideas depends on the course of things is thtt·
only one compatible with scientific psychology. Further, and
from yet another aspect, this hypothesis was the first to elevate-'
sociology to the level of a science. Hitherto, sociologists had·
found it difficult to distinguish the important and the unim-·
porLant in the complex network of social phenomena (Lhat is the::
root of subjectivism in sociology) and had been unable to discov-.
er any objective criterion for such a demarcation. Materialism·!
provided an absolutely objective criterion by singling out "production relations" as the structure of society, and by makin~
it possible to apply to these relations that general scientific:
criterion of recurrence whose applicability to sociology the sub-!
jectivists denied. So long as they confined themselves to ideol~
ogical social relations (i.e., such as, before taking shape, pas9il
through man's consciousness*) they could not observe recurrence.
and regularity in the social phenomena of the various countries,'.
and their science was at best only a description of these phenomena, a collection of raw material. The analysis of material social
relations (i.e., of those that take shape without passing through
man's consciousness: when exchanging products men enter into
• We are, of course, referring all the time to the consciousness of social
relations and no others.
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production relations without even realising that there is a social
relation of production here) -the analysis of material social relations at once made it possible to observe recurrence and regularity
Rnd to generalise the systems of the various countries in the single
fundamental concept: social formation. lt was this generalisation
alone that made it possible to proceed from the description of
~ocial phenomena (and their evaluation from the standpoint
vf an ideal) to their strictly scientific analysis, which isolates,
kt us say by way of example, that which distinguishes one capit.;dist country from another and investigates that ·which is com111on to all of them.
Thirdly, and finally, ano.lher reason why this hypothesis for
the first time made a scientific sociology possible was that only
the reduction of social relations to production relations and of
the latter to the level of the productive forces, provided a firm
basis for the conception that the development of formations of
society is a process of natural history. And it goes without saying
tha l without such a view there can be no social science. (The
subjectivists, for instance, although they admitted that historical
pheuomena conform to law, were incapable of regarding their
ernlution as a process of natural history, precisely because they
came to a halt before man's social ideas and aims and werP
m1able to reduce them to material social relations.)
Then, however, Marx, who had expressed this hypothesifl
iu the forties, set out to study the factual (nota bene) material.
He took one of the social-economic formations-the system of
commodity production-and on the basis of a vast mass of data
(which he studied for not less than twenty-five years) gave a most
detailed analysis of the laws governing tlre functioning of this
formation and its development. This analysis is confined exclusively to production relaqons between members of society:
without ever resorting to features outside the sphere of these
production relations for an explanation, Marx makes it possible
to discern how the commodity organisation of social economy
develops, how it becomes transformed into capitalist organisation, creating antagonistic classes (antagonistic within the bounds
of productipn relations), the bourgeoisie and the proletariat,
~low it develops the productivity of social labour, and thereby
introduces an element that becomes irreconcilably contradictory
to the foundations of this capitalist organisation itself.
Such is the skeleton of Capital. The whole point, however, is
tl!at Marx did not content himself with this skeleton, that he
did not confine himself to "economic theory" in the ordinary sense
of the term, that, while explaining the structure and development
of the given formation of society exclusively through production
relations, he nevertheless everywhere and incessantly scrutinised
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the superstructure corresponding to these production relations.
and clothed the skeleton in flesh and blood. The reason Capital
has enjoyed such tremendous success is that this book by a "German economist" showed the whole capitalist social formation to
the reader as a living thing-with its everyday aspects, with the
actual social manifestation of the class antagonism inherent in
production relaLions, with the bourgeois political supersLructure
that protects the rule of the capitalist class, with the bourgeois
ideas of liberLy, equality and so forth, with the bourgeois family
relationships. It will now be clear that the comparison with·
Darwin is perfecLly accurate: Capital is nothing but "certain
closely interconnected generalising ideas crowning a veritable
Mont Blanc of factual material". And if anybody has read Capital
and contrived not tu notice these generalising ideas, it is not
the fault of Marx, who, as we have seen, pointed to these ideas
even in the preface. Aud that is noL all; such a comparison is
correct not only from the external aspect (which for some unknown
reason particularly interests Mr. Mikhailovsky), but also from
the internal aspect. Just as Darwin put an end to'the view of animal and plant species being unconnected, fortuitous, "created
by God'' and immutable, and was the first to put biology on an
absolutely scientific basis by establishing the mutability and the
succession of species, so Marx put an end to the view of society
being a mechanical aggregation of individuals which allows of
all sorLs of modification at the will of the auLhorities (or, if you
like, at the will of society and the government) and which emerges
and changes casually, anti was the first to put sociology on a
scientific basis by establishing the concept of the economic formation of socieLy as the sum total of given production relations,
by establishing the fact that the development of such formations
is a process of natural history.
Now-since the appearance of Capital-the materialist conception of history is uo longer a hypothesis, but a scientifically
proven proposition. Aud until we get some other attempt to
give a scientific explanation of the functioning and development.
of some formation of society-Cormalion of society, mind you,.
and not the way of life of some country or people, or even class,
etc.-another attempt just as capable of introducing order into
the "pertinent facts'' as materialism is. that is just as capable of
presenting a living picture of a definite formation, while giving
it a strictly scientific explanation-until then the materialist
conception of history will be a synonym for social science. Materialism is not "primarily a scientific conception of history", as
Mr. Mikhailovsky thinks, but the only scientific conception of it.
And now, ca11 you imagine anything funnier than the fact
Lhat there are people who have read Capital without discovering
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anY materialism there! Where is it?-asks Mr. Mikhailovsky
in sincere perplexity.
He has read the Communist Manifesto and failed to notice that
the explanation it gives of modern systems-legal, political,
family, religious and philosophical-is a materialist one, and
th;1t even the criticism of the socialist and communist theories
.eek~ and finds Lheir roots in such and such production relations.
Ile has read The Poverty of Philosophy and failed to notice that
il5 analysis of Proudhon's sociology is made from the materialist
,1 audpoint, that the criticism of the solution propounded by
Proudhon for the most diverse historical problems is based on
Lbe principles of materialism, and that the author's own indic<1tions as to where the data for the solution of Lhese problems
arc to be sought all amount to references to production relations.
He has read Capital and failed to notice that he had before
him a model of scientific, materialist analysis of one-the most
complex-formation of society, a model recognised by all and
surpassed by none. And here he sits and exercises his mighty brain
over the profound problem:. "In which of his works did Marx
expound his materialist conception of history?"
Arrybody acquainted with Marx would answer this question
by another: in which of his works did Marx not expound his materialisL conception of history? But Mr. Mikhailovsky will probably
learn of Marx's materialist investigations only when they are
classified and properly indexed in some sophistical work on history
by some Kareyev under the heading "Economic Materialism".
But the funniest of all is that Mr. Mikhailovsky accuses Marx
of not having "reviewed (sic!) all the known theories of the historical process". This is amusing indeed. Of what did nine-tenths
of these theories consist? Of purely a priori, dogmatic, abstract
discourses on: what is s_ociety, what is progress? and the like.
(J pnrposely take examples which are dear to the heart and mind
of Mr. Mikhailovsky.) But, then, such theories are useless because
of the very fact that they exist, they are useless because of their
basic methods, because of their solid unrelieved metaphysics.
For, to begirr by asking what is society and what is progress,
is to begin at the end. Where will you get a conception of society
and progress in general if you have not studied a single social
formation in particular, if you have not even been able Lo establish this conception, if you have not even been able to approach
a serious factual investigation, an objective analysis of social
relations of any kind? This is a most obvious symptom of meLaphysics, with which every science began: as long as people did
not know how to set about studying the facts, they always invented a priori general theories, which were always sterile. The metaphysician-chemist, still unable to make a factual investigation of
21-10~7

chemical processes, concocts a theory about chemical affinit·'
as a force. The metaphysician-biologist talks about the natu
of life and the vital force. The metaphysician-psychologist argu
about the nature of the soul. Here it is the method itself th ·
is absurd. You cannot argue about the soul without having e
plained psychical processes in particular: here progress must consi ·
precisely in abandoning general theories and philosophical d ·
courses about the nature of Lhc soul, and in being able to put thtf.
study of the facts about particular psychical processes on a scie~
tific footing. Therefore, Mr. Mikhailovsky's accusaLion is exactlJ.i
similar to that of a metaphysician-psychologist, who has spent,
all his life writing "investigations'' into the nature of the souli
(without knowing exactly how to explain a single psychic~
phenomenon, even the simplest), and then starts accusing a scien~
tific psychologist of not having reviewed all the known theoriq
of the soul. He, the scientific psychologist, has discarded phil°"!
sophical theories of the soul and set about making a direct studJ'!
of the material substratum of psychical phenomena-the nervoufl
processes-and has produced, let us say, an analysis and expla•
nation of some one or more psychological processes. And out
metaphysician-psychologist reads this work and praises it: the·
description of the processes and the study of the facts, he says,
arc good; but he is not satisfied. "Pardon me", he exclaims excit-·
edly, hearing people around him speak of the absolutely new
conception of psychology produced by this scientist, of his special
method of scientific psychology. "Pardon me'', the philosopher
cries heatedly, "in what work is this method expounded? Why,
this work contains 'nothing but facts'. There is no trace in it Of
a review of 'all the known philosophical theories of the soul\
lt is not the appropriate work at all!"
'.i
ln the same way, of course, neither is Capital the appropriate'
work for a metaphysician-sociologist who does noL realise th&
sterility of a priori arguments about the nature of society andi
docs not understand that such methods, instead of contributing'
to a study and elucidation of the problem, only serve to insinuai&.
into the concept "society" either the bourgeois ideas of the Brit-4;
ish shopkeeper or the petty-bourgeois socialisL ideals of th•{
Russian democrat-and nothing more. That is why all these"
theories of the philosophy of history arose and burst like soapbubbles, being at best a symptom of the social ideas and relltions of their time, and not advancing one hair's breadth man's
understanding of even a few, buL real, social relations (and not
such as "harmonise with human nature''). The gigantic step forward taken hy Marx in this respect consisted precisely in that.
he discarded all these arguments about society and progress iD
general and produced a scientific analysis of one society and of one
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progress-capitalist. And Mr. Mikhailovsky blames him for beginning at the beginning and not at the end, for having begun with
11 n analysis of the facts and not with final conclusions, with
11 :'l udy of particular, historically-determined social relations and
not with general theories about what these social relations conf i:· t of in general! And he asks: "Where is the appropriate work?"
o, most wise subjective sociologist!!
Lf our subjeclive philosopher had confined himself to mere
pl'rplexity as to where, in which work, materialism is substantiated, it would not have been so bad. But, despite the fact that
he did not find even an exposition, let alone a substantiation,
0 ( the materialist conception of history anywhere (and maybe
just because he did not), he begins to ascribe to this doctrine
claims which it has never made. He quotes a passage from Blos
to the effect that Marx proclaimed an entirely new conception
of history, and without further ado goes on to declare that this
theory claims to have "explained to mankind its past", to have
c\'.plained "the whole (sic!!?) past of mankind", and so on. But
this is utterly false! The theory only claims to explain the capitalist social organisation, and no other. If the application of
materialism to the analysis and explanation of one social formation yielded such brilliant results, it is quite natural that materialism in history already ceases to be a mere hypothesis and
becomes a scientifically tested theory; it is quite natural that
t)ic necessity for such a method extends to other social formations,
even though they have not been subjected to special factual
investigation and detailed analysis-just as the idea of transformism, which has been proved in relation to quite a large number
of facts, is extended to the whole realm of biology, even though
it has not yet been possible to establish with precision the fact
of their transformation for" certain species of animals and plants.
And just as transformism does not at all claim to explain the
"whole" history of the formation of species, but only to place
the methods of this explanation on a scientific basis, so materialism in history has never claimed to explain everything, but
merely to .indicate the "only scientific'', to use Marx's expression
(Capital), method of explaining history. 15' One may therefore
Judge how ingenious, earnest and seemly are the methods of
controversy employed by Mr. Mikhailovsky when he first misrepresents Marx by ascribing to materialism in history the absurd
claims of "explaining everything", of finding "the key to all
~istorical locks" (claims which were, of course, refuted by Marx
1mn1ediately and in very biting style in his "Letter" 156 on Mikhai!ovsky's arLicles), then pulls faces at these claims of his own
invention, and, finally, accurately citing Engels' ideas-accurately because in this case a quotation and not a paraphrase is
21•

/J24

V. l. LENIN

given-to the effect that political economy as understood by the
materialists "has still to be brought into being" and that "such
economic science as we possess up to the present is limited almost
exclusively to" the history of capitalist societym-draws the
conclusion that "these words greatly narrow the field of operation
of economic materialism''! What iniinite naivete, or what infinite
conceit a man must have to count on such tricks passing unnoticed! First he misrepresents Marx, then pulls faces at his own
pack of lies, then accurately cites precise ideas-and now has
the insolence to declare that they narrow the field of operation of
economic materialism!
The kind and quality of Mr. Mikhailovsky's twisting may be
seen from the following example: "Marx nowhere substantiates
them"-i.e., the foundations of the theory of economic material·
ism-says Mr. Mikhailovsky. "True, Marx and Engels thought
of writing a work dealing with the history of philosophy and the
philosophy of history, and even did write one (in 1845-1846h
but it was never published. Engels says: 'The finished portion
[of this work157 ] consists of an exposilion of the tnaterialist conception of history which proves only how incomplete our knowledge of economic history still was at that time.' Thus," concludes
Mr. l\1ikhailovsky, "the fundamental points of 'scientific socialism' and of the theory of economic materialism were discovered,
and were then expounded in the 11-Ianifesto, at a time when, as
one of the authors himself admits, they were poorly equipped·
with the knowledge needed for· such a work."
•
A charming way of criticising, is it not? Engels says that
their knowledge of economic "history" was poor and that for
this reason they did not publish their work of a "general" character
on the history of philosophy. Mr. Mikl1ailovsky garbles this to
make it mean that their knowledge was poor "for such a work"
as the elaboration of "the fundamental points of scientific socialism'', that is, of a scientific criticism of the "bourgeois" system,
already given in the Manifesto. One of two things: either Mr. Mikhailovsky cannot grasp the difference between an attempt to
embrace the whole philosophy of history, and an attempt to
explain the bourgeois regime scientifically, or he imagines that
M.arx and Engels possessed insufficient knowledge for a criticism
of political economy. In that case, it is very cruel of him not to
acquaint us with his views on this insufficiency, and with his
amendments and additions. The decision by Marx and Engels
not to publish their work on the history of philosophy and to
concentrate all their efforts on a scientific analysis of one social
organisation is only indicative of a very high degree of scientific
conscientiousness. l\lr. Mikhailovsky's decision to twist this
by the little addition that l\larx and Engels expounded their
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dews while themselves confessing that their knowledge was
inadequate to elaborate t.hem, is only indicative of methods of
coutroversy which testify neither to intellect nor to a sense of
decency.
Herc is another sample: "More was done by Marx's alter ego,
f,ngels, to substantiate economic materialism as a theory of
history," says Mr. Mikhailovsky. "He wrote a special historical
work, The Origin of the Family, Private Property and thP. State
in th.e Light of (im Anschluss) the Researches of Morgan. This
•:\uschluss' is truly noteworthy. The book of the American Morgan appeared many years after Marx and Engels had announced tho
jirinciples of economic materialism and entirely independently of
it." And then, says Mikhailovsky, "the economic materialists
a~sociated themselves" with this book; moreover, since there was
no class struggle in prehistoric times, they introduced an "amendment" to the formula of the materialist conception of history
indicating that, in addition to the production of material values,
~ determining factor is the production of man himself, i.e.,
procreation, which played a primary role in the primitive era,
when the productivity of labour was still very undeveloped.
Engels says that "Morgan's great merit lies in having ... found
in the groups based on ties of sex of the North American Indians
the key to the most important, hithcrt.o insoluble, riddles of the
earliest Greek, Roman and German history."138
"And so," quoth Mr. Mikhailovsky in this connection, "at the
P11d of the forties an absolutely new, materialist and truly scientific conception of history was discovered and proclaimed, and
it. did for historical science what Darwin's theory did for modern
natural science." But this conception-Mr. Mikhailovsky once
rnore repeats-was never scientifically substantiated. "Not only
wus it never tested in a large and varied field of factual material"
(Capital is "not the appropriate"' work: it contains only facts and
painstaking investigations!), "but was not even sufficiently motivated by at least a criticism and exclusion of other systems oI
the philosophy of history." Engels' book-llerrn E. Diihrings
Umwalzung der Wissenschaft*-represents "only witty at.tempts
niatle in passing," and Mr. Mikhailovsky therefore considers it
possible to ignore completely the mass of essential questions
dealt with in that work, despite the fact that these "witty attempts
very wittily show the emptiness of sociologies which "start with
utopias", and despite the fact that this work contains a detailed
criticism of the "force theory", which asserts that political and
legal systems determine economic systems and is so zealously
profeRscd by the gentlemen who write in Russkoye Bogatstvo. Of
• lfrrr lfogen Diihring's Revolution in Science (A nti·D1lliring).-Ed.
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course, it is much easier, is it not, to utter a few meaningless;
phrases about a work than to make a serious examination of~
even one of the problems materialistically solved in it. And it'
is also safe, for the censor will probably never pass a translation'
of that book, and Mr. Mikhailovsky may, without fear for his.
subjective philosophy, call it a witty book.
Even more characteristic and edifying (as an illustration to
the saying that man was given a tongue to conceal his thoughtsor to lend vacuity the form of thought) are his comments on Marx's
Capital: "There are brilliant pages of history in Capital, but"
(that wonderful "but"I It is not so much a "but", as that famous
"mais", which translated into Russian means "the ears never
grow higher than the forehead") "by virtue of the very purpose.
of the book they are devoted to only one definite historical period,
and not so much affirm the basic propositions of economic mate- .
rialism as simply touch on the economic aspect of a certain group ·
of historical pl10nomena."' In other words, Capital-which is l
devoted solely to a study of capitalist society-gives a mate- :
rialist analysis of that society and its superstructures, "but" ;
Mr. Mikhailovsky prefers to pass over this analysis: It deals, don't
you see, with only "one·• period, whereas he, Mr. Mikhailovsky, '
wants to embrace all periods, and to embrace them in such a way
as not to speak of any one of them in particular. Of course, there
is only one way to achieve this aim-i.e., to embrace all periods
without practically dealing with any one of them, and that is by
uttering commonplaces and phrases, "brilliant" and empty. And
nobody can compare with Mr. Mikhailovsky in the art of dismiss- .
ing matters with phrases. It seems that it is not worth dealing ·
(separately) with Marx's investigations because he, Marx, "not so ,
much affirms the basic propositions of economic materialism as simply touches on the economic aspect of a certain group of historical·
phenomena·•. What profundity! "Does not affirm"', but "simply
touches on .. ! How simple it really is to obscure any issue by phrasemongering! For instance, when Marx repeatedly shows how civil
equality, free contract and similar principles of the law-governed
state are based 011 relations among commodity producers--what
is that? Does he thereby affirm materialism, or "simply" touch
on it? With his characteristic modesty, our philosopher refrains
from replying on the substance of the matter and directly draws .
conclusions from his "witty attempts"' to talk brilliantly and say
nothing.
"No wornlcr," the conclusion runs, "that forty years after the
announcement of the theory which claimed to elucidate world
history, ancient Greek, Roman and German history were still
unsolved riddleH for it; and the key to these riddles was provided,
firstly, by a man who had absolutely no connection with the
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theory of economic materialism and knew nothing about it, and,
secondly, with the help of a factor which was not economic.
t\ rather amusing impression is produced by the term 'production
of man himself', i.e., procreation, which Engels seizes upon in
order to preserve at least a verbal connection with the basic
formula of economic materialism. He was, however, obliged to
admit that for many ages the life of mankind did not proceed
in accordance with this formula. "Your method of controversy
is indeed a "wonder", Mr. Mikhailovsky. The theory was that
order to "elucidate" history one must seek the foundations
uot in ideological, but in material social relations. Lack of factual
material made it impossible to apply this method to an analysis
of certain very important phenomena in ancient European historv-for instance, that of gentile organisation-which in conseq.uence remained a riddle.* But then, the wealth of material
collected by Morgan in America enabled him to analyse the nature
of gentile organisation; and he came to the conclusion that its
explanation must be sought not in ideological (e.g., legal or religious), but in material relations, Obviously, this fact is a brilliant confirmation of the materialist method, and nothing more.
Aud when Mr. Mikhailovsky flings the reproach at this doctrine
thal, firstly, the key to very difficult historical riddles was found
by a man "who had absolutely no connection" with the theory
of economic materialism, one can only wonder at the degree to
which people can fail to distinguish what speaks in their favour
from what severely trounces them. Secondly-argues our philosopher-procreation is not an economic factor. But where have
you read in the works of Marx or Engels that they necessarily
spoke of economic materialism? When they described their world
outlook they called it simply materialism. Their basic idea
(quite definitely expressed·, for instance, in the passage from Marx
quoted above) was that social relations are divided into material
and ideological. The latter merely constitule a superstructure on
the former, which take shape independent of the will and conscious11ess of man as (the result) the form of man's activity to maintain
his existence. The explanation of political and legal formsMarx says in the passage quoted-must be sought in "the material
conditions of life". Mr. Mikhailovsky surely docs not think that
procreation relations are ideological'! The explanation given by
Mr. Mikhailovsky in this connection is so characteristic that
it deserves to be dwelt on. "However much we exercise our inge-

in

• Herc, too, Mr. Mikhailovsky does not mi~s an opportunity of pulling
laces: what, says he, do you mean-a scientific conception of history, yet
ancient hislory remains a riddle! Mr. Mikhailovsky, take any textbook, and
Y~iu will !ind that the j)roblem of gentile 01·ganisation is one of the most
difficult, and has evoked a host of theories in explanation of it.
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nuity on the qnestion of 'procreation'", says he, "and endeavour
to establish at least a verbal connection between it and economic
materialism, however much it may be interwoven in the complex
web of phenomena of social life with other, including economic,
phenomena, it has its own physiological anrl psychical roots".
(Are you telling babes and sucklings, Mr. Mikhailovsky, that
procreation has physiological roots!'? Who do you think you are
fooling?) "And this reminds us that the theoreticians of economic
materialism failed to settle accounts not only with history, but
also with psychology. There can be no doubt that gentile ties
have lost their signifrnance in the history of civilised countries,
but this can hardly be said with the same assurance of directly
sexual and family ties. They have, of course, nndergone considerable modification under the pressure of the increasing complexity of life in general, but with a certain amount of dialectical
dexterity it might be shown that not only legal, but also economic
relations themselves constitute a •superstructure' on sexual and
family relations. We shall not dwell on this, but nevertheless
would at least point to the institution of inheritance."
At last our philosopher has been lucky epough to leave the
sphere of empty phrase-mongering* and approach facts, definite
facts, which can be verified and make it less easy to "fool" people
about the essence of the matter. Let us then see how our critic
of Marx shows that the institution of inheritance is a superstructure on sexual and family relations. "What is transmitted by
inheritance," argues Mr. Mikhailovsky, "is the products of economic production" ("tho products of economic production~ll
How literate! Ilow sonorous! What elegant langnage!) "and
the very institution of inheritance is to a certain degree determined by the fact of economic competition. But, firstly, nonmaterial values are also transmitted by inheritance-as expressed
in tho concern to bring up children in the spirit of their fathers."
So the upbringing of children is part of the institu Lion of inheritance! The Russian Civil Code, for example, contains a clause
saying that "parents must endeavour by home upbringing to
train their" (i.e., their children's) "morals and to further the
aims of government". Is this what our philosopher calls the
instit.ution of inheritance?-"and, secondly, even confining our•
selves solely to the economic sphere, if the institution of inheritance is inconceivable without the products of production trans-

* Bv what other name, indeed, can one call the device by which the
materialists are accused of not having settled accoJJnts with history, without, IJowcvcr, an attempt being made to examine a sinl(le one of the numerous materialist explanations of various historical problems given by th9
materialists?-or by whicb the statomont is made that we could prove JI
but we shall not bother about it?
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mitted by inheritance, it is just as unthinkable without the
products of 'procreation', without them and without that complex and intense psychology which directly adheres to them".
(Do pay attention to the language: a complex psychology "adheres
to" the products of procreation! That is really exquisite!) And so,
the institution of inheritance is a superstructure on family and
~exual relations, because inheritance is inconceivable without
procreation! Why, this is a veritable discovery of America! Until
. now everybody believed that procreation can explain the institution of inheritance just as little as the necessity for taking
food can explain the institution of property. Until now everybody
thought that if, for instance, in the era when tho fief system159
flourished in Russia, the land was noL transmissible by inheritance
(because it was regarded as conditional property only), the explanation was to be sought in the peculiarities of the social organisation of the time. Mr. Mikhailovsky presumably thinks that the
explanation of the matter is simply that the psychology which
adhered to the products of procreation of the fiefholder of that
time was distinguished by insufficient complexity.
Scratch the "friend of the people" -we may say, paraphrasing
the familiar saying-and you will fmd a bourgeois. Really, what
other meaning can attach to Mr. Mikhailovsky's reflections on
the connection between the institution of inheriLance and the
upbringing of children, the psychology of procreation, aml so on,
except that the institution of inheritance is just as eternal, essential and sacred as the upbringing of children? True, Mr. Mikhailovsky tried to leave himself a loophole by declaring thaL "the
institution of inheritance is to a certain degree determined by
the fact of economic competition", but that is nothing but an
attempt to avoid giving a definite answer to the question, and
a futile attempt at that. How can we give this statement onr
consideration when we are not told a single word as to exactly
what "cerLain degree" inheritance depends on competition, and
when absolutely no explanation is given on what in fact gives
rise to this connection between competition and the institution
of inheritance? Actually, the institution of inheritance presumes
the existence of private property, and the laLter arises only with
the appearance of exchange. Its basis is in the already incipient
specialisation of social labour and the alienation of products
on the market. So long, for iIJstance, as all the members of the
primitive American Indian community produced in common all
the articles they required, private property was impossible.
But when division ()f labour invaded tho community and iLs
rncmbcrs proceeded, individually, to engage in the production
of some one article and to sell iL on the market, this material
isolation of the commodiLy producers found expression in the
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institution of private property. Both private property and inheritance are categories of a social order in which separate, small
(monogamous) families have already been formed and exchange1
has begun to develop. Mr. Mikhailovsky's example proves exactly
the opposite of what he wanted to prove.
!\1r. Mikhailovsky gives another factual reference-and this
too is a gem in its way! "As regards gentile ties," he says, continuing to put materialism right, "they paled in the history of civilised
peoples partly, it is true, under the rays of the influence of the
forms of production" (another subterfuge, only more obvious
still. Exactly what forms of production? An empty phrase!),
"but partly they became dissolved in their own continuation and
generalisation-in national ties .., And so, national ties are a
continuation and generalisation of gentile ties! Mr. Mikhailovsky,
evidently, borrows his ideas on the history of society from the
talcs taught to schoool children. The history of society-this
copybook ma:xim runs-is that first there was the family, that
nucleus of every society,* then-we are told-the family grew
into the tribe, and the tribe grew into the state. If Mr. Mikhailovsky with a solemn air repeats this childish nonsense, it merely
shows-apart from everything else-that he has not the slightest
notion of the course taken even by Russian history. While one
might speak of gentile life in ancient Rus, there can be no doubt
that by the Middle Ages, the era of the Moscovite tsars, these
gentile ties no longer existed, that is to say, the state was based on
associations that were not gentile at all, but local: the landlords
and the monasteries acquired peasants from various localities,
and the communities thus formed were purely territorial associations. But one could hardly speak of national ties in the true
~cnse of the term at that time: the state split into separate "lands",
sometimes even principalities, which preserved strong traces
<>f the former autonomy, peculiarities of administration, at times
their own troops (the local boyars went to war at the head of their
own companies), their own tariff frontiers, and so forth. Only
the modern period of Russian history (approximately from the
seventeenth century) is characterised by the actual amalgamation of all such regions, lands and principalities into one whole.
This amalgamation, most esteemed Mr. Mikhailovsky, was
brought abont not by gentile ties, nor even by their continuation
and generalisation: it was brought about by the increasing exchange
among regions, the gradually growing circulation of commodities,
and the concentration of the small local markets into a single,
• This is a purely bourgeois idea: separate, small families came to predominate only under the bourgeois regime; they were entirely non-existent
in prehistoric times. NoU1ing is more charactpristic of the bourgeois than
the application of tlw fpaturcs of the modern syst~m to all limes and peoples.
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ail-Russia market. Since the leaders and masters of this process
were the merchant capitalists, the creation of these national ties
was nothing else than the creation of bourgeois ties. By both his
factual references Mr. Mikhailovsky has only belaboured himself
and given us nothing but examples of bourgeois banaliLy; "banality"', because he explained the institution of inheritance by procreation and its psychology, and nationality by gentile ties;
"bourgeois", because he took the categories and superstructures
of one historically definite social formation (that based on exchange) for categories as general and eternal as the upbringing
of children and "directly" sexual ties.
What is highly characteristic here is that as soon as our subjective philosopher tried to pass from phrases to concrete facts
he got himself into a mess. And apparently he feels very much
at ease in this not over-clean position: there he sits, preening
himself and splashing filth all around him. He wants, for instance,
to refute the thesis that history is a succession of episodes of the
class struggle, and so, declaring with an air of profundity that
this is "extreme", he say~: "The International Working Men's
Association, 160 formed by Marx and organised for the purposes
of the class struggle, did not prevent the French and German
workers from cutting each other's throats and despoiling each
other" -something, he avers, which proves that materialism has
uot settled accounts "with the demon of national vanity and
uational hatred". Such an assertion reveals the critic's utter
failure to understand that the very real interests of the commercial and industrial bourgeoisie constitute the principal basis
of this hatred, and that to talk of national sentiment as an independent factor is only to obscure the essence of the matter. Incidentally, we have already seen what a profound idea of nationality
our philosopher has. Mr. Mikhailovsky cannot refer to the International except with the irony of a Bureniu. m "Marx was the
head of the International Working Men's Association, which,
it is true, has fallen lo pieces, but is due to be resurrected."
Of course, if the nee pl us ultra of international solidarity is to be
seen in a system of "fair" exchange, on which the chronicler of
home affairs expatiates with philistine banality in No. 2 of Russkoye Bogatstvo, and if it is not understood that exchange, fair
or unfair, always presupposes and includes the rule of the bourgeoisie, and that the cessation of international clashes is impossible
unless the economic organisation based on exchange is destroyed,
then it is understandable that there should be nothing but sneers
for the International. Then one can understaud that Mr. Mikhailovsky cannot grasp the· simple truth that there is no other way
of combating national hatred than by organising and uniting
the oppressed class for a struggle against the oppressor class
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in each separate country, than by uniting such national
working-class organisations into a single international workingclass army to fight international capital. As to the statement that
the International did not prevent the workers from cutting each
other's throats, iL is enough to remind Mr. Mikhailovsky of the
events of the Commune, which showed the true attitude of the
organised proletariat to the ruling classes engaged in war.
What is particularly disgusting in all this polemic of Mr. Mikhailovsky's is the met.hods he employs. lf he is dissatisfied with the
tactics of the International, if he does not share the ideas in the
name of which the European workers are organising, lot him at
least criticise them bluntly and openly, and expound his idea
of what would he more expedient tactics and more correct views.
As it is, no definite and clear objections are made, and all we get
is senseless jibes scattered here and there among a welter of phrasemongering. What can one call this but filth, especially if we bear
in mind that defence of the ideas and tactics of the International
is not legally allowed in Russia? Such too are the methods
Mr. Mikhailovsky employs when he argues against the Russian
Marxists: without taking the trouble to formulate any of their
theses conscientiously and accurately, so as to subject them to
direct and definite criticism, he prefers to fasten on fragments
of Marxist arguments he happens to haYe heard and to garble
them. Judge for yourselves: "Marx was too intelligent and too
learned to think that it was he who discovered the idea of the
historical necessity and conformity to law of social phenomena ....
The lower rungs" (of the Marxist ladder)* "do not know this"
(that "the idea of historical necessity is not something new,
invented or discovered by Marx, but a long established truth"),
"or, at least, they have only a vague idea of the centuries of
intellectual effort and energy spent on the establishment of this
truth."
Of course, statements of this kind may very well make an impression on people who hear of Marxism for the first time, and in their
case the aim of the critic may be easily achieved, namely, to
garble, scoff and "conquer"' (the word used, it is said, about
Mr. Mikhailovsky's articles by contributors to Russkoye Bogatstvo).
Anybody who has any knowledge at all of Marx will immediately
• Regarding t11is meaningless term it should be staled that Mr. Mikhailovsky gives a special place to Marx (who is too inLeltigent and too learned
for our critic to be able to criticise any of his propositions directly and
openly), after whom he places Engels ("not such a creative mind~), nextmore or less independent men like Kautsky-and then the other Marxists.
Wett, can such 11 classification ha,·e any serious value? If the critic is dissatisfied wiU1 the popularisers of Marx, what prevents him from correcting
them on the basis of Ma1•x? He does nothing of the kind. I-le evidenttv meant
to be witty-but his wit fell fiat.
•
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perceive the utter falsity and sham of such methods. One may not
agree with Marx, but one cannot deny that he formulated with
the utmost precision those of his views which constitute "something
new" in relation to the earlier socialists. The something new c0nsisted in the fact that the earlier socialists thought that to substantiate their views it was enough to show the oppression of the
masses under Lhe existing regime, to show the superiority of
a system under which every man would receive what he himself
had produced, to show that this ideal system harmonised with
"human nature", with the conception of a rational and moral
life, and so forth. Marx found it impossible to content himself
with such a socialism. He did not confine himself to describing
the existing system, to judging it and condemning it; he gave
a scientific explanation of it, reducing that existing system, which
differs in the different European and non-European countries,
to a common basis-the capitalist social formation, the laws
of the functioning and development of which he subjected to an
objective analysis (he showed the necessity of exploitation under
that system). In just the same way he did not find it possible
to content himself with asserting that only the socialist system
harmonises with human nature, as was claimed by the great
utopian socialists and by their wretched imitators, the subjective
sociologists. Dy this same objective analysis of the capitalist
system, he proved the necessity of its transformation into the
socialist system. (Exactly how he proved this and how Mr. Mikhailovsky objected to it is somcLhing we shall have to refer to again.)
That is the source of those references to necessiLy which are frequently to be met with among Marxists. The disLortion which
l\ir. Mikhailovsky introduced into the question is obvious: he
omitted the whole factual content of the theory, its whole essence,
and presented the matter as though the whole theory amounts
to the one word "necessity" ("one cannot refer to this alone in
complex practical affairs"), as though the proof of the theory is
that this is whaL historical necessity demands. In other words,
saying nothing about the content of the doctrine, he seized only
on its label, and again star Led to pull faces at that which was
"simpJ.y the worn-out coin", he had worked so hard to transform
Marx's teaching into. We shall not, of course, try to follow up his
clowning, because we are already sufficiently acquainted with
that sort of thing. Let him cut capers for the amusement and
satisfaction of l\Ir. Durenin (who not without good reason patted
Mr. Mikhailovsky on the back in Novoye Vremya),162 let him,
after paying his respects to Marx, yelp at him from round the
corner: "his controversy with the utopians and idealists is onesided as it is," i.e., as it is without the Marxists repeating its
11rgumcnts. We cannot call such sallies anything else but yelping,
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because he does not adduce one single factual, definite and verifiable objection to this polemic, so that however willing we
might be to discuss the subject, since we consider this controversy
extremely important for the settlement of Russian socialist
problems-we simply cannot reply to the yelping, and can only
shrug our shoulders and say:
Mighty must the pug-dog be, if at the elephant barketh he/
Not without interest is the next thing Mr. Mlkhailovsky has
to say about historical necessity, becauso it reveals, if only
partly, the r0al ideological stock-in-trade of "our well-known
sociologist~ (the title enjoyed by :\1r. Mikhailovsky, equally
with Mr. V.V., among the liberal members of our "cultured
society''). He speaks of "the conflict between the idoa of historical
necessity and the significance of individual activity''; socially
active figures err in regarding themselves as active, when as a matter of fact they are "activated", "marionettes, manipulated from
a mysterious underground by the immanent laws of historical
necessity"'-such, he claims, is the conclusion to be drawn from
this idea, which he therefore characterises as "sterile~ and "diffuse".
Probably not every reader knows where Mr. Mikhailovsky got all
this nonsense about marionettes and the like. The point is that
this is one of the favourite hobby-horses of the subjective philosopher-the idea of the conflict between determinism and morality, between historical necessity and the significance of the individual. He has filled reams of paper on the subject and has
uttered an infinite amount of sentimental, philistine nonsense in
order to settle this conflict in favour of morality and the role of
the individual. Actually, there is no conflict here at all; it has
been invented by Mr. Mikhailovsky, who feared (not without
reason) that determinism would cut 11.le ground from under the
philistine morality he loves so dearly. The idea of determinism,
which postulates that human acts are necessitated and rejects
the absurd tale about free will, in no way destroys man's reason
or conscience, or appraisal of his actions. Quite the contrary,
only the determinist view makes a strict and correct appraisal
possible instead of attributing everything you please to free
will. Similarly, the idea of historical necessity does not in the
least undermine the role of the individual in history: all history
is made up of the actions of individuals, who are undoubtedly
active figures. The real question that arises in appraising the
social activity of an individual is: what conditions ensure the
success of his actions, what guarantee is there that these actions
will not remain an isolated act lost in a welter of contrary acts?
This also is a question answered differently by Social-Democrats
and by the other Russian socialists: how must actions aimed at
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bringing about the socialist system attract the masses in order
to yield serious fruils? Obviously, lhe answer lo this question
depends directly and immediately on the way in which the grouping of social forces in Russia and the class struggle which forms
the substance of Russian reality are understood; and here too
Mr. Mikhailovsky merely wanders all round the question, without
even attempting to formulate it precisely and furnish an answer.
Tl1e Social-Democratic answer to the question is based, as we
know, on the view that the Russian economic system constitutes
a bourgeois society, from which there can be only one way out,
the one that necessarily follows from the very nature of the bourgeois system, namely, the class struggle of the proletariat against
the bourgeoisie. Obviously, criticism that is serious should bedirected either against the view that ours is a bourgeois system,
or against the conception of the nature of this system and the
laws of its development; but Mr. Mikhailovsky does not even
dream of dealing with serious questions. He prefers to dispose
of matters with vapid phrase-mongering about neccssily being
too general a bracket and so on. But then, Mr. Mikhailovsky,
any idea will be too general a bracket if you treat it like an egg
from which you throw out the meat and then begin playing with
the shelll This outer shell, which hides the really serious and
burning questions of the day, is Mr. Mikhailovsky's favouritesphere, and with particular pride he stresses the point, for example,
that "economic materialism ignores or throws· a wrong light on the
question of heroes and the crowd". Pray no le-the question the conflicts of whi~h classes make up contemporary Russian reality and
what is its basis, is probably too general for Mr. Mikhailovsky,
and he evades it, On the other hand, the question of what relations
exist between the hero and the crowd-whether it is a crowd
of workers, peasants, factory owners, or landlords, is one that.
interests him extremely. Maybe these questions arc "interesting",
but to rebuke the materialists for devoting all their efforts to the
settlement of problems that directly concern the liberation of the
labouring class is to be an admirer of philistine science, nothing
more. Concluding his "criticism" {?) of materialism, Mr. Mikhailovsky ·makes one more attempt to misrepresent the facts and
performs one more manipulation. Having expressed doubt about
the correctness of Engels' opinion that Capital was hushed up
by the official economists163 {a doubt he justifies on the curious
grounds that there are numerous universities in Germany!),
Mr. Mikhailovsky says: "Marx did uot have this particular circleof readers" {workers) "in view, but expected something from men
of science too." That is absolutely untrue. Marx understood very
well how little impartiality and scientific criticism he could
expect from the bourgeois scientists and in the Afterword to the
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second edition of Capital he expressed himself very definitely
on this score. There he says: "The appreciaLion which Das Kapital
rapidly gained in wide circles of the German working class is the
best reward of my labours. Herr Mayer ... who in economic matters
represents the bourgeois point of view, in a pamphlet published
during tire Franco-German War, aptly expounded the idea that
the great capacity for theory (der grosse theoretische Sinn), which
used to be considered a hereditary German possession, had almost
completely disappeared amongst the so-called educated classes
in Germany, but that amongst its working class, on the ·contrary,
that capacity was celebrating its revival."m
The manipulation again concerns materialism and is entirely
in the style of the first sample. "The theory (of materialism) has
never been scientifi.cally substantiated and verified." Such is the
thesis. Tlie proof: "Individual good pages of historical content
in the works of Engels, Kautsky and some others also (as in
the esteemed work of Dlos) might well disr>ense with the
label of economic materialism, since"' (note the "since"'!), "in
fact• (sic!), "they take the sum total of social life into account,
even though the economic note predominates in the chord"'.
And the conclusion-"Economic materialism has not justified
itself in science."
A familiar trick! To prove that the theory lacks foundation,
Mr. l\fikhailovsky first distorts it by ascribing to it the absurd
intention of not taking the sum total of social life into account,
whereas quite the opposite is the case: the materialists (Marxists)
were the first socialists to raise the issue of the need to analyse
all aspects of social life, and not only the economic*-then he
declares that "in fact" the materialists have "effectively" explained
• This has been q11ile clearly expressed in Capital and in tho tactics
of the Social-Democrats, as compared with tho earlier socialists. Marx directly demanded that matters mnst not be confined to tho economic aspect.
In 1843, when drafting the programme for a p1•ojected magazine, Marx wrote
to l\ugcl•5: "The whole socialist principle is again onlv one aspect ..•. We, on
our part, must devote equal attention lo the other ·aspect, the theoretical
existence of man, and consequently must make religion, science, and so
forth an object of our criticism.... Just as religion represents the table of
contents of lhe theoretical conflicts of mankind, the political state reJlresents
the table of contents of man's practical cor1flicts. Thus, the political state,
wilhin the limits of its form, expresses sub specie rel publicae (from the
political standpoint) all social conflicts, needs and interests. Hence to make
a most special political question-e.g., the difference between the social·
estate sysLem and the represenlative system-an object of criticism by
no means implies descending from lhe haute11r des principes (the height
of priuciples.-Ed.) since this question expresses in fJOlitical language the
difference between the rnlo of man and the rule of private propert)'. This
means that the critic not only may but must deal with these political questions (which the inveterale socialist considers unworthy of attention). " 181
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the sum total of social life by economics (a fact which obviously demolishes the author)-and fmally he draws the conclusion
that nraterialism "has not justifred itself". Yorrr manipulations,
however, Mr. Mikhailovsky, have justified themselves magnificently!
This is all that Mr. Mikhailovsky advances in "refutation"
of materialism. I repeat, there is no criticism here, it is nothing
Jmt empty and pretentious babbling. If we were to ask anybody
at all what objections Mr. Mikhailovsky has raised against the
view that production relations form the basis of all oLhers; how
lie has refu Led the correctness of the concept of the social formation and of the natural-historical development of these formations
Plaborated by .Marx using the materialist method; how he has
proved the fallacy of the materialist explanations of various
lri~torical problems given, for instance, by the writers he has
mentioned-the answer would have to be thaL Mr . .Mikhailovsky
has raised no objections, has advanced no refrrtation, indicated
no fallacies. He has merely beaten about the bush, trying to cover
up the essence of the matter with phrases, and in passing has
iurnnted various paltry subterfuges.
\Ve can hardly expect anything serious of such a critic when
Ire continues in No. 2 of Russkoye Bogatstvo to refute Marxism.
Tire only difference is that his inventiveness in the sphere of
manipulations is already exhausted and he is beginning to use
other people's.
He starts out by holding forth on the "complexity"' of social
life: why, he says, even galvanism is connected with ecotronric
materialism. because Galvani's experiments "produced an impres~ion~ on Hegel, too. Wonderful wit! One could just as easily
connect Mr. Mikhailovsky with the Emperor of China! \l\-1rat
follows from this, except that there are people who frnd pleasure
in talking nonsense?!
"'The essence of the historical process,"' Mr. Mikhailovsky continues, "which is elusive in general, has also eluded the doctrine
of economic materialism, although this apparently rests on two
pillars: the discovery of tbe all-determining significance of the
forms of production and exchange and tltc incontrovertibilil y
of I he dialectical process."
And so, the rnatcrialisLs rest their case on the "incontrornrtibi!ity" of the rlialeclical process! In other words, they base I heir
sociological tlreories on Hegelian triads. Herc we have the stock
lllcthod of accusing Marxism of Hegelian dialectics, an accusation
that mighL be thought io have been worn threadbare enough by
Marx's bourgeois critics. Unable to advance any funrlamentnl
a1·~ument against the docl.rine, these gentlemen Castened on .l\larx '"
~uanner of expression and attacked the origin of the theory, think111g thereby to uudermine its essence. Arrd l\lr. '.\1iklrnllovsky
!!:? - I llb7
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makes no bones about resorting to such methods. He uses a chapter
from Engels' Anti-Diihring167 as a pretext. Replying to Diihring,
who had attacked Marx's dialeclics, Engels says that Marx never
dreamed of "proving"' anything by means of Hegelian triads, ·
that l\Iarx only studied and investigated the real process, and
l.hat the sole criterion of theory recognised by him was its conformity to reality. lf, however, it sometimes happened that the
development of some particular social phenomenon fitted in with
the Hegelian scheme, namely, thesis-negation-negation of the
negation, there is nothing surprising about that, for it is no rare
thing in nature at all. And Engels proceeds to cite examples
from natural history (the development of a seed) and the social
sphere-as, for instance, that first there was primitive communism, then private property, and then the capitalist socialisation of labour; or that first there was primitive materialism, then
idealism, and then scientific materialism, and so forth. It is
clear to everybody that the main weight of Engels' argument is
that materialists must correctly and accurately depict the actual
historical process, and that insistence on dialectics, the selection
of examples to demonstrate the correctness of the triad, is nothing
but a relic of the Hegelianism out of which scientific socialism
has grown, a relic of ils manner of expression. And, indeed, once
it has been categorically declared that to "prove" anything by
triads is absurd, and that nobody even thought of doing so,
what significance can attach to examples of "dialectical" processes?
Is it not obvious that this merely points to the origin of the doctrine '
and nothing more? Mr. Mikhailovsky himself sees it when he
says that the theory should not be blamed for its origin. But
in order to discern in Engels' arguments something more than
the origin of the theory, proof should obviously be offered that
the materialists have settled at least one historical problem
by means of triads, and not on the strength of the pertinent facts.
Did Mr. Mikhailovsky attempt to prove this? Not a bit of it.
On the contrary, lre was himself obliged to admit that "l\far.x
filled the empty dialectical scheme so full witlr factual content
that it can be removed from this content like a lid from a bowl
without changing anything" (as to the exception which Mr. Mikhailovsky makes here-regarding the future-we shall deal with it
anon). If that is so, why is Mr. :\fikhailovsky making so much fuss
about this lid that changes nothing? Why does he say that the
materialists "rest" their case on the incontrovertibility of the
dialectical process? Why, when lre is combating this lid, does
he declare that he is combating one of the "pillars" of scientific
socialism, which is a downright untruth?
It goes without saying that I shall not examine how :\:Ir. Mikhailovsky analyses the examples of triads, because, I repeat, this
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has no connection whatever either with scientific materialism
or with Russian Marxism. But there is one interesting questiom
what grounds had Mr. Mikhailovsky for so distorling the attitude of Marxists to dialectics? Two grounds: firstly, Mr. MikhaiJovsky, as the saying goes, heard the tolling of a bell, but whence
it came he could not tell; secondly, Mr. Mikhailovsky performed
(or, rather, borrowed from Diihring) one more piece of subterfuge.
Ad 1)* When reading Marxist literature, Mr. Mikhailovsky
constantly came across references to the "dialectical method" in
social science, "dialectical thinking", again in the sphere of social
problems (which alone is in question), and so forth. In his simplicity of heart (it were well if it were only simplicity) he took it
for granted that this method consists in solving all sociological
problems in accordance with the laws of the Hegelian triad. Had
he been just a little more attentive to the matter in hand he could
not but have become convinced of the absurdity of this notion.
What Marx and Engels called the dialectical method-as against
Lhe metaphysical-is nothing else than the scientific method
in sociology, which consists in regarding society as a living organism in a state of constant development (and not as something
mechanically concatenated and therefore permitting all sorts
of arbitrary combinations of separate social elements), an organism the study of which requires an objective analysis of the
production relations that constitute the given social formation
and an investigation of its laws of ftinctioning and development.
\Ve shall endeavour below to illustrate the relation between the
dialectical method and the metaphysical (to which concept the
subjective method in sociology undoubtedly also belongs) by
:\Ir. Mikhailovsky's own arguments. For the present we shall
only observe that anyone who reads the definition and description
of the dialectical method given either by Engels (in the polemic
against Diihring: Socialism: Utopian and Scientific) or by Marx
(various comments in Capital, in the Afterword to the second
edition, and in The Poverty of Philosophy) will see that the Hegelian triads are not even mentioned, and that it all amounts to
regarding social evolution as the natural historical process of
1levelopment of social-economic formations. In confirmation of
this I shall cite in extenso the description of the dialectical
method given in Vestnik Yevropy, 168 18n, No. 5 (in the article
"The Sta11dpoint of Karl Marx's Critique of Political Economy·•l•9),
which Marx quotes in the Afterword to the Sl'cond edition of
Capital. Marx says that the mclhod he employed in Capital
had hcen poorly understood. "German reviews, of course, shriek
out at 'Hegelian sophistics'." And in order to illustrate his method
* As to the fir't point.-Ed.
22*
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more clearly, Marx quotes the description of it given in the article
mentioned. The one thing of importance to Marx, it is there stated,
is to find the law governing the phenomena he is investigating,
and of particular importance to him is the law of change, the
development of those phenomena, of their transition from one
form into another, from one order of social relations to another.
Consequently, Marx is concerned with one thing only: to show,
by rigid scientific investigation, the necessity of the given order
of social relations, and to establish, as fully as possible, the facts
that serve him as fundamental points of departure. For this purpose
it is quite enough if, while proving the necessity of the present
order of things, he at the same Lime proves the necessity of
another order which must inevitably grow out of the preceding
one regardless of whether men believe in it or not, whether
they are conscious of it or noL. Marx treats the social movement
as a process of natural hisLory, governed by laws not only independent of human will, consciousness and intentions, but, rather,
on the contrary, determining the will, consciousness and intentions of men. (This for the information of the subjectivist gentlemen, who separate social evolution from the evolution of natural
history merely because man sets himself conscious "aims" and
is guided by definite ideals.) If the conscious element plays so
subordinate a part in the history of civilisation, it is self-evident
that a critique whose subject is civilisation, can least of all take
as its basis any form of, or any resulL or, consciousness. That
is to say, that not the idea, but the external, objective phenomenon alone can serve as its poinL of departure. Criticism must consist in comparing and contrasting the given facL with anoLher
fact and not with the idea; the one thing of moment is that both
facts be investigated as accurately as possible, and that they
actually form, in respect of each other, different moments of
development; buL most important of all is that an equally accurate investigation be made of the whole series of known states,
their sequence and the relation between the different sLages of
development. Marx rejects the very idea that the laws of economic life are one and the same for the past and the present. On the
contrary, every historical period has its own laws. Bconomic life
constitutes a phenomenon analogous to the history of evolution
in other branches of biology. Earlier economists misunderstood
the nature of economic laws when they likened them to the laws
of physics and chemistry. A more thorough analysis shows that
social organism~ differ among themselves as fondamentally as
plants or animals. Setting himself the task of invesLigating the
capitalist economic organism from this point of view, Marx
thereby formulates, in a strictly scienLif1c manner, the aim Lhat
<•very accurate invesLigation into economic life must have. The
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value of such an inquiry lies in disclosiug the special
(historical) laws that regulate the origin, existence, development,
and death of a given social organism and its replacement by
another and higher organism,
Such is the description of the dialectical method which Marx
fished out of the mass of ·magazine and newspaper comments
on Capital, and which he translated into German, because this
description of the method, as he himself says, is absolutely correct. The question arises, is so much as even a single word said
here about triads, trichotomies, the incontrovertibility of the
dialectical process and suchlike nonsense, which Mr. :\Hkhailovsky
battles against so valiantly? Following this description, Marx
says plainly that his method is the "direct opposite•· of Hegel's
method. According to Hegel the development of the idea, in
conformity with the dialectical laws of the triad, determines the
development of the real world. And it is only in that case, of
course, that one can speak of the importance of the triads, of the
incontrovertibility of the dialectical process, "With me, on the
contrary," says Marx, "the ideal is nothing hut the reflection of the
material." And the whole matter thus amounts to an "affirm alive
!'('cognition of the existing st.ate of things and of its inevitable
development": no other role is left for the triads than that of the
lid and the shell ("I coquetted with the modes of expression
peculiar to Hegel," Marx says in this same Afterword), in which
only philistines could be interested. How, then, we may ask,
:<hould we judge a man who set out to criticise one of the "pillars"
of scientific materialism, i.e., dialectics, and began to talk
about all sorts of things, even about frogs and Napoleon, but not
.ibout what dialectics is, whether the development of society
is really a process of natural history, whether the materialist
concept of social-economic formations as special social organisms
is correct, whether the methods of objective analysis of these
formations are right, whether social ideas really do 11ot determine
>ocial development but are themselves determined by it, and
rn forth"? ·Can one assume only a lack of understanding in this
case?
Ad 2)* After lhis "criticism" of dialectics, l\lr. ;\likhailovsky
illlputes these methods of proving things "by means of" Hegelian
triads to Marx, and, of course, victoriously combats them. "Regarding the future," he says, "the immanent laws of society are based
purely on dialectics." (This is the exception referred to above.)
.\larx's arguments on the inevitability of the expropriation of
the expropriators by virtue of the laws of development of capitalism arc "purely dialectical". Marx's "ideal" of the common
• As to the second point.-· Ed.
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ownership of land and capital "in the sense of its inevitability
and indubitability rests entirely at the end of the Hegelian
three-term chain".
This argument is taken in its entirety from Diihring, who expounds
it in his "Kritische Geschichte der Nationaloekonomie und des
Sozialismus" (3-te Aull., 1879. S. 486-87).* But Mr. l\:likhailovsky
says not a word about Diihring. Perhaps, incidentally, he arrived
independently al this way of garbling Marx?
Engels gave a splendid reply to Diihring, and since he also
quotes Diihring's criticism we shall confine ourselves to Engels'
reply. 170 The reader will see that it fully applies to Mr. Mikhailovsky.
"'This historical sketch' (of the genesis of the so-called primitive
accumulation of capital in England) ·is relatively the best part
of Marx's book,"' says Diihring, "•and would be even better if it
had not relied on the dialectical crutch to help out its scholarly
crutch. The Hegelian negation of the negation, in default of
anything better and clearer, has in fact to serYe here as the midwife to deliver the future from the womb of the past. The abolition of "individual property", which since the sixteenth century
has been effected in the way indicated above, is the first negation.
It will be followed by a second, which bears the character of
a negation of the negation, and hence of a restoration of "individual property'', but in a higher form, based on common ownership
of land and of the instrJJments of labour. Herr :vlarx calls this
new "individual property" also "social property", and in this
there appears the Hegelian higher unity, in which the contradiction is supposed to be sublated"' (aufgehoben-a specific Hegelian
term), '"that is to say, in the Hegelian verbal jugglery, both overcome and preserved ....
'"According to this, the expropriation of the expropriators is,
as it were, the automatic result of historical reality in its materially external relations.... It would be difficult to convince
a sensible man of the necessity of the common ownership of land
and capital, on the basis of credence in Hegelian word-juggling
such as the negation of the negation .... The nebulous hybrids
of Marx's conceptions will not, however, appear strange to anyone
who realises what nonsense can be concocted with Hegelian dialectics as the scientific basis, or rather wha l nonsense must necessarily spring from it. For the benefit of the reader who is not
familiar with these artifices, iL must be pointed out expressly
that Hegel's first negation is the catechism al idea of the fall
from grace, and his second is that of a higher unity leading to

* A Critical J/istory of Nattonal Economy anrl Sociali.<m (3rd edition,
1879, pp. 486-87).-Ed.
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redemption. The logic of facts can hardly be based on this nonanalogy borrowed from the religious sphere .... Hen
illarx remains cheerfully in the nebulous world of his property
which is at once both individual and social aud leaves it to his
adepts to solve for themselves this !l'ofound dialectical enigma.'
-I
Thus far Herr Diihring.
"So," Engels concludes, "Marx has ;'to other way of proving the
necessity of the social revolution, of establishing the common
ownership of land and of the means of production produced by
labour, except by using the Hegelian negation of the negation;
and because he bases his socialist theory on these nonsensical
analogies borrowed from religion, he arrives at the result that
in the society of the future there will be dominant an ownership
at once both individual and social, as the Hegelian higher unity
of the sublated contradiction.*
"But let the negation of the negation rest for the moment, and
let us have a look at the 'ownership' which is 'at once both individual and social.' Herr Diihring characterises this as a 'nebulous
world,' and curiously enough he is really right on this point.
Unfortunately, however, it is not Marx but again Herr Diihring
himself who is in this 'nebulous world.'... He can put Marx
l'ight it la Hegel, by imputing to him the higher unity of a property, of which there is not a word in Marx.
".\farx says: 'It is the negation of the negation. This does not
re-establish private property for the producer, but gives him
individual property based on the acquisitions of the capitalist
era; i.e., on co-operation and the possession in common of the
land and of the means of production. Tho transformation of
scattered private property, arising from individual labour, into
capitalist private property js, naturally, a process incomparably
more protracted. violent, and difficult than the transformation

~cnsical

• That this formulation of Diihring's views applies fully to Mr. Mikhailovsky is proved by the following passage in his article "Karl Marx
Being Tried by Y. Zhukovsky". Objecting to Mr. Zhukovsky's asaertion
ll1at Marx is a defender of prh·ate property, Mr. Mikhallovsky refers to
!his scheme of Marx's and explains it iu the following manner. '·Jn his scheme
~larx employed two well-known tricks of Hegelian dialectics: firstly, the
.<cheme is constructed according to tile laws of the Hegelian triad; secoudly,
the synthesis is based on the identity of opposites-individual and social
jlroperty. This meaus that the word 'individual' here has the specific, purely
ro1ulitional meaning of a term of the dialectical process, and absolutely
hol11iug can be based on it." This was said by a man possesoed of the most
L·slimahle intentions, defending, in the eyes of the Hussian public, the
"sanguine" Marx !rolll the boµrgeois l\fr. Zhukovsky. And with these estimahlo intentions he explains l\la1·x as basing his conception of the process on
'·tricks"! llr. Mikhailovsky may draw from this what is for him the not
llnprofitahle moral that, whatever the matter in hand, estimable intentions
~lone are rather inadequate.
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of capitalistic private property, already practically resting on
socialised production, into socialised property.' That is all.
The state of things brought 11bout through the expropriation of the
expropriators is therefore characterised as the re-establishment
of individual property, but on the basis of the social ownership
of the land and of the means of production produced by labour
itself. To anyone who understands German" (and Russian Loo,
~Ir. '.Vlikhailovsky, because the translation is absolutely correct)
"this means that social ownership extends to the land and the
other means of production, and individual ownership to the products, that is, the articles of consumption. And in order to make
the matter comprehensible even to children of six, Marx assumes
on page 56"' (Russ. ed., p. 30) 171 " 'a community of free individuals,
carrying on their work with the means of production in common,
in which the labour-power of all the different individuals is consciously applied as the combined labour-power of the community,'
that is, a society organised on a socialist basis; and he continues: ·The total product of our community is a social product.
One portion serves as fresh means of production and remains
social.' Ifot another portion is consumed by the members as
means of subsistence. •A distribution of this portion among them
is consequently necessary.' And surely that is clear enough even
for Herr Diihring ....
"The property which is at once both individual and social. this
confusing hybrid, this nonsense which necessarily springs from
HegeUan dialectics, this nebulous world, this profound dialectical
enigma, which Marx leaves his adepts to solve for themselves-is
yet another free creation and imagination on the part of Herr
Diihring ....
"But what role," Engels continues, "does the nrgatfon of the
negation play iu Marx? On page 791 and the following pages"
(Russ. ed., p. 618 et seq.) 172 "he sets out the final conclusions
which he draws from the preceding 50" (Russ. ed., 35) "pages
of economic and historical investigation into the so-called primitive accumulation of capital. Before the capitalist era, petty
industry existed, al least in England, on the basis of the private
property of the labourer in his means of production. The so-called
pdmit.ive accumulation of capital consisted there in the expropriation of these immediate producers, that is, in the dissolution
of private properly based on the lubour of its owner. This became
possible because the petty industry referred Lo above is compatible
only with narrow and primitive bounds of production and society
and a L a certain stage brings forth the material agencies for jts
own annihilation. This annihilation, the transformation of the
individual and scattered means of production into socially concentrated ones, forms the prehistory of capital. As soon as the
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labourers are turned into proletarians, their means of labour
into capital, as soon as the capitalist mode of production stands
on its own feet, the further socialisation of labour and further
transformation of the land and other means or production" (into
capital), "and therefore the further expropriation of private proprietors, takes a new form. 'That which is now to be expropriated
is no longer the labourer working for himself, but the capitalist
exploiting many labourers. This expropriation is accomplished
by the action of the immanent laws of capitalistic production
itself, by the concentration of capital. One capitalist always
kills many. Hand in hand with this concentration, or this expropriation of many capitalists by few, develop, on an ever-extending
scale, the co-operative form of the labour process, the conscious
technical application of science, the methodical cultivation of the
soil, the transformation of the instruments of labour into instruments of labour only usable in common, the economising of all
means of production by their use as the means of production
of combined, socialised labour. Along with the constantly diminishing number of the magnates of capital, who usurp and monopolise all advantages of this process of transformation, grows
the mass of misery, oppression, slavery, degradation, exploitation; but with this too grows the revolt of the working class,
a class always increasing in numbers, and disciplined, united,
organised by the very mechanism of the process of capitalist
production itself. Capital becomes a fetter upon the mode of production, which has sprung up and flourished along with, and
under it. Concentration of the means of production and socialisation of labour at last reach a point where they become incompatible with their capitalist integument. This integument is
burst asunder. The knell of capitalist private' property sounds.
The expropriators are expropriated.'
"And now I ask the reader: where are the dialectical frills and
mazes and conceptual arabesques; where the mixed and misconceived ideas according to which everything is all one and the
same thing in the end; where the dialectical miracles for his faithful
followers; where the mysterious dialectical rubbish and the maze
in accordance with the Hegelian Logos doctrine, without which
.\Iarx, according to Herr Diihring, is unable to put his exposition
into shape? Marx merely shows from history, and here states
in a summarised form, that just as formerly petty industry by
its very development, necessarily created the conditions of its
own annihilation ... so now the capitalist mode of production
has likewise itself created the material conditions from which
it. must perish. The process is a historical one, and if it is at the
"ame time a dialectical process, this is not Marx's fault, however
annoying it may be to Herr Diihring.
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"It is only at this point, after Marx has completed his proof
ou the basi~ of historical and economic facts, that he proceeds:
•The capitalist mode of appropriation, the result of the capitalist mode of production, produces capitalist private property.
This is the ftrst negation of individual private property, as founded
on the labour. or the proprietor. But capitalist production begets,
with the inexorability of a law of Nature, its own negation. It is
the negation of the negation' -and so on (as quoted above).
"Thus, by characterising the process as the negation of the
negation, Marx does not intend to prove that the process was
historically necessary. On the contrary: only after he has proved
from history that in fact the process has partially already occurred,
and partially must occur in the future, he in addition characterises it as a process which develops in accordance with a definite
dialectical law. That is all. It is therefore once again a pure distortion of the facts by Herr Diihring when he declares that the negation of the negation has to serve here as the midwife to deliver
the future from the womb of the past, or that Marx wants anyone
to be convinced of the necessity of the common ownership of land
and capital .. . on the basis of credence in the negation of the
negation" (p. 125).
The reader will see that Engels' splendid rebuttal of Diihring
applies in its entirety to Mr. Mikhailovsky, who also asserts
that with Marx the future rests exclusively at the end of the
Hegelian chain and that the conviction of its inevitability can
be founded only on faiLh. *
The whole difference between Diihring and Mr. Mikhailovsky
reduces itself to the following two small points: firstly, Diihring,
despite the fact that he could not speak of Marx without foaming
at the mouth, nevertheless considered it necessary to mention
in the next section of his History that Marx in the Afterword178
categorically repudiated the accusation or Hegelianism. !\fr. Mikhailovsky, however, has nothing to say about the (above
quoted) absolutely definite and clear statements by Marx on what
he conceives the dialectical method to be.
· Secondly, another peculiarity of Mr. Mikhailovsky's is that
he concentrated ail his attention on the use of tenses. Why, when

* It is worth while, I think, to note in this connection that tlrn entire
explanation given by Engels is contained iu the same chapter in which he
discusses tho seed, the teaching of Rousseau, and other examples of the
dialectical iirocess. It would seem that the absurdity of accusing Marxism
of Hegelian dialectics would have been made quite evident by merely com·
paring these examples with the clear and categorical statemPllls by Engels
(and by Marx, to whom the manuscript was read before printing), and there
can b~ no question of trying ta prove anything by triads or of inserting in the
depiction of the real process the "conditional members" of these triads.
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he speaks of the future, does Marx use the present tense?-our
philosopher demands with an air of triumph. You may find the
answer to this in any grammar, most worthy critic: you will
find that the present tense is used instead of the future when the
future is regarded as inevitable and undoubted. Ilut why so,
why is it undoubted?-Mr. '.\Hkhailovsky anxiou~ly asks, desiring to convey such profound agitation as would justify even
u distortion. But on this point, too, Marx gave an absoluLely
rlc>tinite reply. You may consider it inadequate or wroilg, but in
that case you must show how exactly and why exactly it is wrong,
nnd not talk nonsense about Hegelianism.
Time was when Mr. Mikhailovsky not only knew himself what
this reply was, but lectured others on it. Mr. Zhukovsky, he
wrote in 1877, had good grounds for regarding Marx's conception
of the future as conjectural, but he "had no moral right"' to ignore
the question of the socialisation of labour, "to which Marx attrihutes vast importance". Well, of course! Zhukovsky in 1877 had
no moral right to evade the question, but Mr. Mikhailovsky in
1894 has this moral right! Perhaps, quod licet Jovi, non licet
bovi?!*
l cannot help recalling here a strange notion of this socialisation once expressed in Otechestvenniye Zapiski.m Jn No. 7, 1883,
this magazine published "A Letter to the Editor", from a certain
l\lr. Postoronny who, like Mr. Mikhailovsky, regarded Marx's
"conception" abou~ the future as conjectural. "Essentially," this
gentleman argues, "the social form of labour under capitalism
amounts to this, that several hundreds or thousands of workers
grind, hammer, turn, place on, place under, pull and perform
nnmerous other operations under one roof. As to the general
character of this regime it is excellently expressed by the saying:
'Every man for himself, and God for all.' Where does the social
form of labom come in?"
Well, you can see at once that the man has grasped what it is all
about! "The social form of labour" "amounts'' to "working under
one roof''!! And when such preposterous ideRs are expressed in one
of the, so. far, best Russian magazines, they still want to assure
us that the theoretical part of Capital is generally recognised by
science'. Yes, as it was unable to raise the slightest serious objection to Capital, "generally recognised science" hegRII to bow and
scrape to it, at the same time continuing to betray the most elementary ignorance and to repeat the old banalit.ie8 of school
economics. We must dwell on this question somewhat in order
to show Mr. Mikhailo".'sky what is the csseucc of the matter
which he, by force of habit, has passed over entirely.
• What Jo,·e may do, the bull may not.-Ed,
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The socialisation of labour by capitalist production does not.
at all consist in people working under one roof (that is only
a small part of the process), but in the concentration of capital
being accompanied by the specialisation of social labour, by
a decrease in the number of capitalists in each given branch
of industry and an increase in the number of separate branches
of industry-in many separate production processes being merged
into one socbrl production process. When, in the days of handicraft.
weaving, for example, the small producers themselves spun th&
yarn and made it into cloth, we had a few branches of industry
(spinning and weaving were merged). But when production becomes
socialised by capitalism, the number of separate branches of
industry increases: cotton spinning is done separately and so is
weaving; this very division and the concentration of production
give rise to new branches-machine building, coal mining, and
so forth. In each branch of industry, which has now become more
specialised, the number of capitalists steadily rlecreases. This
means that the social tie between the producers becomes increasingly stronger, the producers become welded into a single whole.
The isolated small producers each performed several operations
simultaneously, and were therefore relatively independent of
each other: when, for instance, the handicraftsman himself
sowed flax, and himself spun and wove, he was almost independent.
of others. It was this (and only this) regime of small, dispersed
commodity producers that justifred the saying: "Every man for
himself, and God for all," that is, an anarchy of market fluctuations. The case is entirely different under the socialisation of
Jabour that has been achieved due to capitalism. Tho manufacturer who produces fabrics depends on the cotton-yarn manufacturer; the latter depends on the capitalist planter who grows
the cotton, on the owner of the engineel'ing works, the coal mine,
and so on and so forth. The result is that no capitalist can get
along without others. It is clear that the saying "every man for
himself" is quite inapplicable to stich a regime: here each
works for all and all for each (and no room is left for Godeither as a supermundane fantasy or as a mundane "golden calf").
The character of the regime changes completely. When, during
the regime of small, isolated enterprises, work came to a standstill in any one of them, this affected only a few members of society,
it did not cause any general confusion, and therefore did not
attract general attention and did not provoke public interference.
Ilut when work comes to a standstill in a large enterprise, one
engaged in a highly specialised branch of industry and therefore
working almost for t.he whole of society and, in its turn, dependent on the whole of society (for the sake of simplicity I take
a case where socialisation has reached the culminating point),

WliAT THE "FRmNDS OF

TH~: PEOPL~]fl

AnE

349

work is bound to come to a standstill in all the other enterprises
of society, because they can only obtain the products they need
from this enterprise, they can only dispose of all their own commodities if its commodities are available. All production processes thus
u1crge into a single social production process; yet each branch is
conducted by a separate capitalist, it depends on him and the social
products are his private property. Is it not clear that the form of
production comes into irreconcilable contradiction with the form of
11ppropriation? ls it not evident that the latter must adapt iLself to
the former and must become social, that is, socialist? But the smart
philistine of Otechestvenniye Zapiski reduces the whole thing to
work under one roof. Could anything be wider of the mark!
(l have described only the material process, only the change in
production relations, without touching on the social aspect of the
process, the fact that the workers become united, welded together
11nd organised, since that is a derivative and secondary phenome11on.)
The reason such elementary things have to be explained to the
Hnssian "democrats" is that they are so badly stuck in the mud
of petty-bourgeois ideas that to imagine any but a petty-bourgeois
or<ler of things is quite beyond them.
Let us return. however, to Mr. Mikhailovsky. What objections
did he make to the facts and arguments on which Marx based the
conclusion that the socialist system is inevitable by virtue of the
,·cry laws of capitalist development? Did he show that in reality,
under a commodity organisation of social economy, there is no
!(rowing specialisation of the social labour process, no concentra1ion of capital and enterprises, no socialisation of the whole
labour process? No, he did not advance a single argument in refu1alion of these facts. Did he shake the proposition that anarchy.
which is irreconcilable with the socialisation of labour, is an
inherent feature of capitalist socieLy? He said nothing about this.
Did he prove that the amalgamation of the labour processes of
all I lie capitalists into a single social labour process is compatible
with private property, or that some solution Lo the contradiction
i~ possible and conceivable other than that indicated by Marx?
.No. he did not say a word about this.
On what, tl1en. does his criticism rest? On manipulaLions.
distortion, and on a spate of words which are nothing more than
tlw noise of a rattle.
How else, indeed, are we to characterise methods employed
hy the critic who. after first talking a lot of nonsense about triple
~urccssive steps of hi8Lory, demands of Marx with a serious air:
''And what next?"-that is, how will history proceed beyond that
t'1nal stage of Lhe process fie has described? Please note that from
lhe very outset of his literary and reYolutionary activities l\forx
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most deftniLcly demanded that sociological theory should accurately depict the real process-and nothing more (cf., for instance.
the Communist Manifesto on the communists' criterion of theory 176).
He strictly adhered to this demand in his Capital: he made it his
task to give a scientific analysis of the capitalist form of societyand there he stopped, after showing that the development of
this organisation actually going on before orrr eyes has such and
such a tendency, that it must inevitably perish and turn int1>
another, a higher organisation. But Mr. Mikhailovsky, evading
the whole substance of Marx's doctrine, puts his stupid question:
"And what next?" And he adds profoundly: "l must frankly confess that I am not quite clear what Engels' reply would be." We,
however, on our part must frankly confess, Mr. Mikhailov-·
sky, that we are quite clear about what the spirit and methods
of such "criticism" are!
Or take the following argument: "In the Middle Ages, Marx's
individual property based on the proprietor's own labour was
neither the only nor the predominating factor, even in the realm
of economic relations. There was much more besides, but thedialectical method in Marx's interpretation"' (and not in Mr. Mikhailovsky's garbled version of it?) "does not propose returning t1>
it .... It is obvious that all these schemes do not present a picture
of historical reality, or even of its proportions; they simply satisfy
the tendency of the human mind to think of every object in itit
past, present and future states." Even your way of distorting
things, Mr. Mikhailovsky, is monotonous to the point of nausea!
Into Marx's scheme, which claims to formulate nothing but the
actual process of development of capitalism,* he first insinuates
the intention of proving everything by triads, then declares
that Marx's scheme does not conform to the plan foisted on it by
Mr. Mikhailovsky (the third stage restores only one aspect of the
first stage. omitting all the others), and then in the most blatant
manner draws the conclusion that "the scheme obviously does
not present a picture of historical reality"'!
·
Is any serious polemic thinkable with a man who (as Engels
said of Diihring) cannot quote accurately, even by way of exception? Can there be any arguing, when the public is assured that
the scheme "obviously" does not conform to reality, without even
an attempt being made to show its faultiness in any respect?
• The other features of tlte e<'onomic system of the MiddlP Ages are
omitted because they belonged to the feudal social formation. whereas
Marx investigat~s only the capitalist formation. In its pure form the process
of capitalist devclo\1mcnt actually bel(an-in England, for instance-with
thp system of &ma\ , isolated commodity producers and tltcir individual
labour property.
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Instead of criticising the real content of Marxist views,
l\Ir. Mikhailovsky exercises his ingenuity on the subject of the
categories past, present and future. Engels, for instance, arguing
against the "eternal truths" of Herr Diihring, says that the "morality ... preached lo us today" is a threefold morality: Christiau[eudal, bourgeois nm! proletarian, so that the past, present and
future have their own theories of morality. 176 In this connection,
\fr. Mikhailovsky reasons as follows: "I think that it is the categories past, present and future that lie at the basis of all triple
divisions of history into periods." What profundity! Who does
not know that if any social phenomenon is examined in its process of development, relics of the past, foundations of the present
and germs of the future will always be discovered in it? But did
Engels, for instance, think of assorting that the history of morality (he was speaking, we know, only of the "present~) was confined to the three factors indicated. that feudal morality, for
example, was not preceded by slave morality, and the latter
by the morality of the primitive-communist community? Instead
of seriously criticising Engels' attempt to elucidate modern
trends in moral ideas by explaining them materialistically,
Mr. Mikhailovsky treats us to the most empty phrase-mongering!
In respect of such methods of "criticism" employed by
Mr. Mikhailovsky, criticism which begins with the statement
that he does not know where, in what work, the materialist
conception of history is expounded, it would perhaps be worth
while to recall that there was a time when the author knew one
of these works and was able to appraise it more correctly. In 1877,
Mr. Mikhailovsky expressed the following opinion of Capital:
"If we remove from Capital the heavy, clumsy and unnecessary
lid of Hegelian dialectics" (How strange! How is it that "Hegelian
dialectics" were "unnecessary" in 1877, while in 1894 it appears
t.hat materialism rests on "the incontrovertibility of the dialectical process"?), "then, apart from the other merits of this essay,
we shall observe in it splendidly elaborated material for an answer
1o the general question of the relation of forms to the material
conditions of their existence, and an excellent formulation of
this question for a definite sphere." "The relation of forms to the
material conditions of their existence"-why, that is the very
problem of the interrelation between the various aspects of social
life, of the superstructure of ideological social relations on the
basis of material relations, a problem whose well-known solution
constitutes the doctrine of materialism. Let us proceed.
"In point of fact, the whole of •Capital'" (my italics) "is devoted
to an inquiry into how a form of society, once it has emerged,
continues to develop and accentuates its typical features, subjecting to itself and assimilating discoveries, inventions and improve-
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ments in meLhods of production, new markets and sci::i
itself and compels them to work for it, and of how, finally, th~
given form cannot stand up against further changes in materi ~
·conditions."
An astonishing thing! In 1877, "Lhe whole of Capital" was d
voted to a materialist inquiry into a particular form of societ
(what else does materialism consist in, if not in explaining for
-0f society by material conditions?), whereas in 1894 it appea
that iL is not even known where, in whaL work, an expositi
of this materialism should be sought!
In 1877, Capital contained an "inquiry into'' how "a particul
form" (the capHalist form, is it not?) "cannot" (mark that!) "stan
up against further changes in material conditions,"-wher
in 1894 it turns out that there has been no inquiry at all an
that the conviction that the capitalist form cannot withstan
any further development of the productive forces-rests "entire
at the end of the Hegelian triad"! In 1877, Mr. Mikhailovs
wrote that "the analysis of the relations of the given form of societ
to the material conditions of its existence will for ever" (m)!!
italics) "remain a monument to the author's logical powers and!
vast erudition," whereas in 1894 he declares that the doctrin4';
of materialism has never and nowhere been scientificallyf
verified and proved.
·(!
An astonishing thing! What does it reillly mean? What h8*
happened?
·~
Two things have happened. FirsUy, the Russian, peasant social-4'
ism of the seventies177 -which "snorted" aL freedom hecau8'
of its bourgeois character, fought the "clear-hrowed liberals't
who zealously covered up the antagonistic nature of Russian lifej1
and dreamed of a peasant revolution-has completely decayei;tl
and has begolten that vulgar, philistine liberalism which discer~
an "encouraging impression" in the progressive trends of peasan~
farming, forgetting that they are accompanied (and determined)
by the wholesale expropriation of the peasantry. Secondly, in'.
1877 ~fr. Mikhailovsky was so engrossed in his task of defendinlt
the "sanguine'' (i.e., revolutionary socialist) Marx from the liberal·
critics that he failed to observe the incompatibility of Marx's
method and his own. And then this irreconcilable contradiction
between dialectical materialism and subjective sociology was
explained to him-explained by Engels' articles and books, and
by the Russian Social-Democrats (one ofLen meets with very apt
comments on .l\Ir. :\likhailovsky in Plekhanov's writings)-and
Mr. Mikhailovsky, insLead of seriously sitting down to reconsideJ
the whole question, simply took the bit between his tooth. Instea
of welcoming l\1arx (as he did in 1872 and 1877)17 8 he now barks
at him under cover of dubious praise. and rages and splutters
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acrainst the Russian Marxists for refusing to rest content with
t l~e "defence of the economically weakest", with warehouses
and improvements in the countryside, with museums and artels
for handicraftsmen, and similar well-meaning philistine ideas
of progress, and for wanting to remain "sanguine" people, advo"ates of social revolution, and to teach, guide and organise the
renlly revolutionary elements of society,
After this brief excursion into the realm of the distant past,
one may, we think, conclude this examination of Mr. Mikhailo\·sky's "criticism" of Marx's theory. I.ct us then try to sum
11p and recapitulate the critic's "arguments"',
The doctrine he set out to demolish is based, firstly, on the
materialist conception of history, and, secondly, on the dialectical method.
As to the first, the critic began by declaring that he did not
lrnow in which work materialism was expounded. Not having
found such an exposition anywhere, he himself set about conrncl ing an explanation of what materialism is. In order to give
nn idea of the excessive claims of this materialism, he concocted
the story that the materialists claim to have explained the entire
past, present and future of mankind-and when it was subsequently ~hown by reference to the authentic statements of the Marxists
lliat they regard only one social formation as having been explained, the critic decided that the materialists narrow the scope
o[ materialism, whereby, he asserts, they defeat themselves.
ln order to give an idea of the methods by which this materialism
was worked out, he invented the story that the materialists
llwmsclves had confessed to the inadequacy of their knowledge
for the elaboration of scientific socialism, despite the fact that
i\larx and Engels confessed only to the insufficiency of their knowledge (in 1845-1846) of economic history in general, and despite
the fact that they never published the essay which testified to the
rn~ufficieucy of their knowledge. After these preludes, we were
ln'ated to the criticism itself: Capital was annihilated because
it dealt with only one period, whereas the critic wants to have
nil periods; and also because it did not affirm economic materialis111, but simply touched upon it-arguments, evidently, so
weighty and serious as to compel the recognition that materiali8n1 !rad never been scientifically substantiated. Then the fact
was cited against materialism that a man totally uncounected
with this doctrine, having studied prehistoric times in an entirely
11 i l'lcrent country, also arrived at materialist conclusions. To
'how, further, that it was absolutely wrong to drag procreation
into materialism, that this was nothing but a verbnl artifice,
the critic procccde<l to prove that economic relations arc a supcr'lructure based on sexual and family relations. The statements
2 J- -1087

354

V. I. LENIN

made thereupon by our weighty critic for the edification of th&
materialists enriched us with the profound truth that inheritance'
is impossible without procreation, that a complex psychology
"adheres" to the products of this procreation, and that children
are brought up in the spirit of their fathers. In passing, we also
learnt that national ties are a continuation and generalisation
of gentile ties. Continuing his theoretical researches into materialism, the critic noted that the content of many of the Marxists' arguments consisted in the assertion that oppression and
exploitation of the masses were "necessary·• under the bourgeois
regime and that this regime must "necessarily" turn into a socialist regime, after which he hastened to declare that necessity
is too general a bracket (if we omit what, exactly, people consider
necessary) and that therefore Marxists are mystics and metaphysicians. The critic also declared that Marx's polemic against
the idealists was "one-sided", but he did not say a word about th& .
relation of these idealists' views to the subjective method and th&•'.
relation of Marx's dialectical materialism to these views.
As to the second pillar of .Marxism-the dialectical methodone push by the bold critic was enough to cast it to the ground.
And the push was very well directed: the critic toiled and moiled
with prodigious effort to disprove the notion that anything can
be proved by triads, ignoring the fact that the dialectical method ·
does not consist in triads at all, but that it consists precisely
in the rejection of the methods of idealism and subjectivism in
sociology. Another push was specially directed at Marx: with
the help of the valorous Herr Diihring, the critic ascribed to Marx
the incredible absurdity of having tried to prove the necessity
of the doom of capitalism by means of triads-and then victoriously combated this absurdity.
Such is the epic of the brilliant "victories" of "our wellknown sociologist"! How very "edifying" (Burenin) it was to con- .
template these victories!
We cannot refrain at this point froin. touching on another circumstance, which has no direct bearing on the criticism of .Marx's ·
doctrine, but is extremely characteristic for an understanding of the critic's ideals anjl of his conception of reality. It is his
attitude to the working-class movement in the West.
Above we quoted Mr. Mikhailovsky's statement that mate-·
rialism had not justified itself in "science'' (perhaps in the science
of the German "friends of the people"?); but this materialism,
argues Mr. Mikhailovsky, "is really spreading very rapidly among
the working class". How does Mr. Mikhailovsky explain this
fact? "The success," he says, "enjoyed by economic materialism in
breadth, so to speak, and its dissemination in a critically unverified form, are chiefly due to the day-to-day practice established
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by prospects for the future, and not to science." What other
meaning can there be in this clumsy phrase about practice "established" by prospects for the future than that materialism is
,.;preading not because it correctly explains reality, but because
it turns away from reality towards prospects? And he goes on to
.-ay: "These prospects require of the German working class which
b adopting them and of those who take a warm interest in its
future neither knowledge nor the effort of critical thinking. They
require only faith." In other words, the spread of materialism
,111<l scientific socialism in breadth is due to the fact that this
doctrine promises the workers a better future! But a most elementary acquaintance with the history of socialism and of the
working-class movement in the \Vest is enough to reveal the
utter absurdity and falsity of this explanation. Everybody knows
that scientific socialism never painted any prospects for the
future as such: it confiner! itself to analysing the present bourgeois regime, to studying the trends of development of the capi\ alist social organisation, and that is all. "We do not say to the
world," Marx wrote as far back as 1843, and he fulfilled this programme to the letter, "we do not say to the world: 'Cease struggling-your whole struggle is senseless.' All we do is to provide
it with a true slogan of struggle. We only show the world what
i l is actually struggling for, and consciousness is a thing which the
world must acquire, whether it likes it or not." 179 Everybody
knows that Capital, for instance-the chief and basic work in
which scientific socialism is expounded-restricts itself to the
most general allusions to the future and merely traces those already
existing elements from which the future system grows. Everybody
h.nows that as far as prospects for the future are concerned incomparably more was contributed by the earlier socialists, wh<>
described future society in every detail, desiring to inspire manhnd with a picture of a ·system under which people get along
without conflict and under which their social relations are based
not on exploitation but on true principles of progre~s that conform to the conditions of human nature. Nevertheless, despit!l
the whole phalanx of very talented people who expounded these
ideas, and despite the most firmly convinced socialists, their
theories stood aloof from life and their programmes were not con11ccted with the political movements of the people un ti! large'cale machine industry drew the mass of proletarian workers into
the vortex of political life, and until tbe true slogan of their
Hruggle was found.' This slogan was found by l\larx,"not a utopian,
but a strict and, in places, even dry sc_ientist"' (as l\Ir. l\Iikhailovsky
called him in the long distant past-1il 1872); and it was certainly
11ol found by means of prospects, hut by a scientific analysis
of the present bourgeois regime, hy an elucidation of the necessity
23*
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of exploitation under this regime, by an investigation of the
laws of its development. :\Ir. Mikhailovsky may, of course, assure
the reader8 of Russkoye Bogatstvo that neither knowledge nor
an effort of thinking is required to understand this analysis, but
we have already seen iu his own case (and shall sec it to a still
greater extent in the case of his economist collaborator18") so gross
a lack of u11derstanding of the elementary truths established by
this analysis that such a statement, of course, can only provoke
a smile. It remains an indisputable fact that the working-class
movement spreads and develops precisely where and to the extent
that large-scale capitalist machine industry develops; the socialist doctrine is successful precisely when it stops arguing about
social conditions that conform to human nature and sets about
making a materialist analysis of contemporary social relations
and explaining the necessity for the present regime of exploitation.
Having tried to evade the real reasons for the success of materialism among the workers by ascribing the attitude of this
doctrine to "prospects'' in a manner directly contrary to the
truth, Mr. Mikhailovsky goes 011 to scoff in the most vulgar and
philistine way at the ideas and tactics of the West-European
working-class movement. As we have seen, he was unable to
adduce a single argument against Marx's proofs of the inevitability
of the capitalist system being transformed into a socialist system
as a result o[ the socialisation of labour. And yet he jeers in the
most blatant manner at tho idea of an "army of proletarians"
preparing to expropriate the capitalists, "whereupon all class
conflict will cease and peace on earth and goodwill among men
will reign". He, :\Ir. Mikhailovsky, knows far simpler and surer
paths to the achieveme11t of socialism than this: all that is required
is that the "friends of the people" should indicate in greater
detail the "clear and unalterable'' paths of the "desired economic
evolution~ -and then these friends of the people will most likely
"be called in" to solve "practical economic problems" (see the
article "Problems of Russia's Economic Development" by
Mr. Yuihakov in Russkoye Bogatstuo, No. 11) and meanwhilemeanwhile the workers must wait, must rely on tho friends of the
people and not begi9, with "unjustil'ied self-assurancll", an independent struggle against the exploiters. Desirir1g to strike a deathblow at this "unjustilied self-assurance", our author waxes highly
indignant at "this science that can almost fit into a pocket dictionary". How terrible, indeed! Science-and Social-Democratic
penny pamphlets that Gan fit into the pocket!! Is it not obvious
how unjustifiably self-assured are those who value science only
insofar as it teaches the exploited to wage an independent struggle
for their emancipation, teaches them to keep away from all
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·'friends of the people" engaged in glossing over class antagonisms
and desirous of taking the whole business upon themselvesthose who, therefore, expound this science in penny publications
which so shock the philistines? How different it would be if the
workers placed their fate in the hands of the "friends of the people"!
They would show them a real, voluminous, university and philistine science; they would acquaint them in detail with a social
organisation that conforms to human nature, provided o Ilytl1e workers agreed to wait and did not themselves begin the
~truggle with such unjustified self-assurance! ...
Let us now sec how Mr. Mikhailovsky fights the Social-Democrats. What arguments does he level against their theoretical
views, against their political, socialist activity?
The theoretical views of the Marxists arc set forth by the critic
in the following manner:
"The truth" (the Marxists are represented as declaring) "is that
in accordance with the immanent laws of historical necessity Russia
will develop her own capitalist production, with all its inherent
contradictions and the. swallowing up of the small capitalists
hy the large, and meanwhile the muzhik, divorced from the land,
will turn into a proletarian, unite, become 'socialised,' and the
Irick is done, the hat reappears, and it only remains to put the
lrnt on the head of now happy mankind."
And so, if you please, the Marxists do not differ in any way
from the "friends of the people" in their conception of reality;
they differ only in their idea of the future: they do not deal at
all, it appears, with the present, hut only with "prospects".
There can be no doubt that this is i\ir. Mikhailovsky's idea; the
J\larxists, he says, "are fully convinced that there is nothing u t.opian in their forecasts of the future, and that everything has been
weighed and measured in accordance with the strict dictates of
science"; finally and even more explicitly: the :Marxists "believe
in, and profess, the immutability of an abstract historical scheme".
In a word, we have before us that most banal and vulgar accusation against the Marxists long employed by all who have nothing
substantial to bring against their views. "The l\farxists profess
the immutability of an abstract historical scheme!!"'
But this is a downright lie and invention!
No Marxist has ever argued anywhere that there "must be" ca11it.alism iu Russia "because" there was capitali~m in the West,
and so on. No Marxist has ever regarded l\Iarx's theory as some
i111iversally compulsory philosophical scheme o[ history, as
anything more Lhan an explanation of a particulnr ~ocial-econornic
l'ormation. Only l\lr. Mikhailovsky, the subjcctin philosopher,
has managed to display such .a lack of understanding of l\larx
as to attribute to him a universal philosophical theory; and in
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reply to this, he received from Marx the quite explicit explana-·i
lion that he was knocking at the wrong door. No Marxist haa.1
ever based !1is Social-Democratic views on anything but th~j
conformity of theory with reality and the history of the given,.
i.e., the Russian, social and economic relations; and he could no\·
have done so, because this demand on theory was quite delinitelyi
and clearly proclaimed and made the corner-stone of the whole~
doctrine by the fo1mder of "Marxism" himself-Marx.
:::
Of course, Mr. Mikhailovsky may refute these statements as_;
much as he pleases, by arguing that he has heard "with his own\
cars" the profession of an abstract historical scheme. But what;
does it matter to us, Social-Democrats, or to anybody else, that
l\lr. Mikhailovsky has had occasion to hear all sorts of absurd:!
nonsense from people he has talked to? Does it not merely show;
that he is very fort11nate in the choice of the people he talks to,.\
and nothing more? It is very possible, of course, that the witty in~i
terlocutors of the witty philosopher called themselves Marxists, l
Social-Democrats, and so forth-but who does not know
that nowadays (as was noted long ago) every scoundrel likes,~
to array himself in "red" garments?* And if Mr. Mikhailovsky'
is so perspicacious that he cannot distinguish these "mummers"~
from Marxists, or if he has understood Marx so profoundly as notl
to have noticed this criterion-most emphatically advanced b;t:,
Marx-of the whole doctrine (the formulation of "what is going:
on before our eyes"), it only proves again that Mr. MikhailovskY::
is.not clever, and nothing else.
··:
AL any rate, since he undertook a polemic in the press against:-.
the Social-Democrats, he should have had in mind the group of;
socialists who have long borne that name and have borne it~
alone-so that others cannot be confused with them-and wh~~
have their literary representatives, Plekhanov and his circle.1"'.J
And had he done so-and that obviously is what anybody with'
any decency should have done-and had he even consulled the
first Social-Democratic work, Plekhanov's Our Differences, he
would have found in its very first pages a categorical declaration'
made by the author on behalf of all the members of the circle: ·
"We in no case wish to cover our programme with the authorit:1:
of a great name'' (i.e., the authority of Marx). Do yon understand
Russian, Mr. l\Hkhailovsky~ Do you understand the difference
betweerL professing abstract schemes and entirely disclaiming
the auLhority of~l\larx when paf'l!ing judgement on Russian affairs?

1

• All this is said on tho assumption that Mr. Mikhailovsky has indeed
heard professions of abstract historical schemes and has not invented anakytbing. But I consider it absolutely imperative in this connection to m 8
the reservation that I give this only for what it is worth.
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Do you realise that you acted dishonestly by representing
1he first opinion you happened to hear from your interlocutors
as Marxist, and by ignoring the published declaration made
by a prominent member of Social-Democracy on behalf of the
whole group?
And then the declaration becomes even more explicit:
·'I re11eat," Plekhanov says, "that the most consistent Marxists
may disagree in the appraisal of the present Russian situation";
our doctrine is the "first attempt at applying this particular scientific theory to the analysis of very complicated and entangled
social relations".
It would seem difficult to speak more clearly: the Marxists
uureservedly borrow from Marx's theory only its invaluable
methods, without which an elucidation of social relations is
impossible, and, consequently, they see the criterion of their
judgement of these relations not in abstract schemes and suchlike
nonsense at all, but in its fidelity and conformity to reality.
Perhaps you think that in making these statements the author
actually had something else in mind? But that is not so. The
rruestion he was dealing with was-"must Russia pass through
the capitalist phase of development?" Hence, the question was
not given a Marxist formulation at all, but was in conformity with
llie subjective methods of various native philosophers of ours,
who see the criterion of this "must" in the policy of the authorities, or in the activities of "society", or in the ideal of a society
that "corresponds to human nature", and similar twaddle. So it
is fair to ask, how should a man who believes in abstract schemes
have answered such a question? Obviously, he would have spoken
nf the incontrovertibility of the dialectical process, of the general
philosophical importance of Marx's theory, of the inevitability
.,( every country passing through the phase of ... and so on and
-o forth.
·
And how did Plekhanov answer it?
In the only way a Marxist could.
He left aside entirely the question of the "must", as being an
idle one that could be of interest only to subjectivists, and dealt
exclusiv.ely with real social and economic relations and their
actual evolution. And that is why he gave no direct answer to this
wrongly formulated question, but instead replied: "Russia has
entered the capitalist path."
Aud Mr. Mikhailovsky talks with the air of au expert about
belief in abstract historical schemes, about tbe immanent laws
of necessity, and similar incredible nonsense! And he calls this
·•a polemic against the Social-Democrats"!!
If this is a polemicist, then I simply cannot understand
1\·hat a windbag is!
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One must also observe in connection with l\lr. Mikhailovsky's
argumeut quoted above that he presents the views of the SocialDemocrats as being: "Russia will develop her own capitalist production." EYidently, in the opinion of this philosopher, Russia
has uot got "her own" capitalist production. The author apparently shares the opinion that Russian capitalism is confined
to one and a half million workers. We shall later on again meet
with this childish idea o[ our "friends of the people'', who class
all the other forms of exploitation of free labour under
heaven knows what heading. "Russia will develop her own
capitalist production with all its inherent contradictions, and
moouwhile the muzhik, separated from the land, will turn into
a proletarian."' The farther in the wood, the more trees there are.
So there are no "iu:herent contradictions" in Russia? Or, to put
it plainly, there is no exploitatiou of the mass of the people by
a handful of capilalists, there is no ruin of the vast majority
or the population and no enrichment or a few? The muzhik has
still to be separated from the land? But what is the entire postReform history of Ilussia, if uot the wholesale expropriation
of the peasantry, proceeding with unparalleled intensity? One
must possess great courage indeed to say such things publicly.
And Mr. Mikhailovsky possesses that courage: ",\Iarx dealt with
a ready-made proletariat and a ready-made capitalism, whereas
we have still to create them". Russia has still to create a prole. lariat?! In Hussia-the only country where such a hopeless poverty
of the masses and such shameless exploitation of the working
people can be found; which has been compared (and legitimately
so) to England as regards the condition of the poor; and where
tho starvation of millions of people is a permanent thing existing
side by side, for instance, with a steady increase in the export
of grain-in Russia there is no proletariat!!
I think Mr. l\Ukhailovsky deserves to have a mo1rument erected
to him in his own lifetime for these classic words!*
We shall, incidentally, see la tor that it is a constant and most
cousistont tactic of Lhe "friends or the peophi'' to shut their eyes
pharisaically to the intolerable condition of the working people
in Russia, to depict this condition as having merely been "shaken",
so that only the efforts of "cultured society·• and the government
• But rerhaps here, too, Mr. Mikliailovsky may try to wriggle out by
declaring that he had no intention of saying that there was no proletariat
at all in Hu•~ia, but only that there was 110 capitalist proletariat? Is that
so? Then why ciid you not sav so? The whole question is one of whether the
Russian proleta1·iuL is a proletariat "haracttlristic of the bourgeois or of
some other organisation of social economy. Who is to hlamo if in the course
of two whole atlicl<•s you did not utter a word about this, the only serious
and important question, but preft.rr~d instead to talk all sorts of nonsense,
and reach the craziest conclusions?
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arc needed for everything to be put on llie right track. Theseknights think that if they shut their eyes to the fact that the
condition of the working masses is bad not because it has been
"shaken", but because these masses are being shamelessly robbed
by a handful of exploiters, that if they bury their heads in the
sand like ostriches so as not to sec these exploiters, the exploiters
will disappear. ,And when the Social-Democrats tell them that
it is shameful cowardice to fear to look reality in the face, when
they take the fact of exploitation as their starting-point and say
t irnt its only possible explanation lies in the bourgeois organisation of Russian society, which is splitting the mass of the people
inLo a proletariat and a bourgeoisie, and in the class char11clcr
of the Russian state, which is nothing but the organ of the rnle
of this bourgeoisie, and that therefore the only way out lies in the
class struggle of the proletariat against the bourgeoisie-these
"friends of the people"' begin to howl that the Social-Democrats
want to dispossess the people of their land!! that they want to
ilcstroy our people's economic organisation!!
The Rocialist intelligentsia can expect to perform fruitful
work only when they abandon their illusions and begin to seek
rnpport in the actnal, and not the desired development of Russia,
in actual, and not possible social-economic relations. Moreover,
their THEORETICAL work must be directed towards the concrete
st1idy of all forms of economic antagonism in Russia, the study of
their connections and successive development; they must reveal
this antagonism wherever it has been concealed by political history,
by the peculiarities of legal syslems or by established theoretical
prejudice. They must present an integral picture of our realities
as a definite system of production relations, show that the exploitation
and expropriation of the working people are essential under this
syslem, and show the way out of this system that is indicated by
economic development.
This theory, base<l on a detailed study of Russian history and
realities, must furnish an answer to the demands of the proletariat-and if it satisfies the requirements of science, then every
"wakening of the protesting thought of the proletariut will inevitably guide·this thought into the channels of Social-Democrucy.
Tho greater the progress marle in elaborating this theory, Lhe
JJtore rapidly will Social-Democracy grow; for oven the most artfol
guardians of the present sysLem cannot prevent the awakening
?£ proletarian thought, because this system itself necessarily and
ine\·iLubly entails the most intense exprop1·i:ition of the producer~, the continuous growth of the proletariat and of its reserve
army-and this parallel to the progress of social wealth, the
l'11ormous growlh of the productive forces, and the socialisation
CJf labour by capitalism. Howe\·er much has still to be done to
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elaborate this theory, the socialists will do it; this is guarante
by the spread among them of materialism, the only scientift
method, one requiring that every programme shall be a prec·
formulation of the actual process; it is guaranteed by the succ
of Social-Democracy, which has adopted these ideas-a succ
which has so stirred up our liberals and democrats that, as a ce'
tain Marxist has pul it, their monthly magazines have cease
to be dull.
In thus emphasising the necessity, importance and immensit~
of the theoretical work of the Social-Democrats, I by no mea ·
want to say that this work should take precedence ov
PRACTICAL work,*-still less that the latter should be pos
poned until the former is completed. Only the admirers of th
"subjective method in sociology"', or the followers of utopi
socialism, could arrive at such a conclusion. Of course, if it •
presumed that the task of the socialists is to seek "different" (fro
actual) "paths of development" for the country, then, naturally
practical work becomes possible only when philosophical genius
discover and indicate these "different paths"; and conversely
once these paths are discovered and indicated theoretical wor
ends, and the work of those who are to direct the "fatherland.
along the "newly-discovered" "different paths" begins. The posi:
tlon is altogether different when the task of the socialists is to bCli
the ideological leaders or the proletariat in its actual strugglal
against actual and real enemies who stand in the actual patlti
of social and economic development. Under these circumstances 0i
theoretical and practical work merge into one aptly describedj
by the veteran German Social-Democrat, Liebknecht, as:
Studieren, Propagandicren, Organisieren. **

You cannot be an ideological leader without the above-mentioned
lheoreilcal work, just as you cannot be one without directing
this work to.meet the needs of Lhe cause, and without spreadiDIJ
the results of this theory among the workers and helping them
to organise.
Such a presentation of the Lask guards Social-Democracy_
against the defects from which socialist groups so often suffer,·
namely, dogmatism and sectarianism.

* On the contrary, tho practical work of propaganda and agitation wust
always take precedence, because, firstly, theoretical work only supplies
answers to the problems raised by practical work, and, secondly, the SocialDemocrats, for reasons ove1· which they have no control, are so often cowpcllcd to confine themselves to tl1corntical work that they value highly
t•very moment when practical work is possible.
•• Study, propaganda, organisation.- r.d.
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There can be no dogmatism where the supreme and sole criterion of a doctrine is its conformity to the actual process of social
and economic development; there can be no sectarianism when
tlie task is that of promoting the organisation of the proletariat,
and when, therefore, ~he role of the "intelligentsia" is to make
special leaders from among the intelligentsia unnecessary.
Hence, despite the existence of differences among Marxists
on various theoretical questions, the methods of their political
nctivity have remained unchanged ever since the group arose.
The political activity of the Social-Democrats lies in promoting
1lie development and organisation of the working-class movement
in Russia, in transforming this movement from its present state
of sporadic attempts at protest, "riots" and strikes devoid of
a guiding idea, into an organised struggle of the WHOLE Rus<ian working CLASS directed against the bourgeois regime and
working for the expropriation of the exproprialors and the abolition of the social system based on the oppression of the working
people. Underlying tl:].ese activities is the common conviction
of Marxists that the Russian worker is the sole and natural repre.•entative of Russia's entire working and exploited population*.
Natural because the exploitation of the working people in
Russia is everywhere capitalist in nature, if we leave out of· account
the moribund remnants of serf economy; but the exploitation
of the mass of producers is on a small scale, scattered and undeveloped, while the exploitation of the factory proletariat is on
a large scale, socialised and concentrated. In the former case,
exploitation is still enmeshed in medieval forms, various politi·~al, legal and conventional trappings, tricks and devices, which
hinder the working people and their ideologists from seeing the
1•ssence of the system which oppresses the working people, from
~eeiug where and how a way can be found out of this system.
fu the latter case, on the contrary, exploitation is fully developed
and emerges in its pure form, without any confusing details.
The worker cannot fail to see that he is oppressed by capital,
that his struggle has to be waged against the bourgeois class .
.\nd this struggle, aimed at satisfying his immediate economic
needs, at ·improving his material conditions, inevitably demands
that the workers organise, and inevitably becomes a war uot
against individuals, but against a class, the class which oppresses
and crushes the working people not only in the factories, but
everywhere. That is why the factory worker is none other than
• Russia's man of the future is the muzhik-thonght thp representatives
of pe•sant socialism, the Narodniks in the broadest sense of the term. Rus<ia s man of the future is the worker-think the Social-Democrats. That
·s how the Marxist view was formulated in a certain manuscript.

364

V. I. LENIN

the foremost representative of the entire exploited population.
And in order that he may fulfil his function of representative in an
organised, sustained struggle it is by no means necessary to enthuse·
him with "perspectives~; all that is needed is simply to make hirn
understand his position, to make him understand the political
and economic structure of the system that oppresses him, and
the necessity and inevitability of class antagonisms under this
syslem. This position of the factory worker in the general system
of capitalist relations makes him the sole fighter for the emanci•
pation of the working class, for only the higher stage of development of capitalism, large-scale machine industry, creates the
material conditions and the social forces necessary for this struggle.
Everywhere else. whore the forms of capitalist development are
low, these material conditions are absent; production is scattered
among thousands of tiny enterprises (and they do not cease to be
scattered enterprises even under tho most equalitarian forms
of communal landownership), for the most part the exploited still
· possess tiny enterprises, aml are thus tied to tho very bourgeois
system they should ho fighting: lhis retards and hinders the
development of the social forces capable of overthrowing capitalism. Scattered, individual, potty exploitation ties the working
people to one locality, divides them, prevents them from becoming
conscious of class solidarity, prevents them from uniting once
they have understoocl that oppression is not caused by some particular individual, bnt by the whole economic system. Large-scale
capitalism, on the contrary, inevitably severs all the workers'
ties with tho old society, with a particular locality and a particular exploiter; it unites them, compels tlrem to think and places
them in conditions which enable them to commence au organised
struggle. Accordingly, it is on the working class that tire SocialDomocrats concentrate all their attention and all their activities.
When its advanced representatives have mustered lire ideas of
scientific socialism, the idea of tho historical role of tire Russian·
worker, when these ideas become widespread, and when stable
organisations are formed among the workers to transform the
workers' present sporadic economic war into conscious class
struggle-then the Russian WOHKER rising at the head of all
the democratic elements, will overthrow absolutism and lead the
RUSSIAN PROLETARIAT (side by side with the proletariat
of ALL COU~TRIES) along the straight road of open political
struggle to TIIE VICTORIOUS COMMU~IST REVOLUTIO:S ....
In addition to presenting historical facts in a false light and
forgetting the vast amount of work done by the socialists in lending consciousness and organisation to the working-class movement, our philosophers foist upon ~Iarx tho most senseless fatalistic views, In his opiniou, they assure us, the organisation and
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socialisation of the workers occur spontaneously, and, consequently, if we see capitalism bul do not sec a working-class movement, that is because capitalism is not fulfilling its mission, and
not because we are still doing too little in the matter of organisation and propaganda among the workers. This cowardly pettyhourgeois artifice of our cxceptionalist philosophers is uot worth
refoting: it is refuted by all the activities of the Social-Democrats
iu all countries; it is refuted by every public speech made by any
\lurxist. Social-Democracy-as Kaulsky very justly rcmarksis a fusion of tl1c working-class movement aud socialism. And in
order thal the progressive work of capitalism may "manifest"
it~elf in this country too, our socialists must set to work wilh
the utmost energy; they must work out in greater detail the
~larxist conception of the history and present position of Russia,
nnd make a more concrete inveRtiga lion of all forms of the class
•truggle and exploitation, which are particularly complex an1l
musked in Russia. They must, furthermore, popularise this theory
and make it known to the worker; they must help the worker
Io assimilale it and devise the form of organisation most
SUITABLE under our conditions for disseminating Social-Democrat;c ideas and welding the workers into a political force. And the
Russian Social-Democrats, far from ever having said that they
have 'already completed, fulfilled this work of the ideologists
of the working class (there is no end to this work), have always
slressed lhe fact that they are only just beginning it, and that
much effort by many, many persons will be required to create
anything at all lasting ....
.Marx, on the other hand, considered the whole value of his
theory lo lie in the fact that it is "in its essence critical* and revoln 1ionary" .182 And this latter quality is indeed completely and
nnconditionally inherent in Marxism, for this theory directly
sets itself the task of disclosing nil the forms of antagonism and
exploitation in modern society, tracing their evolution, demon~lrating their transitory characler, the inevitability of their
transformation into a different form, and thus serving the proleloriat as a means of ending all exploitation as quickly and easily as
possible. The iucsistible attraction of this theory, whir.h draws
tn itself the socialists of all countries lies precisely in the fact
that it combines the quality of being strictly and supremely
tin

• l\"o!P that Marx is spPBking here of maLcrialist rriticism, which alone
rpgards as Hcicntific--that is. rrilil"ism which rompaws the political,

'"·gal, social, conventional and other facts, with economics, with the sys!~m
,,[ ]Jro1luction relations, with the inlprrsts Of !hr cla,srs !h11t inovitabfy

'"""shape on thr hasis of all the antagonistic 01wial rplations. That Hussian
-ucial relation• are antagonistic can hardly be doubled. But nobody has
1 "1 triPd to take thrm as a basis for such critirism.
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scientinc (being the last word in social science) with that of being
revolutionary, it does not combine them accidentally and no•
only because the founder of the doctrine combined in his own
person the qualities of a scientist and a revolutionary, but does
so intrinsically and inseparably. Is it not a fact that the task
of theory, the aim of science, is here defined as assistance foil
the oppressed class in its actual economic struggle.
"We do not say to the world: Cease strugglingyour whole struggle is senseless. All we do is to provide it
with a true slogan of struggle."183
Hence, the direct task of science, according to Marx. is to pro~
vide a true slogan of struggle, that is, to be able to present this
struggle objectively as the product of a definite system of production relations, to be able to understand the necessity of this
struggle, its content, course and conditions of development.
It is impossible to provide a "slogan of struggle" unless we study
every separate form of the struggle minutely, unless we trace.
every stage of the struggle during the transition from one form
to another, so that we can deftne the situation at any given moment,
without losing sight of the general character of the struggle and
its general aim, namely, the complete· and fmal abolition of all
exploitation and all oppression.
'
Written in the spring
and summer of 1894
First published in 1894,
a hectographed edition

Collected Works, Vol. 1, pp. 133-87.
191-96, 296-300, 320-21, 327-28

From THE ECONOMIC CONTENT
OF NARODISM AND THE CRITICISM
OF IT IN MR. STRUVE'S BOOK

(The Reflection of Marxism in Bourgeois Literature)
P. STRUVI!:. "CRITICAL IUlMARKS ON THE SUBJECT
OF RUSSIA'S ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT". ST. PETERSBURG,

189~ 184

We must object to a remark which Mr. Struve directs against
i\lr. Mikhailovsky. "According to his view," the author says,
"there are no insurmountable historical tendencies which, as
such, should serve on the one hand as a starting-point, and on the
other as unavoidable bounds to the purposeful activity of indi,·iduals and social groups" (11).
That is the language of an objectivist, and not of a Marxist
(materialist). Between these conceptions (systems of views) there is
a difference, which should be dwelt on, since an incomplete grasp
of this difference is one of the fundamental defects of Mr. Struve's
book and manifests itself in the majority of his arguments.
The objectivist speaks of the necessity of a given historical
process; the materialist gives an exact picture of the given socialcconomic formation and of the antagonistic relations to which
it gives rise. When demonstrating the necessity for a given series
of facts, the objectivist always runs the risk of becoming an apologist for these facts: the materialist discloses the class contradictions and in so doing defines his standpoint. The objectivist
~peaks of "insurmountable historical tendencies"; the materialist speaks of the class which "directs" the given economic system,
giving rise to such and such forms of counteraction by other
classes. Thus, on the one hand, the materialist is more consistent
Lhan the objectivist, and gives profounder and fuller effect to his
objectivism. He does not limit himself to speaking of the neces~ity of a process, but ascertains exactly what social-economic
formation gives the process its content, exactly what class deter~nines this necessity. In the present case, for example, the materialist would not content himself with stating the "insurmountable
historical tendencies", but would point to the existence of certain
classes, which determine the content of the given system and
Preclude the _possibility of any solution except by the action
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<>f the producers themselves. On the other hand, materialisni
includes partisanship, so to speak, and onjoins the direct and open
adoption of the stand point of a definite social group in any assess.
ment o[ events.* ...
Let us, however, return to Mr. Struve. Having shown the empti.
ness of the ~arodniks' arguments regarding the "individual,n
he continues: "That sociology does indeed always strive to reduce
the elements of individuality to soci11l sources is corroborated
by every attempt to explain any big phase in historical evolution,
When the 'historical individual' of the 'great man' is referred
to, there is always a tendency to represent him as the 'vehicle'
of the spirit of a certain era, as the representative of his timeand his actions, his successes and failures, as a necessary resul'
of the whole preceding course of affairs" (32). This general ten~
dency of every attempt to explain social phenomena, i.e., to create
a social science. "is clearly expressed in the doctrine that the
clllss struggle is the basic process in social evolution. Since the
individual had been discarded, some other element had to be
found. The social group proved to be such an element" (33).'
Mr. Struve is absolutely right when he says that the theory of the:
elass struggle crowns, so to speak, the general endeavour of soci-,
<>logy to reduce "the elements of individuality to social sources."
Furthermore, the theory of the class struggle for the first timti
pursues this endeavour so completely and consistently as to rais~
sociology to the level of a science. This was achieved by the"
materialist definition of the concept "group." In itself, this concept is still too indefmite and arbitrary: religious, ethnographical,
political, juridical and other phenomena may also be considered
as criteria distinguishing "groups". There is no firm token by which
particular "groups~ in each of these spheres can be distinguished.
The theory of the class struggle, however, represents a tremendous
acquisition for social science for the very reason that it lays down
the methods by which the individual can be reduced to the social
with the utmost precision and definiteness. Firstly, this theory
worked ont the concept of the social-economic formation. Taking
as its starting-point a fact thut is fundamental to all human society,·
namely, the mode of procnring the means of subsistence, it con"
nectcd up with this the relations between people formed under
the inll uence of the given mode~ of procuring the means of subsistence, and showed that this system of rrlations ("relations
of production"', to use Marx's terminology) is the basis of society,
which clothes itself in political and legal forms und in definite
• Concrete examples of Mr. SLruve's incomplete application of materialism and the lack of consistency in his theory ol the class struggle will be
given below in each pal"ticular instance.
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trends of social thought. According to Marx's theory, each such
of production relations is a specific social organism, whose
inception, functioning, and transition to a higher form, conver~ion into another social organism, are govorned by specific laws.
This theory applied to social science that objoctive, general scientilic criterion of repetition which the subjectivists declared could
not be applied to sociology. They argued, in fact, that owing to the
tremendous complexity and variety of social phenomena they
could not be studied without separating the important from the
unimportant, and that such a separation could be made only
from the viewpoint of "critically thinking"' and "morally developer!" individuals. And they thus happily succeeded in transformiug social science into a ~eriei; of sermons on petty-bourgeois
morality, samples of which we have seen in the case of Mr. Mikhailovsky, who philosophised about the inexpediency of history
and about a path directed by "the light of science." It was these
arguments that Marx's theory severed at the very root. The
distinction between the important and the unimportant was replaced by the distinction between the economic structure of society,
as the content, and the political and ideological form. The very
concept of the economic structure was exactly explained by refuting the views of the earlier economists, who saw laws of nature
where there is room only for the laws of a specific, hii;torically
defined system of relations of production. The subjectivists'
arguments about "society" in general, meaningless arguments
that did not go beyond petty-bourgeois utopias (because even the
possibility of generalising the most varied social systems into
special types of social organisms was not ascertained), were replaced by an investigation of definite forms of the structure of society.
Secondly, the actions of "living individuals" within the bounds
of each such social-economic formation, actions infinitely varied
and apparently not lending themselves to any systematisation,
were generalised and reduced to the actions of groups of individuals differing from each other in the part they played in the
system of production relations, in the conditions of production,
and, consequently, in their conditions of life, and in the interests
determined by these conditions-in a word, to the actions of
cla$ses, the struggle between which determined the development
of society. This refuted the childishly naive and purely mechanical
view of history held by the subjectivists, who contented themselves with the meaningless thesis that history is made by living
individuals, and who refused to examine what social conditions
determine their actions, and exactly in what way. Subjectivism
was replaced by the view that the social process is a process of
natural history-a view without which, of course, there could
be no social science. Mr. Struve very justly remarks that "ignoring
~ystem
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the individual in sociology, or rather, removing him from sociol-i
ogy, is essentially a particular instance of the striving for scientilicl
knowledge·· (33), and that "individualities" exist not only in~
the spiritual but also in tho physical world. The whole point.4
is that the reduction of "individualities'' to certain general lawS:~
was accomplished for the physical realm long ago, while for the-\
social realm it was firmly established only by Marx's theory,i
Another objection made by Mr. Struve to the sociological:
theory of the Russian subjectivists is that, in addition to all,
the above-mentioned arguments, "sociology cannot under anyi.
circumstances recognise what we call individuality as a primary"'.
fact, since the very concept of individuality (which is not sub-':
ject to further explanation) and the fact that corresponds to it
are the result of a long social process·• (36). This is a very true-_.
thought, and is all the more worthy of being dwelt on because-.
the author's· argument contains certain inaccuracies. Ue cites.
the views of Simmel, who, he declares, proved in his Social.
Differentiation the direct interdependence between the development.·
of the individual and the differentiation of Lhe group to which the·
individual belongs. Mr. Struve contrasts this thesis with ~Ir_
Mikhailovsky's theory of the inverse dependence between the development of the iudividual and the differentiation ("heterogeneity")
of society. "In an undifferentiated environment,'· Mr. Struveobjects, "the individual will be •harmoniously integral' ... in his.
'homogeneity and impersonality.' A real individual cannot be'an aggregate of all the features inherent in the humau organism.
in general,' simply because such a fullness of content exceeds
the powers of the real individual" (38-39). "ln order that theindividual may be di.tferentiated, he must live in a differentiated
environment" (39).
It is not clear from this exposition how exactly Simmel formulates the question and how he argues. But as transmitted
by Mr. Struve the formulation of the question suffers from thesame defect that we fmd in Mr. Mikhailovsky's case. Abstrac~
reasoning about how far the development (and well-being) of thciudividual depends on the differentiation of society is quiteunscientiftc, because no correlation can be established that will
suit every form of social structure. The very concepts "dH!crentiation," "heterogeneity", and so on, acquire absolutely different
meanings, depending on the particular social environment to
which they are applied. Mr. Mikhailovsky's fundamental error
consists precisely in the abstract dogmatism of his reasoning.
which endeavours to embrace "progress" in general, instead of
studying the concrete "progress·• of some concrete social formation. When Mr. Struve sets his own general theses (described
above) against Mr. Mikhailovsky, he repeats the latter's mistake·

THC ECO'.'IOMTC CONTENT OF NAHODISM

371

by abandoning the depiction and explanation of a concrete progress for the realm of nebulous and unfounded dogmas. Let us
take an example: "The harmonious integrity of the individual
is determined as to its content by the degree of development,
i,e., differentiation of the group," says Mr. Struve, and puts this
phrase in italics. Dut what are we to understand here by the
"differentiation" of the group? Has the abolition of serfdom accentuated or weakened this "differentiation'? Mr. Mikhailovsky
answers the question in the latter sense ("What Is Progress?");
Mr. Struve would most likely answer it in the former sense, on the
grounds of the increased social division of labour. The former
had in mind the abolition of social-estate distinctions; the latter,
the creation of economic distinctions. The term, as yon see, is so
indefinite that it can be stretched to cover opposite things. Another
example. The transition from capit11list manufacture to largescale machine industry may be regarded as elimination of "differentiation," for the detailed division of labour among specialised
workers ceases. Yet there can be no doubt that the conditions
for the development of the individuality arc far more favourable
(for the worker) precisely in the latter case. The conclusion is
that the very fornmlation of the question is incorrect. The author
himself admits that there is also an antagonism between the
individual and the group (to which Mr. :\likhailovsky also
refers). "Dut life," he adds, "is never macle up of absolute contradictions: in life everything is mobile and relative. nnd at the same
lime all the separate sides arc in a state of constant interaction"
(39). If that is so, why was it necessary to speak of absolute interrelations between the group and the individual. interrelations
having no connection with tbc strictly defined phase in the development of a definite social formation? Why could not the whole
11rgument have been transferred to the concrele process of evolution of Russia? The author has made an attempt to formulate
the question in this way. and had he adhered to il consistently
his argument would have gained a great deal. "It was only the
division of labour-mankind's fall from grace. according to
Mr. Mikhailovsky's doctrine-that created the conditions for the
development of the •individual' in whose name Mr. ;\fikhailovsky
justly protests against the modern forms of division of labonr··
(38). That is excellently put; only in place of "division of labour"
he should have said "capitalism," and, even more narrowly,
Russian capitalism. Capitalism is progressive in its signific11nce
precisely because it has destroyed the old cramped conditions
of human life that created mental stultification and prevented
the prorlucers from taking their destinies inlo their own hands.
The tremendous development of trude relations and world exclrnnge
and the constant migrations of vast masses of the population
24*
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have shattered the age-old fetters of the tribe, family and territorial community, and created that variety of development, that
"variety of talents and wealth of social relationships,'"* which
plays so great a part in the modern history of the West. In Russia
this process has been fully manifested in the post-Reform era,
when the ancient forms of labour very rapidly collapsed and prime
place was assumed by the purchase and sale of labour-power,
which tore the peasant from the patriarchal, semi-feudal family,
from the stupefying conditions of village life and replaced the
semi-feudal forms of appropriation of surplus-value by purely
capitalist forms. This economic process has been reflected in the
social sphere by a "general heightening of the sense of individuality," by the middle-class intellectuals188 squeezing the landlord
class out of "society," by a heated literary war against senseless
medieval restrictions on the individual, and so on. The N arodniks
will probably not deny that it was post-Reform Russia which
produced this heightened sense of individuality, of personal dignity. Ilut they do not ask themselves what material conditions
led to this. Nothing of the kind, of course, could have happened
under serfdom. And so the Narodnik welcomes the "emancipatory"
Reform, never noticing that he is guilty of the same short-sighted
optimism as the bourgeois historians of whom Marx wrote that
they regarded the peasant Reform through the clair-obscure
of "emancipation," without observing that this "emancipation"
only consisted in the replacement of one form by another, the
replacement of the feudal surplus product by bourgeois surplusvalue. Exactly the same thing has happened in our country. The
"old nobility" economy, by tying men to their localities and
dividing the population into handfuls of subjects of individual
lords, brought about the suppression of the individual. And then
capitalism freed him of all feudal fetters, made him independent
in respect of the market, made him a commodity owner (and as
such the equal of all other commodity owners), and thus heightened his sense of individuality. If the Narodnik gentlemen are
filled with pharisaic horror when they hear talk of the progressive character of Russian capitalism, it is only because they
do not reflect on the material conditions which make for those
"benefits of progress" that mark post-Reform Russia. When
Mr. Mikhailovsky begins his "sociology" with the "individual"
who protests against Russian capitalism as an accidental and
temporary deviation of Russia from the right path, he defeats
his own purpose because he does not realise that it was capitalism alone that created the conditions which made possible this
protest of the individual. From this example we see once again
"' I\. Marx, Der achtzehnte Ilrumaire, S. 98 u.s.w. 1•5
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the changes needed in Mr. Struve' s arguments. The question should
have been made entirely one of Russian realities, of ascertaining
what actually exists and why it is so and not otherwise. 1t was
not for nothing that the Narodniks based their whole sociology
not on an analysis of reality but on arguments about what
"might be"; they could not help seeing that reality was mercilessly destroying their illusions.
The author concludes his examination of the theory of "individuals" with the following formulation: "To sociology, the individual is a function of the environment," "the individual is hero
a formal concept, whose content is supplied by an investigation
of the social group" (40). This last comparison brings out very
well the contrast between subjectivism and materialism. When
they argued about the "individual," the subjectivists defined the
content of this concept (i.e., the "thoughts and feelings" of the
individual, his social acts) a priori, that is, they insinuated their
utopias instead of "investigating the social group."
Another "important aspect" of materialism, Mr. Struve continues, "consists in economic materialism subordinating the idea
to the fact, and consciousness and what should be to being" (40).
Here, of course, "subordinating the idea" moans assigning to it
a subordinate position in the explanation of social phenomena.
The Narodnik subjectivists do exactly the opposite: they base
their arguments on "ideals", without bothering about the fact
that these ideals can only be a certain reflection of reality, and,
consequently, must ho verified by facts, must be based on facts.
But then this latter thesis will be incomprehensible to tire Narodnik without explanation. How is that?-he asks himself; ideals
should condemn facts, show how to change them, they should
verify facts, and not be verified by them. To the Narodnik, who
is accustomed to hover in the clouds, this appears to be a compromise with facts. Let us explain.
The existence of "working for others," the existence of exploitation, will always engender ideals opposite to this system both
among the exploited themselves and among certain members
of the "intelligentsia."'
These ideals are extremely valuable to the Marxist; he argues
with N arodism only on the basis of these ideals; he argues exclusively about the construction of those ideals and their realisation.
The Narodnik thinks it enough to note the fact that gives rise
to such ideals, then to refer to the legitimacy of the ideal from
tire standpoint of "modern science and modern moral ideas" [and
ho does not realise that these "modern ideas" arc only concessions
made by Wost-European "public opinion'' to the new rising force],
and then to call upon "society" and the "state" to ensure it, safeguard it, organise it!
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The Marxist proceeds from the same ideal; he docs not compare
it with "modern science and modern moral ideas, however,"•
but with the existing class contradictions, and therefore docs not
formulate it as a demand put forward by "science," but by such
and such a class, a demand engendered by such and such social
relations (which arc to be objectively investigated), and achievable only in such and such a way in consequence of imch and
such properties of these relations. If ideals are not based on facts
in this way, they will only remain pious wishes, with no chance
of being accepted by the masses and, hence, of being realised.
Having thus stated the general theoretical propositions which
compel the recognition of materialism as the only correct method
of social science, Mr. Struve proceeds to expound the views of
Marx and Engels, quoting principally the works of the latter.
This is an extremely interesting and instructive part of the book.
The author's statement that "nowhere does one meet with such
misunderstanding of Marx as among Russian publicists'' (44)
is an extremely just one. In illustration, he first of all cites 1\lr.
Mikhailovsky, who 1·egards Marx·~ "historico-philosophical theory"
11s nothing more than an explanation of the "genesis of the capitalist system." !\Ir. Struve quite rightly protests against this.
Indeed, it is a highly char11ctcristic fact. Mr. Mikhailovsky has
written about Marx many times, but he has never even hinted
at the rclatiou of iVfar.x's method to the "subjective method in
sociology." !\Ir. Mikhailovsky has written about Capital and
has declared his "solidarity" (?) with Marx's economic doctrine,
but he ha& passed over in complete silence the question-for
example-of whether the Russian subjectivists are not following
the method of Proudhon, who wanted to refashion commodity
economy in accordance witl1 his ideal of justice.** In what way
does this criterion (of justice-justice etcrnelle) differ from
Mr. '.\fikhailovsky's criterion: "modern science and modern moral
ideas''? Mr. Mikhuilovsky hus always protcRted vigorously against
identifying the method of social sciences with lhat of the natural
sciences, so why did he not object to Marx's statement that
Proudhon's method is as absurd as would be that of a chemist
who wanted to transform metabolism in accordance with the
lnws of "nffinity'' instead of studying the "real laws of metabolism''? Why did be not object to Marx's view that the social
process is a "process of natural history"? It cannot be explained

* Engel". in T/erm F,, Diihrtngs Umwalzung der Wissenschaft (Herr Eugen
Diihring's Rei·olution in Science [Anti-Diihring)-f.'d.), very a,Ptly points
out that this is the olcl psychological method of comparing one s own concept with another concept, with a cast of another fact, and not with the
fart it reflects.
*• Das Kapilal, J.B. 21~ Aull. S. 62, Anm. 38.187
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by non-acquaintance with the literature; the explanation evirlently lies in an utLer failure or refusal to understand. Mr. Struve,
it seems to me, is the first in our literature to have pointed this
out-and that is greatly to his credit.
Let us now pass to those of the author's statements on :.\1arxism
which evoke criticism. '"We cannot but admit," says Mr. Struve,
··1Iwt a purely philosophical proof of this doctrine has not yet been
11rovided, and that it has not yet coped with the vast concrete
1uatcrial presented by world hislory. What is needed, evidently,
i,: a reconsideratiou of the facts from the standpoint of the new
t!wory; what is needed is a criticism of the theory from the angle
,,( I.be facts. Perhaps much of the one-sidedness and the over-hasty
~Pncralisations will be abandoned"' (46). It is uot quite clear
wlwt the author means by "a purely philosophical proof." From
I bl' stand point of l\Inrx and Engels, philosophy has no right
Io a ~eparate, independent existence, and its material is divided
n111011g the various branches of positive science. Tims one might
1111c.lerstand philosophical proof to mean either a com1iarison
of its premises with the firmly established laws of olher sciences
laud l\lr. Struve himself admitted that even psychology provides
propositions impelling the abandonment of subjectivism and
I he adoption of materialism), or experience in the application
of this theory. And in this connection we have the statement of
~Ir. Struve himself that "materialism will always be entitled
lo credit Ior having provided a profoundly scientific and truly
philosophical (author's italics) interpretation of .a number (N. B.)
nf vastly important historical facts" (50). This latter statement
contains the author's recognition that materialism is the only
~cicntilic method in sociology, and hence, of course, a "reconsideration of the facts" is required from this standpoint, ospecially
a reconsiderution of the facts of Russian history 1md present-day
reality, which have boen so zealously distorted by the Russian
~nbjectivists. As regards the last remark about possible "onesidcdness'' and "over-hasty generalisations," we shall not dwell
on this general, and therefore vague, statement, but shall tum
directly to one of tho amendments made by the author, "who
is not infected with orthodoxy;• to the "over-hasty generalisations'' of Marx.
The subject is the state. Denying the state, "11arx and his
followers ... w1mt ... too far in their criticism of the modern state"
and were guilty of "one-sidedness." "The state,'' Mr. Struve says,
correcting this extravagance, "is first of all the organisation of
order; it is, however, the organisation of rule (class rule) in a society in which the subordination of certain groups to others is determined by its economic structure'' (53). Tribal life, in the author's
opinion, knew the state; and it will remain even after
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classes are abolished, for the criterion of the state is coercive
power.
It is simply amazing that the author, criticising Marx from
his professorial standpoint, does so with such a surprising lack
of arguments. First of all, he quite wrongly regards coercive
power as the distinguishing feature of the state: there is a coercive
power in every human community; and there was one in the tribal
system and in the family, but there was no state. "An essential
feature of the state,'' says Engels in the work from which
Mr. Struve took the quotation about the state, "is a public power
distinct from the mass of the people" (Ursprung der Familie
u.s.w., 2teAufl., S. 84 Russ. trans., p. 109) 188 ; and somewhat earlier
he speaks of the institution of the naucrary 189 and says that it
"undermined the tribal system in two ways: firstly, by creating
a public power (offentliche Gewalt), which simply no longer coincided with the sum total of the armed people" (ib., S. 79; Russ.
trans., p. 105). 190 Thus the distinguishing feature of the state
is the existence of a separate class of people in whose hands power
is concentrated. Obviously, nobody could use the term "state"
in reference to a community in which the "organisation of order"
is administered in turn by all its members. Furthermore, Mr.
Struve's arguments are still more unsubstantial in relation to the
modern state. To say of it that it is "first of all (sic!?!) the organisation of order" is to fail to understand one of the most important
points in Marx's theory. In modern society the bureaucracy is the
particular stratum which has power in its hands. The direct
and intimate connection between this organ and the bourgeois
class, which dominates in modern society, is apparent both from
history (the bureaucracy was the first political instrument of the
bourgeoisie against the feudal lords, and against the representatives of the "old nobility" system in general, and marked the first
appearance in the arena of political rule of people who were not
high-born landowners, but commoners, "middle class") and from
the very conditions of the formation and recruitment of this
class, which is open only to bourgeois "offspring of the people,"
and is connected with that bourgeoisie by thousands of strong
ties.* The author's mistake is all the more unfortunate because
it is precisely the Russian Narodniks, against whom he conceived

* Cl. K. l\larx, Riirgerkrieg in Frankreich, S. 23, Leipzig, t876, and
Der achtzehnte Brumaire, S. 45-46. Hamburg, t885)1Bl, "But it is precisely
with the maintenance of that extensive state machine in its numerous
ramifications" [referring to tho bureaucracy) "that the material interests
of the French bourgeoisie are interwoven in the closest fashion. Here it finds
posts for its surplus population and makes up in the form of stat<' salarie&
for what it cannot pocket in the form of prolits, interest, rents and honorariums."
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the excellent idea of doing battle, who have no notion that every
bureaucracy, by its historical origin, its contemporary source,
and its purpose, is purely and exclusively a bourgeois institution,
an institution to which only ideologists of the petty bourgeoisie
are capable of turning in the interests of the producer.
It is also worth while to dwell a little on the attitude of Marxism to ethics. On pp. 64-65 the author quotes the excellent explanation given by Engels of the relation between freedom and necessity: "Freedom is the appreciation of necessity." 192 Far from assuming fatalism, determinism in fact provides a basis for reasonable action. One cannot refrain from adding that the Hussian
subjectivists could not understand even such an elementary
question as freedom of will. Mr. Mikhailovsky helplessly confused
determinism with fatalism and found a solution . .. in trying
to sit between two stools; not desiring to deny the functioning
of laws, he asserted that freedom of will is a fact of our consciousness (properly speaking, this is Mirtov's idea borrowed by
Mr. Mikhailovsky) and can therefore serve as a basis of ethics.
It is clear that, applied to sociology, these ideas could provide
noLhing but a utopia or a vapid morality which ignores the class
struggle going on in society. One therefore cannot deny the justice
of Sombart's remark that "in Marxism itself there is not a grain
of ethics from beginning to end"; theoretically, it subordinates
the "ethical standpoint'' to the "principle of causality"; in practice
it reduces it to the class struggle.
Mr. Struve supplements his exposition of materialism by an
evaluation from the materialist standpoint of "two factors which
play a very important part in all Narodnik arguments" -the
"intelligentsia" and the "state" (70). This evaluation again reflects
the author's "unorthodoxy" noted above in regard to his objectivism. "If . . . all social groups in general represent a real force only
to the extent that ... they constitute social classes or adhere to
them, then, evidently, 'the non-estate intelligentsia' is not a real
social force" (70). Of course, in the abstract and theoretical sense
the author is right. He takes the Narodniks at their word, so to
speak. You say it is the intelligentsia that must direct Russia
along "different paths''-but you do not understand that since
it does not adhere to any class, it is a cipher. You boast that Lhe
Russian non-estate intelligentsia has always been distinguished
for the "purity" of its ideas-but that is exactly why it has always
been impotent. The author's criticism is confined to comparing
the absurd Narodnik idea of the omnipotence of the intelligentsia
~ith his own perfectly correct idea of the "impotence of the
~ntelligentsia in the economic process" (71). But this comparison
is not enough. In order Lo judge of the Russian "non-csLate intelligentsia" as a special group in Russian society which is so charac-
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teristic of the whole post-Reform era-all era in which the noble
was finally squeezed out by the commouer-and which undoubtedly played and is still playing a certaiu historical role, we must
com pare the ideas, and still more the programmes, of our "nonestate intelligentsia" with the position and the interests of the given
classes of Russian society. To i·emovc the possibility of our being
suspected of partiality, we shall not make this comparisou ourscl ves, but shall confine oursel vcs to referring to the N arodnik whose
article was commeuted on in Chapter I. The conclusion that follows from all his comments is quite definite, namely, that Hussia 's
advanced, liberal, "democratic" intelligentsia was a bourgeois
intelligentsia. The fact of the intelligentsia being "non-estate"
in no way precludes the class origin of its ideas. The bourgeoisie
has always and everywhere risen against feudalism in the name
of the 'abolition of the social estates-and in our country, too,
the old-nobility, social-estate system WAS opposed by the nonestate intelligentsia. The bourgeoisie always and everywhere opposed the obsolete framework of the social estates and other medieval
institutions in the name of the whole "people", within which class
contradictions were still undeveloped. And it was right, both
in the West and in Russia, because the institutions criticised
were actually hampering everybody. As soon as the social-estate
system in Hussia was dealt a decisive blow (1861), antagonism
within the "people" immediately became apparent, and at the
same time, and by virtue of this, antagonism became apparent
within the non-estate intelligentsia-between the liberals and
the Narodniks, the ideologists of the peasants (among whom the
first Russian ideologists of the direct producers did not see,
and, indeed, it was too early for them to see, the formation of
opposed classes). Subsequent economic development led to a more
complete disclosure of the social contradictions within Russian
society, and compelled the recognition of the fact thal the peasantry was splitting into a rural bourgeoisie and a proletariat.
Narodism has rejected Marxism and has become almost completely
the ideology of the petty bourgeoisie. The Russian "non-estate
intelligentsia," therefore, represents "a real social force" inasmuch
as it defends general bourgeois interests.* If, nevertheless, this
force was not able to create institutions suitable to the interests
• The petty-bourgeois nature of the vast majority of the Narodniks'
wishes has been pointed out in Chapter I. Wishes that do not come under
this description (such as "socialisation of labour") hold a minute place in
modern Narodism. Both Russkoye Bogatstvo (1893, Nos. 11-12, Yuzhakov's
Hrticle 011 "Problems of Russia's Economic Development") and Mr. V. V.
{Essays on Theoretical Economics, St. Petersburg, 1895) protest against
Mr. N.-on, who commented "severely" (Mr. Yuzhakov's word) on the outworn panacea of credits, extension of land tenure, migration, etc.
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il defended, if it was unable to change "the atmosphere of contemporary Russian culture·· (!\Ir. V. V.), if "active democracy in the
,.ra of the political struggle·· gave way to "social iJJdifferentism··
(:1Ir. V. V. in Nedelya, 1894, No. 47), the cause of !his lies not
ouly in tlie dreamiuess of our native "JJon-eslate intclligeutsia,"
hnl, and chiefly, in the position of those classes from which it
,•merged and from which it drew its strength, in Lheir duality.
I l b undeniable that the Russian "atmosphere" brought them
111<1ny disadvantages, but it also gave them certain advautnges.
111 Russia, the class which, in the opinion of the N11rodniks,
i' not the vehicle of the "pure idea of labour" has an especially
l!l"l'al historical role; its "activity" cannot be lnlled by tempting
promises. Therefore, the refcre11ces of the :\Iarxists to this class,
fur from "breaking the democratic thread"' -ns is asserted by
~lr. V. V ., who specialises in inventing the most incredible absurdities about the l\larxists-catch up this "lhread," which nn indifJcrent "society" allows to fall from its hands, aud demand Lhat
il be developed, strengthened and brought closer to life.
ll'l'il.tcn: ~nd of 1894-beginning
ol' 189:i
First published in the miscellany
Collected Work.•, Vol. 1, pp. 100-01,
c11Litled Material for a Characterisation 409-23
of Our Economic Development,
-;1. P~tcrsburg, 1893

From REVIEW
Karl Kaut.sky. "Bernstein und das sozialdemokratische
Programm. Eine Antikritik"*

Kautsky begins his counter-criticism with the question of
method. He examines Bernstein's objections to the materialist
conception of history and shows that Bernstein confuses the
concept of "determinism" with that of "mechanism", that he confuses freedom of will with freedom of action, and without any
grounds identifies historical necessity with the hopeless position
of people under compulsion. The outworn accusation of fatalism.
which Bernstein also repeats, is refuted by the very premises
of Marx's theory of history. Not everything can be reduced to the
development of the productive forces, says Bernstein. Other factors
"must be taken into consideration".
Very well, answers Kautsky, that is something every investigator must do, irrespective of what conception of history guides
him. Anyone who wants to make us reject Marx's method, the
method that has so brilliantly justified itself and continues to
justify itself in practice, must take one of two paths: either he
must reject altogether the idea of objective laws, of the necessity
of the historical process, and in so doing abandon all attempts
at providing a scientific basis for sociology; or he must show how
he can evolve the necessity of the historical process from other
factors (ethical views, for example), he must show this by an
analysis that will stand up to at least a remote comparison with
Marx's analysis in Capital. Not only has Bernstein not made the
slightest attempt to do this, but, confining himself to empty
platitudes about "taking into consideration" other factors, he
has continued to use the old materialist method in his book as
though he did not declare it to be wanting! As Kautsky points
out, Bernstein, at times, even applies this method with the most

* Karl Kautsky. Bernstein and the
A Counter-Critique. -Ed.

Social-Democratic

Programme.
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ill'lpermissible crudity and one-sidedness. Further on Bernstein's
:.i.ccusations are levelled against dialectics which, he alleges, lead
to arbitrary constructions, etc., etc. Bernstein repeats these
phrases (that have already managed to disgust also the Russian
readers) without making the slightest attempt to show what is
incorrect in dialectics, whether Hegel or Marx and Engels are
"uilty of methodological errors (and precisely what errors).
The only means by which Bernstein tries to motivate and fortify
his opinion is a reference to the "tendentiousness" of one of the
concluding sections of Capital (on the historical tendency of
capitalist accumulation). This charge has been worn threadbare:
iL was made by Eugen Diihring and Julius Wolf and many others
in Germany, and it was made (we add on our part) by Mr. Y. Zhukovsky in the seventies and by Mr. N. Mikhailovsky in the nineties-by the very same Mr. Mikhailovsky who had once accused
;\fr. Y. Zhukovsky of acrobatics for making the selfsame charge.
And what proof does Bernstein offer in confirmation of this wornout nonsense? Only the following: Marx began his "investigation"
with ready-made conclusions, since in 1867 Capital drew the
same conclusion that Marx had drawn as early as the forties.
Such "proof" is tantamount to fraud, answers Kautsky, because
Marx based his conclusions on two investigations and not on one,
as he points out very definitely in the introditction to Zu,r Kritik
(see Russian translation: A Critique of Some of the Propositions
of Political Economy). Marx made his first investigation in the
forties, after leaving the Editorial Board of Lhe Rheinische Zeitung.193 Marx left the newspaper because he had to treat of material interests and he realised that he was not sufficiently prepared
for this. From the arena of public life, wrote Marx about himself,
I withdrew into the study, And so (stresses Kautsky, hinting
at Bernstein), Marx had doubts regarding the correctness of his
judgement of material interests, regarding the correctness of the
dominant views on this subject at that time, but he did not think
his doubts to be important enough to write a whole book and
inform the world about them. On the contrary, Marx set out to
study in order to advance from doubtings of the old views to
Positive new ideas. He began to study French social theories and
English political economy. He came into close contact with
Engels, who was at that time making a detailed study of the
actual state of the economy in England. '.fhe result of this joint
Work, this first inquiry, was the well-known conclusions which
the two writers expounded very definitely towards the end of the
forties. 194 Marx moved to London in 1850, and the favourable
conditions there for research determined him "to begin afresh
fr~Trl: the very begtnning and to work through the new material
cr1tically" (A Critique of Some of the Propositions, 1st edition,
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p. xi. 196 Our italics). The fruit of this second inquiry, lasting many
long years, were the works: Zur Kritik (1859) and Das Kapital
(1867). The conclusion drawn in Capital coincides with the forme:ii
conclnsion drawn in the forties because the second inquiry confirmed tho results of the first. "My views, however they may be
judged . . . are the result of conscientious investigation lasting
many years," wrote Marx in 1859 (ibid., p. xii). Does this, asbi
Kautsky, resemble conclusions found ready-made Jong before th&
investigation? ...
Passing from the method to the results of its application~
Kautsky deals with the so-called Zusammenbruchstheorie, th&
theory of collapse, of the sudden crash of West-European capitalism, a crash that Marx allegedly believed to be inevitable and
connected with a gigantic economic crisis. Kautsky says and
proves that Marx and Engels never propounded a special Zusam~
menbruchstheorie, that tlloy did not connecL a Zusammenbruch.
necessarily with an economic crisis. This is a distortion chargeable to their opponents who expound Marx's theory one-sidedly,.
tearing out of context odd passages from different writings io
order thus triumphantly to refute the "one-sidedness" and "crude-,
ness., of the theory. ActuaUy Marx and Engels considered the
transformation of West-European economic relations to be dependent on the maturity and strength of the classes brought to the
fore by modern European history. Bernstein trios to assert that.
this is not the theory of Marx, hut Kautsky's iuter1Jretation and
extension of il. Kautsky. however, with precise quotations from
Marx's writings of the forties and sixties, as well as by means of an
analysis of the basic ideas of Marxism, has completely refuted this
truly pettifogging trickery of the BernsLein who so blatantly
accused Marx's disciples of "apologetics and pettifoggery." ...
Bernstein declares that everyone has abandoned Marx's "theory
of misery" or "theory of impoverishment." Kautsky demonstrates
that this is again a distorted exaggeration on the part of the
opponents of Marx, since Marx propounded no such theory. He
spoke of t.he growth of poverty, degradation, etc., indicatingat the same time the counteracting tendency and the real social
forces that alone could give rise to this tendency. ;\larx's words
on the growth of poverty are fully justified by reality: first, we
actually sec that capitalism ltas a tendency to engender and increase Jioverty, which acquires tremendous proportions when the
above-mentioned counteracting tendency is abi<ent. Secondly,
poverty grows, not in the physical but in the social sense, i.e., in
the ~ense of l he disparity between the increasing level of consumption by the bourgeoisie and consumption by society as
a whole, anrl the level of the living standards of the working
people. Bernstein waxes ironical over such a conception of "pover-
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saying that this is a Pickwickian conception. In reply Kautsky
that people like Lassalle, Rodbertu~. untl F.ngels have
111ade very definite statements to the effect that poverty mnst
be understood in its social, as well as in its physical, sense. As
vou see-he parries Bernstein's irony-it is not such a bad comjwny that gathers at the "Pickwick Club''! Thirdly and lastly,
the passage on increasing impoverishment remains perfectly true
in respect of tho "borcler regions" nf capitalism, the border regions
being understood both in the geographical sense (countries in
which capitalism is only beginning to penetrate and frequently
not only gives rise to physical poverty bnt to the outright starva1.ion of the masses) nud in the political-economic sense (handicraft
industries and, in general, those branches of economy in which
backward methods of production arc still retained).
The chapter on the "new middle estate" is likewise extremely
interesting and, for us Russians, particnlarly instructive. If
Ilcrnstein had merely wanted to say that in place of the declining
petty producers a new middle estate, the intelligentsia, is appearing, he would be perfectly correct, says Kautsky, pointing uut
that he himself noted the importance of this phenomenon several
years before. In all spheres of people's labour, capitalism increases
the number of office and professional workers with particular rapidity
and makes a growing demaml for intellectuals. The latter occupy
a special position among the other classes, attaching themselves
partly to the bourgeoisie by their connections, their outlooks,
etc., and partly to the wage-workers as capitalism increasingly
tleprives the intellectual or his independent position, converts
him into a hired worker and threatens to lower his living standard. The transitory, unstable, contradictory position of that
slraturn of society now under discussion is reflected in the particularly widesprearl c]if[usiOn in its midst of hybrid, eclecLic
,-iew~. a farrago of contrasting principles and ideas, an urge to
rise verbally Lo the higher spheres and to conceal the conllicts
between the historicnl groups of the population with phrases-all of which Marx lashed with his sarcasm half a century ago.
~hows

\\"ritten nt ·the e11d of 189\l
First p11blishcd in 1928
111
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Collected Work.<, Vol. 4, pp. 19·i-96.
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From WHAT IS TO BE DONE?
Burning Questions of Our Movement198

The case of the Russian Social-Democrats manifestly illustrates the general European phenomenon (long ago noted also by the
German Marxists) that the much vaunted freedom of criticism
does not imply substitution of one theory for another, but freedom
from all integral and pondered theory; it implies eclecticism and
lack of principle. Those who have the slightest acquaintance.
with the actual state of our movement cannot but see that the
wide spread of Marxism was accompanied by a certain lowering
of the theoretical level. Quite a number of people with very little,
and even a total lack of theoretical training joined the movement
because of its practical significance and its practical successes.
We can judge from that how tactless Rabocheye Dyelo 197 is when,
with an air of triumph, it quotes Marx's statement: "Every step
of real movement is more important than a dozen programmes" .198
To repeat these words in a period of theoretical disorder is like
wishing mourners at a funeral many happy returns of the day.
Moreover, these words of Marx arc taken from his letter on the
Gotha Programme, 199 in which he sharply condemns eclecticism
in the formulation of principles. If you must unite, Marx wrote
to the party leaders, then enter into agreements to satisfy the
practical aims of the movement, but do not allow any bargaining
over principles, do not make theoretical "concessions". This was
Marx's idea, and yet there are people among us who seek-in
his name-to belittle the significance of theory.
Without revolutionary theory there can be no revolutionary
movement. This idea cannot be insisted upon too strongly at
a time when the fashionable preaching of opportunism goes
hand in hand with an infatuation for the narrowest forms of practical activity. Yet, for Russian Social-Democrats the importance
of theory is enhanced by three other circumstances, which are
often forgotten: first, by the fact that our Party is only in process
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of formation, its features are only just becoming defined, and it
has as yet far from settled accounts with the other trends of revolutionary thought that threaten to divert the movement from the
correct path. On the contrary, precisely the very recent pasl was
marked by a revival of non-Social-Democratic revolutionary
trends (an eventuation regarding which Axelrod long ago warned
the Economists200 ). Under these circumstances, what at first
sight appears to be an "unimportant'' error may lead to most deplorable consequences, and only short-sighted people can consider
factional disputes and a strict differentiation between shades of
opinion inopportune or superfluous. The fate of Russian SocialDemocracy for very many years to come may depend on the
strengthening of one or the other "shade".
Secondly, the Social-Democratic movement is in its very essence
an international movement. This means, not only that we must
combat national chauvinism, but that an incipient movement
in a young country can be successful only if it makes use of the
experiences of other countries. In order to make use of these experiences it is not enough merely to be acquainted with them, or
simply to copy out the latest resolutions. What is required is the
ability to treat these experiences critically and to test them independently. He who realises how enormously the modern workingclass movement has grown and branched out will understand
what a reserve of theoretical forces and political (as well as revolutionary) experience is required to carry out this task.
Thirdly, the national tasks of Russian Social-Democracy are
such as have never confronted any other socialist party in the
world. We shall have occasion further on to deal with the political and organisational duties which the task of emancipating
the whole people from the yoke of autocracy imposes upon us.
At this point, we wish to state only that the role of vanguard
Ji ghter can be fulfilled only by a party that is guided by the most
advanced theory. To have a concrete understanding of what this
means let the reader recall such predecessors of Russian SocialDemocracy as Herzen, Belinsky, Chernyshevsky, and the brilliant galaxy of revolutionaries of the seventies; let him ponder
over the world significance which Russian literature is now acquiring; let him ... but be that enough.
Let us quote what Engels said in 1874 concerning the significance of theory in the Social-Democratic movement. Engels recognises, not two forms of the great struggle of Social-Democracy
(political and economic), as is the fashion among us, but three,
placing the theoretical struggle on a par with the first two. His
recommendations to the German working-class movement, which
had become strong, practically and politically, are so instrncti ve
from Lhe standpoint of present-day problems aml controversies,
25-1087
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that we hope the reader will not be vexed with us for quoting
11 long passage from his prefatory note to Der deutsche Bauern,..
krieg, * which has long become a great bibliographical rarity:
"The German workers have two important advantages over those
of the rest of Europe. First, they beloug to the most theoretical
people of Europe; and they have retained that sense of theory
which the so-called 'educated' classes of Germany have almost
completely lost. Without German philosophy, which preceded it,
particularly that of Hegel, Germau scientilic socialism-the
only scientific socialism that has ever existed-would never have
come into being. Without a sense of theory among the workers,
this scie11Lific socialism would never have entered their llesh and
blood as much as is the case. Wh11t an immeasurable advantage
this is may be seen, on the one hand, from the indifference towards
all theory, which is one of the main reasons why the English working-class movement crawls along so slowly in spite of the splendid organisation of the individual unions; on the other hand, from
the mischief and confusion wrought by Proudhonisrn, in its
original form, among the French and llelgians, and, in the form
further caricatured by Bakunin, among the Spaniards and Italians.
"The second advantage is that, chronologically speakiug, the
Germans were about the last to come into the workers' movement. Just as German theoretical socialism will never forget. that
it rests on the shoulders of Saint-Simon, Fourier, and Owenthree men who, in spite of all their fantastic notions and all their
utopianism, have their place among the most erniuent thinkers of
all times, and whose geniL1s anticipated innumerable things, the
correctness of which is now being scientifically proved by us-so
the practical workers' movement in Germany ought never to forget that it has developed on the shoulders of the English and
French movements, that it was able simply to utilise their dearly
bought experience, and could now avoid their mistakes, which
in their time were mostly unavoidable. Without the precedent of
the English trade unions and French workers' political struggles,
wit.hout the gigantic impulse given especially by the Paris Commune, where would we be now?
"It must be said to the credit of the German workers that they
have exploited the advantages of their situation with rare understanding. For the first time since a workers' movement has existed,
the strnggle is being conducted pursuant to its three sides-the
theoretical, the political, and the practical-economic (resi9tance

* Dritter Abdruck, Leipzig, 1875. Verlag dPr Genossenschaftshuchdruckerl'i. (The Peasant War in Germany. Third imprc&sicm. Co-operative
Publishers, Leipzig, 1875.-Ed.)
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to the capitalists)-in harmony and in its interconnections, and
ill a systematic way. It is precisely in this, as it were, concentric
attack, that the l!Lrength and invincibility of the Gennan moven1ent lies.
"Due to this advantageous situation, on the one hand, and to
the insular peculiarities of the English and the forcible suppression or the French movement, on the other, the GC'rman workers
have for the moment been placed in the vanguard of the proletarian
~truggle. How long events will allow them to occupy this post of
honour cannot be foretold. l:!ut let us hope that as long as they
occupy it, they will fill it fittingly. This demands redoubled efforts
in every field of struggle anrl agitation. In particular, it will be the
duty of the leaders to gain an ever clearer insight into all theoretical questions, to free themselves more and more from the influpnce of traditional phrases inherited from the old world outlook,
aud constantly to keep in mind that socialism, since it has become
a science, demands t.hut it be pur~ued as a science, i.e., that it be
~ludied. The task will be lo spread with increased zeal among the
masses of the workers the ever more clarified understanding thus
acquired, to knit together ever more firmly the urganisation both
of the par Ly and of the trade unions ....
"If the German workers prugress in this way, they will not be
marching exactly at the head of the movement-it is not at all
i11 the interest of this movement that the workers of any particular country should march at its head-but they will occupy an
honourable place in the battle line; and they will stand armed for
lJattle when either unexpectedly grave trials or momentous events
dl'mand of them increased courage, increased determination and
PHergy ." 201
Engels' words provetl prophetic. Within a few years the German
workers were subjected to unexpecterlly grave trials in the form of
lhe Exceptional L11w Against the Socialists. 202 And they met those
trials armed for battle and succeeded in emerging from them victorious.
The Russiau proletariat will have to undergo trials immeasurably graver; it will have to light a monster compared with which
an anti-socialist law in a constitutional country seems but a dwarf.
History has now confronted us wiLh an immediate task which is
lh(• most re1;olutionary of all the immediate tasks confronting the
proletariat of any country. The fulfilment of this task, the dcstmclio11 of the most powerful bulwark, not only of European, but
(it may now be said) of Asiatic reaction, would make the Russian
proletariat the vang11artl of the international revolutionary proletariat. And we have the right to count Himn acquiring this honourable title, already earned by our predecessors, the revolulion~ries of the seventies, if we succeed in inspiring our movement,
25•
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which is a thousand times broader and deeper, with the same
devoted determination and vigour ....
The strikes of the nineties revealed far greater flashes of consciousness; definite demands were advanced, the strike was carefully timed, known cases and instances in other places were discussed, etc. The revolts were simply the resistance of the oppressed,
whereas the systematic strikes represented the class struggle
in embryo, but only in embryo. Taken by themselves, these strikes
were simply trade union struggles, not yet Social-Democratic
struggles. They marked the awakening antagonisms between workers and employers; but the workers were not, and could not be,
conscious of the irreconcilable antagonism of their interests to
the whole of the modern political and social system, i.e., theirs
was not yet Social-Democratic consciousness. In this sense, the
strikes of the nineties, despite the enormous progress they represented as compared with the "revolts", remained a purely spontaneous movement.
We have said that there could not have been Social-Democratic
consciousness among the workers. It would havo to be brought to
them from without. The history of all countries shows that the
working class, exclusively by its own effort, is able to develop
only trade-union consciousness, i.e., the conviction thaL it is necessary to combine in unions, fight the employers, and strive to compel the government to pass necessary labour legislation, etc.•
The theory of socialism, however, grew out of the philosophic, historical, and economic theories elaborated by educated representatives of the propertied classes, by intellectuals. By their social
status, Lhe founders of modern scientific socialism, Marx and
Engels, themselves belonged to the bourgeois intelligentsia. In
the very same way, in ll ussia, the theoretical doctrine of SocialDemocracy arose altogether independently of the spontaneous
growth of the working-class movement; H arose as a natural and
inevitable outcome of the development of thought among the
revolutionary socialist intelligentsia. In the period under discussion, the middle nineties. this doctrine not only represented the
completely formulated programme of Lhe Emancipation of Labour
group, 203 but had already won over Lo its side the majority of
the revolutionary youth in Russia.
Hence, we had both the spontaneous awakening of the working
masses, their awakening to conscious life and conscious struggle,
and a revolutionary youth, armed with Social-Democratic theory
and straining towards the workers. In this connection it is partic• Trade-unionism does not nclnde "politics" altogether, as some imagine.
Trade unions haw Always conclucted some political (but not Social-Democratic) agitation and strugiile. We shall deal with the difference between
trade-union politics and Social-Democratic politics in the next chapter-
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ularly important to state the oft-forgotten (and comparatively
little-known) fact that, although the early Social-Democrats of
that period zealously carried on economic agitation (being guided
in this activity by the truly useful indications contained in the
pamphlet On Agitation, then still in manuscript), they did not
regard this as their sole task. On the contrary, from the very beginning they set for Russian Social-Democracy the most far-reaching
historical tasks, in general, and the task of overthrowing the
autocracy, in particular ....
All worship of the spontaneity of the working-class movement,
all belittling of the role o[ "the conscious element". o[ the role
of Social-Democracy, means, quite independently of whether he who
belittles that role desires it or not, a strengthening of the influence of
bourgeois ideology upon the workers. All those who talk about
"overrating the importance of ideology",* about exaggerating the
role of the conscious element,** etc., imagine that the labour movement pure and simple can elaborate, and will elaborate, an independent ideology for itself, if only the workers "wrest their fate
from the hands of the leaders". But this is a profound mistake.
To supplement what has been said above, we shall quote the
following profoundly true and important words of Karl Kautsky
on the new draft programme of the Austrian Social-Democratic
Party:***
"Many of our revisionist critics believe that Marx asserted that economic
development and tire class struggle create. not only the conditions for sociali•t production, hut also, and directly. the consciou•ness (K. K. 's italics)
of its necessity. And these critics assert that England, the country most
highly developed capitalistically, is more remote than any other from this
consciousness. Judging by the draft, one might assume that this allegedly
orthodox-Marxist view, which is thus refuted, was shared by t11P committee
that drafted the Austrian programme. fn the draft programme it is stated:
'The more capitalist developm«:nt increases the numbers of the proletariat,
the more the prolPtariat is compelled and becomes fit to fight against capitalism. The proletariat becomes conscious' of the possibility and of the necessity for socialism. fn this connPction socialist consciousness appears to be a
n•cessary and direct result of the proletarian class struggle. But this is absolutPly untrue. Of course, socialism, as a doctrine, has it.• roots in modem
economic relationships just as the cla•s struggle of the jlroletariat has, and,
like the latter, emerges from thP struggle against the capitalist-created poverty and misery of the masses. But socialism and the class strug!fle arise side
hy side and not one out of the other; each arises under different conditions.
Modern socialist consciousness can arise only on the basis of profound scienlilic knowledge. Indeed, modern economic science is as much a condition for
socialist production as, say, modern technology, and the proletariat can
create neither the one nor the other, no matter how much it may clesire to do
• Letter of the "Economists", in Iskra, No. 12.
•• Rabocheye Dyelo, No. 10.
••• Neue Zeit, 1901--02, XX, f, No. 3, p. 79. The committee's draft

to which Kautsky refers was adopted by the Vienna Congress (at the end
of.last year) in a slightly amended form. 204
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so; both arise out of the modern social procei-s. The vehicle of science ts not
the proletariat, hut the bourgeoi" intelligentsia (K. K. 's italics): it was in
the minds of individual members of this stratum that modern socialism originated, and it was they who communicat!ld it to the more intellectually
developed proletarians who, in their turn, introduce it into the prol~tarian
elass strcrggle where conditions allow that to be done. Thus, socialist consciousness is something introduced into the proletarian class struggle from
without (von Aussen Hineingetragenes) and not something that arose within
tt spontaneously (urwiichsig). Accordingly, the old Hainfcld programme quite
rightly stated that tho task of Social-Democracy is to imbue the proletariat
(literally: saturate the proletariat) with the consciousness of its position and
the consciousness of its task. There would ho no need for this if consciousness
arose of itself from the class struggle. The new draft copied this proposition
from the old programme, and attached it to the proposition mentioned
above. But this completely broke the Itne of thought .... "

Since there can be no talk of an independent ideology formulated by Lhe working masses themselves in the process of their movement,* the only choice is-either bourgeois or socialist ideology.
There is no middle course (for mankind has not created a "third"
ideology, and, moreover, in a society torn by class antagonisms
there can never he a non-class or an above-class ideology). Hence,
to belittle the socialist ideology in any way, to turn aside from it
in the slightest degree means to strengthen bourgeois ideology.
There is much talk of spontaneity. But the spontaneous development of the working-class movement leads to its subordination
to bourgeois ideology, to its development along the lines of the
Credo programme 20 5 ; for the spontaneous working-class movement is trade-unionism, is Nur-Gewerkschajtlerei and tradeunionism means the ideological enslavement of the workers by
the bourgeoisie. Hence, our task, the task of Social-Democracy,
is to combat spontaneity, to divert the workiug-class movement from
this spontaneous, trade-unionist striving to come under the wing
of the bourgeoisie, and to bring it under the wing of revolutionary
Social-Democracy. The sentence employed by the authors of the
"Economist" letter published in Iskra, ~o. 12, that the efforts of
the most inspired ideologists fail to divert the working-class move• This does not mean, of course, that the workers have no part in creating such an ideology. They take part, however, not as workers, but as
socialist theoreticians, as Proudhons ancl Weitlings; in other words, they
take part only when they are able, and to the extent that they aro able,
moro or less, to acquire the knowledge of their age and develop that knowledge. But in order that working men may succeed in this more often, every
effort must be made to raise the level of the consciousness of the workers
in general; it is necessary that the workers do not confine themselves to the
artifici.ally restricted limits of "literature for workers" but that they learn
to an mcreasmg degree to master general literature. It would be even truer
to say "are not confmed", instead of "do not confine themselves", because
the workers themselves wish to reacl and do read all Lhat is written for the
intelligentsia, and only a few (bad) intellectuals believe that it is enough
"for workers" to be told a few things about factory condition< and to have
repeated to them over and over again what has long been known.
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ment from the path that is determined by lhe interaction of lhe
material elements and the malerial environment is therefore
tantamount to renouncing socialism. If these authors were capable
of fearlessly, consislently, and thoroughly considering whal lhey
say, as everyone who enters the arena of literary and public activity should be, there would be nothing left for lhem but lo "fold
their useless arms over their empty breasts" and-surrender the
field of action to the Struves and Prokopovichcs, who arc dragging lhe working-class movement "along the line of leasl resislance", i.e., along the line or bourgeois trade-unionism, or to the
Zubatovs, who are dragging it along the line of clerical and
gendarme "ideology".
Let us recall the example of Germany. What was the historic
service Lassalle rendered to the German working-class movement? It was that he diverted that movement from the path of
progressionist trade-unionism and co-operalivism towards which
it had been spontaneously moving (with the benign assistance of
Schulze-Delitzsch and his like). To fulfil such a task it was necessary to do something quite difCerenl from talking of underrating
the spontaneous element, of tactics-as-process, of the interaction
between elements and environment, etc. A fierce struggle against
spontaneity was necessary, and only after such a struggle, extending over many years, was il possible, for instance, to convert
the working population of Ilerlin from a bulwark of the progressionist party•0 • into one of the finest slrongholds of SocialDemocracy. This struggle is by no means over even today (as
might seem to those who learn the history of the German movement
from Prokopovich, and its philosophy from Struve' 07 ). Even
now the German working class is, so to speak, split up among
a number of ideologies. A section of the workers is organised in
Calholic and monarchist trade unions; another section is organised in the Hirsch-Duncker unions, 208 founded by the bourgeois
worshippers of English trade-unionism; the third is organised
in Social-Democratic trade unions. The last-named group is immeasurably more numerous than the rest, but the SocialDemocralic ideology was able to achieve this superiority, and
will be able to maintain il, only in an unswerving struggle
against all other ideologies.
Bul why, lhe reader will ask, does the spontaneous movement,
the movement along the line of least resislance, lead to the domination of bourgeois ideology? For the simple reason thal bourgeois
ideology is far older in origin than socialist ideology, that it is
more fully developed, and that it has at its disposal immeasurably
more mean~ of dis~emination. * And the younger the socialist

* It is oft~n said that the working class spontaneously gravitates towards
socialism. This is perfectly true in the sense that socialist theory reveals
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movement in any given country, the more vigorously it must
struggle against all attempts to entrench non-socialist ideology
and the more resolutely the workers must be warned against th~
bad counsellors who shout against "overrating the conscious element", etc ....
The consciousness of the working masses cannot be genuine
class-consciousness, unless the workers learn, from concrete, and
above all from topical, political facts and events to observe every
other social class in all the manifestations of its intellectual,
etl1ical, and political life; unless they learn to apply in practice the
materialist analysis and the materialist eslimate of all aspects of
the life and activity of all classes, strata, and groups of the population. Those who concentrate the attention, observation, and
consciousness of the working class exclusively, or even mainly,
upon itself alone are not Social-Democrats; for the self-knowledge
of the working class is indissolubly bound up, not solely with
a fully clear theoretical understanding-it would be even truer
to say, not so much with the theoretical, as with the practical,
understanding-of the relationships between all the various classes
of modern society, acquired through the experience of political life. For this reason the conception of the economic struggle
as the most widely applicable means of drawing the masses into
the political movement, which our Economists preach, is so extremely harmful and reactionary in its practical significance. In
order to become a Social-Democrat, the worker must have a clea1r
picture in his mind of the economic nature and the social and political features of the landlord and the priest, the high state official
and the peasant, the student and the vagabond; he must know their
strong and weak points; he must grasp the meaning of all the
catchwords and sophisms by which each class and each stratum
camouflages its selfish strivings and its real "inner workings";
he must understand what interests are reflected by certain institutions and certain laws and how they are reflected.
Written between the autumn
of 1901 and February 1902
Firsi published as a separate
work lil Stuttgart in March 1902

Collected Works, Vol. 5, pp. 368-73,

375-76, 382-86, 412-13

the causes of the misery of the working class more profoundly and more
correctly than any other theory, !Ind for that reason the workers are able
to assimilate it so easily, provided, however, this theory docs not itself
yield to spontaneity, provided it subordinates spontaneity to itself. Usually
this is taken for granted, but it is precisely this which Rabockeye Dyelo
forgets or distorts. The working class spontaneously gravitat~.s towards
socialism; neverthelessl most widespread (and continuously and diversely
revived) bourgeois ideo ogy spontaneously imposes itself upon tho working
class to a still greater degree.

From REVOLUTIONARY DAYS

The Russian working-class movement has risen to a higher
level in the last few days. 209 It is developing before our very eyes
into a national uprising. Naturally, here in Geneva, so damnably
far away, we find iL exceedingly difficult to keep pace with events.
But so long as we have to linger aL such an accursed distance, we
must try to keep pace with events, to sum them up, to draw conclusions, to draw from the experience of today's happellings lessons that will be useful tomorrow, in another place, where today
"the people arc still mute" and where in the near future, in some
form or other, a revolutionary conflagration will break oul. We
must make it the constant job of publicists to write the history
of the present day, and to try to write it in such a way that our
chronicles will give the greatest possible help to the direct participants in the movement and to the heroic proletarians there,
on the scene of action-to write it in such a way as to promote Lhe
spread of the movement, the conscious selection of the means,
ways, and methods of struggle that, with the least expenditure
of effort, will yield the most substantial and permanent results.
In the history of revolutions there come to light contradictions
that have ripened for decades and centuries. Life becomes unusually eventful. The masses, which have always stood in tbe
shade and have therefore often been ignored and even despised
by superficial observers, enter the political arena as active combatants. These masses are learning in practice, and bdore the
eyes of the world are laking their first tentative steps, feeling their
way, defining their objectives, testing themselves and the theories
of all their ideologists. These masses are making heroic efforts Lo
rise to the occasion and cope with the gigantic tasks of world
significance imposed upon them by history; and howeYer great
individual defeaLs may be, however shattering to us the rivers
of blood and the thousands of victims, nothing will ever compare
in importance with this direct training thaL the masses and Lhe
classes receive in the course of the revolutionary struggle itself.
The history of this struggle is measured in days.
Published in Vperyod, No. 4,
January 31(18), 1905

Collected Works, Vol. 8, p. 104

From POLITICAL SOPHISMS

The movement of the working class has grown incomparably
wider, but the relation between the legal and the illegal elements
has h11rdly changed in favour of the former.
Whence this difference? Because the whole social and economic
structure o[ Russia yields most fruit to those who work the least.
Under capitalism that cannot be otherwise. IL is the law of capital, which rules the political as well as the economic life. The
movement of the lower classes raises a revolutionary force; it
raises a mass of people, who, for one thing, arc capable of tearing
down the whole rotten structure, and, for another, arc not attached
to that structure by any special features or their position and would
gladly tear it down. What is more, even though they arc not fully
conscious of their aims, these masses are nonetheless able and
prone to tear the structure down, because their position is desperate, since constant oppression clrives them to take the revolutionary way, and they have nothing to lose but their chains. This
popular force, the proletariat, looms formidable before the lords
-0f the rotten structure because there is something in the very
position of the proletariat that is a menace to all exploiters. For
that reason, any movement of the proletariat. however small,
however modest it may be at the start, however slight its occasion,
inevitably threatens to outgrow its immediate aims and to
develop into a force irreconcilable to the entire old order and
destructive of it.
The movement of the proletariat, by reason of the essential
peculiarities of the position of this class under capitalism, has
a marked tendency to develop in to a desperate all-out struggle,
a struggle for complete victory over all the dark forces of exploitation .and oppression. The movement of the liberal bourgeoisie,
on the contrary, u11d for the same reasons (i.e., by virtue of the
essential peculiarities of the bourgeoisie's position), has a tend-
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ency towards compromise instead of struggle, towards opportunism
instead of radicalism, towards modest calculation of the likeliest
and most possible immediate gains instead of a "tactless", bold,
and determined bid for complete victory. He who puts up a real
light will naturully go all out; he who prefers compromise lo
!ltruggle will naturally point out beforehand what "morsels" he
would be inclined, at best, to content himself with (al worst, he
would be content even with no struggle at all, i.e., he would
make a lasting peace with the masters of the old world).
It is therefore quite natural for Social-Democracy, as the party
of the revolutionary proletariat, to be so concerned for its programme, to take such pains to establish well in advance its ultimate aim, the complete emancipation of the working people, and
jealously to guard this aim against any attempts to whittle it
down. For the same reasons Social-Democracy is so dogmatically
strict and firmly doctrinaire in keeping its ullimate goal clear
of all minor, immediate economic ancl political aims. He who goes
all out, who fights for complete victory, must alert himself to the
danger of having his hands tied by minor gains, of being led astray
and made to forget that which is still comparatively remote, but
without which all minor gains are hollow vanities. Such concern
for the programme and the ever critical attitude towards small
and gradual improvements are incomprehensible and foreign to
a party of the bourgeoisie, however great its love for freedom and
the people may be.
Vperyod No. 18, May 18(5), 1905

Collected Works, Vol. 8, pp. 426-27

From TWO TACTICS OF SOCIAL-DEMOCRACY
IN THE DEMOCRATIC REVOLUTION21 0

Marxists are absolutely convinced of the bourgeois character
of the Russian revolution. 211 What does that mean? It means that
the democratic reforms in the political system, and the social
and economic reforms that have become a necessity for Russia,
do not in themselves imply the undermining of capitalism, the
undermining of bourgeois rule; on the contrary, they will, for the
first time, really clear the ground for a wide and rapid, European,
and not Asiatic, development of capitalism; they will, for the
first time, make it possible for the bourgeoisie to rule as a class.
The Socialist-Revolutionaries212 cannot grasp this idea, for they
do not know the ABC of the laws of development of commodity
and capitalist production; they fail to see that even the complete
success of a peasant insurrection, even the redistribution of the
whole of the land in favour of the peasants and in accordance with
their desires ("general redistribution'- 213 or something of the kirtd)
will not destroy capitalism at all, but will, on the contrary, give
an impetus to its development and hasten the class disintegration
of the peasantry itself. Failure to grasp this truth makes the
Socialist-Revolutionaries unconscious ideologists of the petty bourgeoisie. Insistence on this truth is of enormous importance for
Social-Democracy not only from the standpoint of theory but
also from that of practical politics, for it follows therefrom that
complete class independence of the party of the proletariat in the
present "general democratic" movement is an indispensable condition.
But it does not by any means follow that a democratic revolution
(bourgeois in its social and economic essence) would not be of
enormous interest to the proletariat. It does not follow that the
democratic revolution could not take place both in a form advantageous mainly to the big capitalist, the financial magnate, and
the "enlightened" landlord, and in a form advantageous to the
peasant and the worker.
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The new-Iskra group214 completely misunderstands the meaning
and significance of bourgeois revolution as a category. The ldea
that is constantly running through their arguments is that a bourgeois revolution is one that can be advantageous only to the bourgeoisie. And yet nothing can he more erroneous than such an idea.
A bourgeois revolution is a revolution which does not depart from
the framework of the bourgeois, i.e., capitalist, socio-economic
system. A bourgeois revolution expresses the needs of capitalist
development, and, far from destroying the foundations of capitalism, it effects the contrary-it broadens and deepens them. This
revolution, therefore, expresses the interests not only of the working clal's but of the entire bourgeoisie as well. Since the rule of
the bourgeoisie over the working class is inevitable under capitalism, it can well be said that a bourgeois revolution expresses tl1e
interests not so much of the proletariat as of the bourgeoisie.
But it is quite absurd to think that a bourgeois revolution docs
not at all express proletarian interests. This absurd idea boils.
down either to the 110ary Narodnik theory that a bourgeois revolution runs counter to the interests of the proletariat, and that,
therefore, we do not need bourgeois political liberty; or to
anarchism which denies any participation of the proletariat in
bot1rgeois politics. in a bourgeois revolution and in bourgeois
parliamentarianism. From the standpoint of theory this idea disregards the elementary propositions of Marxism concerning the
inevitability of capitalist development on the basis of commodity
production. Marxism teaches us that at a certain stage of its devel·opmen t a society which is based on commodity pl'Oduction and
has commercial intercourse with civilised capitalist nations must
inevitably take the road of capitalism. Marxism has irrevocably
broken with tltc ;'l/arodnik and anarchist gibberish that Russia,
for instance, can bypass capitalist development, escape from capitalism, or skip it in some way other than that of the class struggle. on the basis and within thtl framework of tl1is same capitalism.
All these principles of Marxism have been proved and explained
in minute detail in general and with regard to Russia i11 particular. And from these principles it follows that the idea of
seeking salvation for the working class in anything save the further dQvelopment of capitalism is reactionary. In countries like
Rnssia the working class suf!ers not so much from capitalism as
from tlte insufficient development of capitalism. The working class
i~. therefore, most certainly interested in the broadest, freest, and
n1ost rapid development of capitalism. Tho removal of all the
rcmmmts of the old order which hamper the broad, free, and rapid
development of c11pitalism is of absolute advantage to the working
class. The bourgeois revolution is precisely an uphearnl that most
re~olulely sweeps away survivals of the past, sm•vivuls of the serf-
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owning system (which include not only the autocracy but the
monarchy as well), and most fully guarantees the broadest, freest,
and most rapid development of capitalism.
That is why a bourgeois revolution is in the highest degree advantageous to the proletariat. A bourgeois revolution is absolutely
necessary in the intercsls of the proletariat. The more complete,
determined, and consistent the bourgeois revoh1tiou, the more
assured will the proletariat's struggle be against the bomgcoisie
and for socialism. Only those who are ignorant of the ADC of
scientiric socialism can regard this conclusion as new, strange, or
paradoxic11L And from this conclusion, among other things, follows the thesis that in a certain sense a bourgeois revolution is
more advantageous to the proletariat than to the bourgeoisie. This
thesis is unquestionably correct in the following sense: it is to
the advantage of the bourgeoisie to rely on certain remnants of
the past, as against the proletariat, for instance, on the monarchy,
.the standing army, etc. It is to the adva11Lage of the bourgeoisie
for the bourgeois revolution not to sweep a 11·ay all remnants of
the past too resolutely, but keep some or thc>m, i.e., for this revolutio11 not to be fully consisten L, noL complete, and not to be determined and relentless. Social-Democrats often express this idea
somewhat difierently by stating that the bourgeoisie betrays its
own self, that Lhe bourgeoisie betmys the cause of liberty, that
the bourgeoisie is incapable of being consistently democratic.
It is of greater advantage Lo Lhe bourgeoisie for the necessary
changes in the direction of bourgeois democracy to Lake place more
slowly, more gradually, more cautionsly, less resolutely, by means
of reforn1s and not by means or revolution; for these changes to
spare the "venerable·· institutions of the serf-owning system (such
as the monarchy) as much as possible; for these changes to develop
as little as possible the independenL revolutionary activity, initiative. and energy of the common people, i.e., the peasantry and
especially the workers, for otherwise it will be easier for the workers, as the French say, "Lo change the rifle from one shoulder
to the other··, i.e., to turn ag11inst the bourgeoisie Lhe weapon the
bourgeois revolution will supply them with, the liberty the revolution will bring, and the democratic institutions that will spring
up on ground cleared of the serf-owning system.
On the other hand, iL is more advantageous to the working
class for the necessary changes in the direction of liourgeois democracy to take place by way of revolution and not by way of reform,
because the way of reform is one of delay, procrastination, the
painfully slow decomposition of the putrid parts of the national
organism. It is Lho proletariat and the peasantry that suffer first
of all aud most of all from that putrefaction. The revolutionary
path is one or rapid amputation, which is the least painful L<>
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the proletariat, the path of the immediate removal of what is
putrescent, the path oI least compliance with and consideration
[or the monarchy and the abominable, vile, rotten, and rroxions
in~litutions tlrat go with it.
So it is not only becanse of the censorship, not only "for fear
o[ the Jews··, that our borrrgeois-libcral press deplores the possibility of the revolutionary path, fears the revolution, tries to
frighten the tsar with the bogey of revolution, seeks to avoid
revolution, and grovels and toadies for the sake oI miserable
reforms as the foundation of the reformist path. This standpoint
is slrared not only by Jlusskiye Vedomosti, Syn Otechestva, Nasha
Zhizn, and Nashi Dni,2 15 but also by the illegal, uncensored
Osvobozhdeniye. 2Io The very position the bourgeoisie holds as
a class in capitalist society inevitably leads to its inconsistency
in a democratic revolution. The very position the proletariat holds
ns a class compels it to be consistently democratic, The bourgeoisie
looks backward in fear of democratic progress which threatens
to strengthen the proletariat. The proletariat has nothing to lose
but its chains, bnt with the aid of democratism it has the whole
world to win. 217 That is why the more consistent the bourgeois
revolution is in achieving its democratic transformations, the less
will it limit itself to what is of advantage exclusively lo the bourgeoisie. The more consistent lire bourgeois revolution, the more
docs it guarantee the proletariat and the peasantry the benelits
accruing from the democratic revolution.
~Iarxism teaches the proletarian not to keep aloof from the
ho11rgeois revolution, not to be indifferent to it, not to ailow the
leadership of tbe revolution to be assumed by the bourgeoisie but,
orr tbe contrary, to take a most energetic part in it, to fight most
reRolutely for consistent proletarian democratism, for the revolution to he carried to iLs conclusion. We cannot get ont of the
bourgeois-democratic boundaries of the Russian revolution. bnt
we can vastly extend these boundaries, and within these boundaries we can and must fight for the interests of the proletariat, for
its immediate needs and for conditions that will make it possible
lo prepare its forces for the future complete victory. There is bourgl'ois democracy and bourgeois democracy. The Zernstvo morrnrchist who favours an upper chamber and "asks" for universal
s11ffrage, while secretly, on the Rly, striking a bargain with tsarism
for a docked constitution, is a bourgeois democrat too. The peasant, who has taken up arms against the landlord1> and the governnw11t officials, and with a "naive republicanism" proposes "to send
1 lte tsar packing"*, is also a bourgeois democrat. There are
bourgeois-democratic regimes like tho one in Germany, and also like
• See Osvobozhdeniye, :-lo. 71, p, 337, footnote 2.
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the one in England; like the one in Austria and also like those
in America and Switzerland. He would be a fine Marxist indeed,
who in a period of democratic revolution failed to see this difference between the degrees of democratism and the difference between its forms, and confined himself to "clever" remarks to the
effect that, after all, this is "a bourgeois revolution", the fruit of
"bourgeois revolution" ....
One of the objections raised to the slogan of "the revolutionarydemocratic dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry• is
that dictatorship presupposes a "single will" (Iskra, No. 95),
and that there can be no single will of the proletariat and the petty.
bourgeoisie. This objection is unsound, for it is based on an
abstract, "metaphysical" interpretation of the term "single will".
There may be a single will in one respect and not in another. The
absence of unity on questions of socialism and in the struggle for
socialism does not preclude singleness of will on questions of democracy and in the struggle for a republic. To forget this would
be tantamount to forgetting the logical and historical difference
between a democratic revolution and a socialist revolution. To
forget this would be tantamount to forgetting the character of
the democratic revolution as one of the whole people: if it is "of
the whole people", that means that there is "singleness of will•
precisely in so far as this revolution meets the needs and requirements of the whole people. Beyond the bounds of democratism
there can be no question of the proletariat and the peasant bourgeoisie having a single will. Class struggle between them is inevitable, but it is in a democratic republic that this struggle will
be the most thoroughgoing and widespread struggle of the people
for socialism. Like everything else in the world, the revolutionarydemocratic dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry has
a past and a future. Its past is autocracy, serfdom, monarchy, and
privilege. In the struggle against this past, in ihe struggle against
counter-revolution, a "single will" of the proletariat and the peasantry is possible, for here there is unity of interests.
Its future is the struggle against private property. the struggle
of the wage-worker against the employer, the struggle for socialism. Here singleness of will is impossible.* Here the path before
us lies not from autocracy to a republic, but from a pettybourgeois democratic republic to socialism.
Of course, in actual historical circumstances, the elements of
the past become interwoven wiLh those of the future; the two paths
cross. Wage-labour with its struggle against private property
• The tlevelopment of capitalism, more extensive and rapid in conditions
of liberty, will inevitably soon put an end to singleness of will; that will
take place the sooner, the earlier counter-revolution and reaction are crushed.
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exists under the autocracy as well; it arises even under serfdom.
But this does not in the least prevent us from logically and historically distinguishing between the major stages of development.
We all contrapose bourgeois revolution and socialist revolution;
we all insist on the absolute necessity of strictly distinguishing
between them; however, can it be denied that in the course of history individual, particular elements of the two revolutions become
interwoven? Has the period of democratic revolutions in Europe
not been familiar with a number of socialist movements and
attempts to establish socialism? And will not the future socialist
revolution in Europe still have to complete a great deal left undone in the field of democratism?
A Social-Democrat must never for a moment forget that the
proletariat will inevitably have to wage a class struggle for socialism even against the most democratic and republican bourgeoisi'e
and petty bourgeoisie. This is beyond doubt. Hence, the absolute
necessity of a separate, independent, strictly class party of SocialOemocracy. Hence, the temporary nature of our tactics of
"striking a joint blow" with the bourgeoisie and the duty of keeping
a strict watch "over our ally, as over an enemy", etc. All this also
leaves no room for doubt. However, it would be ridiculous and
reactionary to deduce from this that we must forget. ignore, or
neglect tasks which, although transient and temporary, are vital
at the present time. The struggle against the autocracy is a temporary and transient task for socialists, but to ignore or neglect
this task in any way amounts to betrayal of socialism and service
to reaction. The revolutionary-democratic dictatorship of the
proletariat and the peasantry is unquestionably only a transient,
temporary socialist aim, but to ignore this aim in the period of
a democratic revolution would be downright reactionary.
Concrete political aitns must be set in concrete circumstances .
.-\ll things are relative, all things flow, and all things change.
German Social-Democracy does not put into its programme the
uernand for a republic. The situation in Germany is such that this
question can in practice hardly be separated from that of socialism
(although with regard to Germany too, Engels in his comments on
the draft of the Erfurt Programme in 1891 warned against belittling the importance of a republic and of the struggle for a republic!). In Russian Social-Democracy the question of eliminating
the demand for a republic from its programme and its agitation
has never even arisen, for in our country there can be no talk of an
indissoluble link between the question of a republic and that
of socialism. It was quite natural for a German Social-Democrat
of 1898 not to place special emphasis on the question of a republic,
and this evokes neither surprise nor condemnation. But in 1848
a German Social-Democrat who would have relegated to the back26 -1087
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ground the question of a republic would have been a downright
traitor to the revolution. There is no such thing as abstract truth.
Truth is always concrete.
The time will come when the struggle against the Russian autocracy will end, and the period of democratic revolution will have
passed in Russia; it will then be ridiculous even to speak oi
"singleness of will" of the proletariat and the peasantry, about a
democratic dictatorship, etc. When that time comes we shall deal
directly with the question of the socialist dictatorship of the pro·
letariat. and speak of it in greater detail. At present the party of
the advanced class cannot but sLrive most energetically for the
democratic revolution's decisive victory over ti<arism. And a decisive victory means nothing else than the revolutionary 7
democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry ....
~Have you, gentlemen, ever given thought to real social forces
that determine "the sweep of the revolution'"? Let us disregard the
foreign political forces, the international combinations, which
have developed very favourably for us at the present time, but
which we all leave out of the discussion, and rightly so, inasmuch
as we are concerned with Lhe question of Hussia's internal forces.
Examine these internal social forces. Aligned against the revolution are the autocracy, the imperial court, the police, the bureaucracy, the army, and a handful of the aristocracy. The deeper the
indignation of the people grows, the less reliable the troops become,
and the more the bureaucracy wavers. l\foreovcr. the bourgeoisie, on the whole, is now in favour of revolution, zealoni<ly speechifying about liberty and holding forth more and more frequently
in the name of the people and even in the name of the revolution."
But we Marxists all know from theory and from daily and hourly
observation of our liberals, Zemstvo people, and Osvobozhdeniye
supporters that the bourgeoisie is inconsistent, self-seeking, and
cowardly in its support of the revolution. The bourgeoisie, in the
mass, will inevitably turn towards counter-revolution, towards
the autocracy, against the revolution, and against the people,
as soon as its narrow, selfish interests arc met, as soon as it "recoils'" from consistent democracy (and it is already recoiling from
it!). There remains the "people'·, that is, the proletariat and the
peasantry: the proletariat alone can be relied on to march on to
the end, for it goes far beyond the democratic revolution. That is
why the proletariat fights in the forefront for a republic and contemptuously rejects stupid and unworthy advice to take into account the possibility of the bourgeoisie recoiling. The peasantry

* Of intm-est in this connection is Mr. StrnvP's open letter to J aures
recently published 11y the latter in l' Humanite and by Mr. Struve in Osvo·
bozdeniye, No. 72.
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includes a great number of semi-proletarian as well as pettybourgeois elements. This makes it also unstable, compelling the
proletariat to rally in a strictly class party. However, the instability of the peasantry differs radically from thaL of the bourgeoisie, for at present the peasantry is interested not so mnch in the
absolute preservation of private property as in the confiscation
of the landed estates, one of the principal forms of private property. Without thereby becoming socialist, or ceasing to be petlybourgeois, the peasantry is capable of becoming a whole-hearted
and most radical adherent of the democl'atic revolution. The
peasantry will inevitably become such if only the course of revolutionary events. which brings it enlightenment, is not prematurely cut short by the treachery of the bourgeoisie and the defeat
of the proletariat. Subject to this condition the peasantry will
inevitably become a bulwark of the revolution and the republic.
for only a completely victorious revolution can give the peasantry
everything in Lhe sphere of agrarian reforms-everything that the
peasants desire, dream of, and truly need (not for the abolition of
capitalism as the "Socialist-Revolutiona!'ies" imagine. but) in
order to emerge from the mire of semi-serfdom, from the gloorn of
oppression and servitude, in order to improve their living conditions, as much as they can be improved within the system of
commodity production.
Moreover,- it is not only by the prospect of radical agrarian
reform that the peasantry is attached to the revolution, hut by
all its general and permanent interests as well. Even when fighting with the proletariat, the peasantry stands in need of democracy, for only a democratic system is capable of accurately expressing its interests and ensuring its predominance as a mass, as the
majority. The more enlightened the peasantry becomes (and since
the war with Japan it is becoming enlightened at a pace unsuspected by many who are accustomed lo measure enlightenment
with the school yardstick), the more consistently and resohrt<>ly
will it stand for a thoroughgoing democratic revolution; for, unlik!>
the bourgeoisie. it has nothing lo fe11r from the people's sup!'cmacy, but on the contrary stands to gain by it. A democratic republic will become the peasantry's ideal as soon 11s it begins lo throw
off its naive monarchism, because the cc:mscious mona!'cl1ism of
the bourgeois stockjobbers (with an upper chamber, etc.) implies
for the peasantry the same absence of rights and the same oppression and ignorance as it suffers today, only slightly polished over
with the varnish of European constitutionalism.
That is why, as a class, the bourgeoisie naturally and inevitably
tends to come under the wing of the liberal-monarchist party,
While the peasantry, in the mass, tends to come under the leadership of the revolutionary and republican party. That is why the
26*
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bourgeoisie is incapable of carrying through the democratic revolution to its consummation, while the peasantry is capable of
doing so, and we must exert all our efforts to help it do so.
The objection may be raised that this goes without saying, is
all ABC. something that all Social-Democrats understand perfectly well. No, that is not the case; it is not understood by those who
can talk about "the diminishing sweep" of the revolution as a consequence of the bourgeoisie falling away from it. Such people repeat the words of our agrarian programme, which they have
learned by role wiLhout understanding their meaning, for otherwise
they would not be frightened by the concept of the revolutionarydemocratic dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry,
which inevitably follows from the entire Marxist world outlook
and from our programme; otherwise they would not restrict the
sweep of the great Russian revolution to the limits to which the
bourgeoisie is prepared to go. Such people defeat their abstract
Marxist revolutionary phrases by their concrete anti-Marxist
and anti-revolutionary resolutions.
Those who really understand the role of the peasantry in a victorious Russian revolution would not dream of saying that the
sweep of the revolution will be diminished if the bourgeoisie
recoils from it. For, in actual fact, the Russian revolution will
begin to assume its real sweep, and 'will really assume the widest
revolutionary sweep possible in the epoch of bourgeois-democratic
revolution, only when the bourgeoisie recoils from it and when the
masses of the peasantry come out as active revolutionaries side by
side with the proletariat. To be consistently carried through to
the end, our democratic revolution must rely on forces capable
of paralysing the inevitable inconsistency of the bourgeoisie
(i.e., capable precisely of "making it recoil from the revolution",
which the Caucasian adherents of Iskra fear so much because of
their thoughtlessness).
The proletariat must carry the democratic reuolution to completion, allying to itself the mass of the peasantry in order to crush the
autocracy's resistance by force and paralyse the bourgeoisie's instability. The proletariat must accomplish the socialist reuolution, allying to itself the mass of the semi-proletarian elements of the population, so as to crush the bourgeoisie's resistance by force and paralyse
the instability of the peasantry and the petty bourgeoisie. Such are
the tasks of the proletariat, so narrowly presented by the newlskra group in all their arguments and resolutions on the sweep
of the revolution ....
In its social and economic essence, the democratic revolution
in Russia is a bourgeois revolution. It is, however, not enough
merely to repeat this correct Marxist proposition. It has to be
properly understood and properly applied to political slogans. In

TWO TACTICS OF SOCIAL-DEMOCRACY IN DEMOCRATIC REVOLUTION

t,05

general, all political liberty founded on present-day. i.e., capitalist, relations of production is bourgeois liberty. The demand
for liberty expresses primarily the interests of the bourgeoisie.
Its representatives were the first to raise this demand. Its supporters have everywhere used like masters the liberLy they acquired.
reducing it to moderate and meticulous bourgeois doses, combin·
ing it with the most subtle suppression of the revolutionary proletariat in peaceful times, and with savage suppression in times
of storm.
But only rebel Narodniks, anarchists, and Economists218 could
conclude therefrom that the struggle for liberty should be negated
or disparaged. These intellectualist-philisLine doctrines could
be foisted on the proletariat only for a time and against its will.
The proletariat has always realised instinctively that it needs
political liberty, needs it more than anyone else, although the
immediate effect of that liberty will be to strengthen and organise the bourgeoisie. It is not by evading the class struggle that
the proletariat expects to fmd its salvation, but by developing it.
by extending its scope, its consciousness, organisation, and resoluteness. Whoever disparages the tasks of the political struggle
transforms the Social-Democrat from a tribune of the people into
a trade union secretary. Whoever disparages the proletarian
tasks in a democratic bourgeois revolution transforms the
Social-Democrat from a leader of the people's revolution into a
leader of a free labour union.
Yes, the people's revolution. Social-Democracy has fought, and
is quite rightly fighting, against the bourgeois-democratic abuse
of the word "people'·. It demands that this word shall not be used
to cover up failure to understand class antagonisms within the
people. It insists categorically on the need for complete class
independence for the party of the proletariat. However, it does
nol divide the "people'· into "classes" so that the advanced class
will become locked up within itself, will confine itself within
narrow limits, and emasculate its activity for fear that the economic rulers of the world will recoil; it docs that so that the advanced class, which does not suffer from the half-heartedness.
vacillation, and indecision of the intermediate cla~ses, should fight
with all the greater energy and enthusia~m for the cause of the
whole people, at the head of the whole people.
That is what the present-day new-lskrists so often fail to understand, people who substitute for active political slogans in the
democratic revolution a mere pedantic repetition of the word
"class", declined in all cases and genders!
'
The democratic revolution is bourgeois in nature. Thi! slogan
of a general redistribution, or "land and freedom"-that most
widespread slogan of the peasant masses, downtrodden and ignor·
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ant, yet passionately yearning for light and happiness-is a
bourgeois slogan. But we Marxists should know that there is not,
nor can there he, any other path to real freedom for the proletariat and the peasantry, than the path of bourgeois freedom and
bomgeois progress. We must not forget that there is not, nor can
there be at the present time, any other means of bringing 1mciali1m1 nearer, than complete political liberty, than a democratic
republic. than the revolutionary-democratic dictatorship of the
proletariat and the peasantry. As representatives of the advanced
and only revolutionary class, revolutionary without any reservatious. doubts, or looking back, we must confront the whole of
the people with the tasks of the democratic revolution as extensively and boldly as possible aud with the utmost initiative. To
disparage these tasks means making a travesty of theoretical
Marxism, distorting it in philistine fashion, while in practical
politics it means placing the cause of the revolution into the hands
of the bourgeoisie, which will inevitably recoil from the task of
consistently effecting the revolution. The difliculties that lie
on the road to complete victory of the revolution are very great.
No one will be able to blame the proletariat's representatives if,
when they have done everything in their power, their effort.~ are
defeated by the resistance of reaction, the treachery of the bourgeoisie, and the ignorance of the masses. But everybody, and,
above all, the class-conscious proletariat will condemn SocialDemocracy if it curtails the revolutionary energy of the democratic
revolution and dampens revolutionary ardour because it is
afraid to win, because it is actuated by the consideration; lest the
bourgeoisie recoil.
Revolutions are the locomotives of history, said Marx. 219 Revolution11 arc festivals of the oppressed and the exploited. At no
other time are the mass of the people in a position to come forward so actively as creators of a new social order, as at a time of
revolution. At such times the people are capable or performing
miracles, if judged by the limited, philistine yardstick of gradualist progress. But it is essential that leaders of the revolutionary
parties, too, sho11ld advance their aims more comprehensively
and boldly at such a time, so that their slogans shall always be
in advance of the revolutiouary initiative of the masses, serve
as a beacon, reveal to them our democratic and socialist ideal in
all its magnitude and splendour, and show them the shortest and
most direct route to complete, absolute, and decisive victory.
Let us leave to the opportunists of the Osvobozhdeniye bourgeoisie
the task of inventing roundabout, circuitous paths of compromise,
out of fear of the revolution and of the direct path. If we are forcibly compelled to drag ourselves along such paths we shall be
able to fulfil our duty in petty, everyday work also. But lirst let
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the choice of path be decided in ruthless struggle. We shall be
traitors, betrayers of the revolution, if we do not use this festive
energy of the masses and their revolutionary ardour to wage
a ruthless and self-sacrificing struggle for the direct and decisive
path. Let the bourgeois opportunists contemplate the future react ion with craven fear. The workers will not be intimidated either
by the thought that reaction intends to be terrible, or that the
bourgeoisie proposes to recoil. The workers do not expect to make
deals; they are not asking for petty concessions. What they are
striving towards is ruthlessly to crush the reactionary forces, i.e.,
to ~et up a revolutionary-democratic dictatorship of the proletariat
and the peasantry.
Of course, in stormy times greater dangers threaten the ship
:Jf our Party than in periods of the smooth "sailing'" of liberal
progress, which means the painfully steady sucking of the working
class's lifeblood by its exploiters. Of course, the tasks of the revolutionary-democratic dictatorship are infinitely more difficult
and more complex than the tasks of an "extreme opposition",
or of an exclusively parliamentary struggle. But whoever is consciously capable of preferring smooth sailing aud the course of safe
"opposition" in the present revolutionary situation had better
abandon Social-Democratic work for a while, had better wait
until the revolution is over, until the festive days have passed,
when humdrum, everyday life starts again. and his narrow routine standards no longer strike such an abominably discordant
note, or constitute such an ugly distortion of the tasks of the
advanced class.
At the head of the whole people, and particularly of the peasantry-for complete freedom, for a consistent democratic revolution, for a republic! At the head of all the toilers and the exploited-for socialism I Such iu practice must be the policy of the revolutionary proletariat. such is the class slogan which must permeate and determine the solution of every tactical problem, every
practical step of the workers' party during the revolution ....
Abuse of terms is a most common practice in politics. The
name "socialist", for example, has often been appropriated by
supporters of English bourgeois liberalism ("We are all socialists
now.''* said Harcourt), by supporters of Bismarck, and by friends
of Pope Leo XIII. The term "revolution" also fully lends itself
to abuse. and, 11L a certain stage in the development of the movement, such abuse is inevitable. When Mr. Struve began to speak
in the name of revolution we could not but recall Thiers. A few
days before the February revolution this monstrous gnome, this
most perfect embodiment of the bourgeoisie's political venality
sensed that a storm was brewing among the people, and announced
.• Those words arc in English in the original.-Ed.
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from the parliamentary tribune that he was of the party of revolution! (See Marx's The Civil War in France.) 220 The political
significance of Osvobozhdeniye' s joining the party of revolution ia
exactly the same as Thiers' s. When the Russian Thiers begin to
speak of their belonging to the party of revolution, that mea11S
that the slogan of revolution has become inadequate, is meaningless, and defines no tasks since the revolution has become a fact,
and the most diverse elements are going over to its side.
Indeed, what is revolution from the Marxist point of view?
The forcible demolition of the obsolete political superstructure,
the contradiction between which and the new relations of production have caused its collapse at a certain moment. The contradiction between the autocracy and the entire structure of capitalist
Russia and all the needs of her bourgeois-democratic development
has now caused its collapse, all the more severe owing to the lengthy period in which this contradiction was artificially sustained.
The superstructure is cracking at every joint, is yielding to pressure, and growing weaker. Through the repre'!!entatives of the most
diverse classes and groups, the people must now, by their own
efforts, build themselves a new superstructure. At a certain stage
of development, the uselessness of the old superstructure becomes
obvious to all; the revolution is recognised by all. The task now
is to define which classes must build the new superstructure, and
how they are to build it. If this is not defined the slogan of revolution is empty and meaningless at the present time; for the feebleness of the autocracy makes "revolutionaries" even of the Grand
Dukes and of Moskovskiye Vedomosti! 221 If this is not defined
there can be no talk about the advanced democratic tasks of the
advanced class. The slogan "the democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry" provides that definition. This slogan
defines the classes upon which the new "builders" of the new superstructure can and must rely, the character of the new superstructure (a "democratic" as distinct from a socialist dictatorship),
and how it is to be built (dictatorship, i.e., the forcible suppression of resistance by force and the arming of the revolutionary
classes of the people). Whoever now refuses to recognise this slogan of revolutionary-democratic dictatorship, the slogan of a revolutionary army, of a revolutionary government, and of revolutionary peasant committees, either hopelessly fails to understand
the tasks of the revolution, is unable to define the new and higher
tasks evoked by the present situation, or is deceiving the people,
betraying the revolution, and misusing the slogan of "revolution''..
Written in June-July 1905
First published as a pamphlet
by the C.C., H.S.D.L.P.
in Geneva, July 1905

Collected Works, Vol. 9, pp. 48-52,

84-86, 97-100, 111-14, 127-29

From THE LATEST IN ISKRA TACTICS,
OR MOCK ELECTIONS AS A NEW
INCENTIVE TO AN UPRISING

"Insurrection" is an important word. A call to insurrection is au
extremely serious call. The more complex the social system, the
better the organisation of state power, and the more perfected
the military machine, the more impermissible is it to launch such
a slogan without due thought. And we have stated repeatedly that
the revolutionary Social-Democrats have long been preparing
to launch it, but have launched it as a direct call only when there
could be no doubt whatever of the gravity, widespread and deep
roots of the revolutionary movement, no doubt of matters having
literally come to a head. Important words must be used with
circumspection. Enormous difficulties have to be faced in translating them into important deeds. It is precisely for that reason that
it would be unpardonable to dismiss these difficulties with a mere
phrase, to use Manilovist inventions to brush aside serious tasks or
to put on one's eyes the blinkers of sweet dreams of so-called
"natural transitions" to these· difficult tasks.
A revolutionary army are also important words. The creation
of a revolutionary army is an arduous, complex, and lengthy
process. But when we see that it has already begun and is proceeding on all sides-though desultorily and by fits and starts-when
we know that a genuine victory of the revolution is impossible
without such an army, we must issue a definite and direct slogan,
advocate it, make it the touchstone of the current political tasks.
It would be a mistake to think that the revolutionary classes are
invariably strong enough to effect a revolution whenever such
a revolution has fully matured by virtue of the conditions of social
and economic development. No, human society is not constituted
so rationally or so "conveniently" for progressive elements. A revolution may be ripe, and yet the forces of its creators may prove
insufficient to carry it out, in which case society decays, and this
pro<?ess of decay sometimes drags on for very many .years. There
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is no doubt that Russia is ripe for a democratic revolution, but
it still remains to be seen whether tho revolutionary classes have
sufficient strength at present to carry it ouL. This will be settled
by the struggle. whose crucial moment is approaching aL tremendous speed-if Lhe numerous direcL and indirect indicaLions do
not deceive us. The moral preponderance is indubitable-Lhe
moral force is already overwhelmingly great; without it, of course,
there could be no quesLion of any revolution whatever. IL is a
necessary condition, but it is not sufficient. _Only the outcome of
the sLruggle will show whether it will be translated into a maLerial force suCflcient to smash Lhe very serious (we shall not close
-0ur eyes to this) resistance of the autocracy. The slogan of insurrection is a slogan for deciding the issue by material force, which
in presenL-day European civilisation can only be military force.
This slogan should not be put forward until the general prerequisiLes for revolution have matured, until the masses have definitely shown that they have been roused and are ready to act, until
the external circumstances have led to an open crisis. But once
such a slogan has been issued, it would be an arrant disgrace to
retreat from it, back Lo moral force again, to one of the conditions
that prepare the ground for an uprising, to a "possible transition",
eLc., etc. No, once the die is cast, all subterfuge must be put
aside; it must be explained directly and openly to the masses what
the practical condiLions for a successful revolution are at the
present time ....
Proletary No. 21, October 17(4),
1905

Collected Works, Vol. 9, pp. 367-69

SOCIAUSM AND REIJGION

Present-day society is wholly based on the exploitation of the
vast masses of the working class by a Liny minority of the population, the claE's of the landowners and Lhat of the capitalists. lt
is a slave society. since the "[rce" workers. who all their life work
for the capitalists, are "enLitled'" only to such means of subsistence
as are essential for the maintenance of slaves who produce profit,
for the safeguarding and perpetuation of capitalist slavery,
The economic oppression of the workers inevitably calls forth
and engenders every kind of political oppression and social humiliation, the coarsening and darkening of the spiritual and moral
life of the masses. The workers may secure a greater or lesser
degree of political liberty to fight for their economic emancipation,
but no amounL of liberty will rid them of poverty, unemployment,
and oppression until the power of capital is overthrown. Religion
is one of the forms of spiritual oppression which everywhere weighs
down heavily upon the masses of the people, overburdened by
their perpetual work for others, by want and isolation. Impotence
of the exploited classes in their struggle against the exploiters
just as inevitably gives rise to the belief in a bctLer life after death
as impotence of the savage in his battle with nature gives rise
to belief in gods, devils. miracles, and the hke. Those who toil
and live in want all their lives are taught by religion to be submissive and patient while here on earth, and to take comforL in the
hope of a heavenly reward. But those who live by the labour of
others are taught by religion to practise chariLy while on earth.
thus offering them a very cheap way of justifying their entire existence as exploiters and selling them at a moderate price tickets to
well-being in heaven. Religion is opium for the people. Religion
is a sort of spiriLual booze, in which the slaves of capital drown
their human image, their demand for a life more or less worthy of
nian.
BuL a slave who has become conscious of his slavery and has
risen to sLruggle for his emancipation has already half ceased to
be a slave. The modern class-conscious worker, reared by largescale factory industry and enlightened by nrban life, contemptu<.mi<ly casts aside religious prejudices, leaves heaven to the priests
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and bourgeois bigots, and tries to win a better life for himself
here on earth. The proletariat of today Lakes the side of socialism.
which enlists science in Lhe battle against the fog of religion, and
frees the workers from their belief in life after death by welding
them together to fight in the present for a better life on earth.
Religion must be declared a private affair. In these words
socialists usually express their attitude towards religion. But the
meaning of these words should be accurately defined to prevent
any misunderstanding. We demand that religion be held a private
affair so far as the state is concerned. But by no means can we
consider religion a private affair so far as our Party is concerned.
Religion must be of no concern to the state, and religious societies
must have no connection with governmental authority. Everyone
must be absolutely free to profess any religion he pleases, or no
religion whatever, i.e., to be an atheist, which every socialist is,
as a rule. Discrimination among citizens on account of their religious convictions is wholly intolerable. Even the bare mention
of a citizen's religion in offrnial documents should unquestionably
be eliminated. No subsidies should be granted to the established
church nor state allowances made to ecclesiastical and religious
societies. These should become absolutely free associations of
like-minded citizens, associations independent of the state. Only
the complete fulfilment of these demands can put an end to the
shameful and accursed past when the church lived in feudal dependence on the state, and Russian citizens lived in feudal dependence on the established church, when medieval, inquisitorial
laws (to this day remaining in our criminal codes and on our
statute-books) were in existence and were applied, persecuting
men for their belief or disbelief, violating men's consciences, and
linking cosy government jobs and government-derived incomes
with the dispensation of this or that dope by tho established church.
Complete separation of Church and State is what the socialist
proletariat demands of the modern state and the modern church.
The Russian revolution must put this demand into effect as
a necessary component of political freedom. In this respect, the
Russian revolution is in a particularly favourable position, since
the revolting officialism of the police-ridden feudal autocracy has
called forth discontent, unrest and indignation even among the
clergy. However abject, however ignorant Russian Orthodox
clergymen may have been, even they have now been awakened by the
thunder of the downfall of the old, medieval order in Russia. Even
they are joining in the demand for freedom, are protesting against
bureaucratic practices and officialism, against the spying for the
police imposed on the "servants of God". We socialists must lend
this movement our support, carrying the demands of honest and
sincere members of the clergy to their conclusion, making· them
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stick to their words about freedom, demanding that they should
resolutely break all ties between religion and the police. Either
vou are sincere, in which case you must stand for the complete
~eparation of Church and State and of School and Church, for
religion to be declared wholly and absolutely a private affair.
Or you do not accept these consistent demands for freedom, in
which case you evidently are still held captive by the traditions of
1he inquisition, in which case you evidently still cling to your cosy
government jobs and government-derived incomes, in which case
you evidently do not believe in the spiritual power of your weapon
and continue to take bribes from the state. And in that case the
class-conscious workers of all Russia declare merciless war on you.
So far as the party of the socialist proletariat is concerned, religion is not a private affair. Our Party is an association of class1:onscious, advanced fighters for the emancipation of the working
class. Such an association cannot and must not be indifferent
to lack of class-consciousness, ignorance or obscurantism in the
.;hape of religious beliefs. We demand complete disestablishment
of the Church so as to be able to combat the religious fog with
purely ideological and solely ideological weapons, by means of
our press and by word of mouth. But we founded our association,
the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party, precisely for such
a struggle against every religious bamboozling of the workers .
.\nd to us the ideological struggle is not a private affair, but the
affair of the whole Party, of the whole proletariat.
If that is so, why do we not declare in our Programme that we
arc atheists? Why do we not forbid Christians and other believers in God to join our Party?
The answer to this question will serve to explain the very important difference in the way the question of religion is presented
by the bourgeois democrats and the Social-Democrats.
Our Programme is based entirely on the scientific, and moreover the materialist, world outlook. An explanation of our Programme, therefore, necessarily includes an explanation of the
true historical and economic roots of the religious fog. Our propaganda necessarily includes the propaganda of atheism; the
publication of the appropriate scientific literature, which the
autocratic feudal government has hitherto strictly forbidden and
persecuted, must now form one of the fields of our Party work.
We shall now probably have to follow the advice Engels once gave
lo the German Socialists: to translate and widely disseminate the
literature of the eighteenth-century French Enlighteners and
atheists. 222
But under no circumstances ought we to fall into the error
of posing the religious question in an abstract, idealistic fashion,
as an "intellectual" question unconnected with the class struggle,
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as is not infrequc11tly done by the radical-democrats from among
the bourgeoisie. It would be stupid to think that, in a society
based on the endless oppression and coarsening of the worker
masses, religious prejudices could be dispelled by purely propaganda methods. It would be bourgeois narrow-mindedness to
forget that the yoke of religion that weighs upon mankind is
merely a product and rellection of the economic yoke within
society. No number of pamphlets and no amount of preaching can
eulighten the proletariat, if it is not enligl1tened by its own struggle against the dark forces of capitalism. Unity in this really
revolutionary struggle of the oppressed class for the creation of
a paradise on earth is more important to us than unity of proletarian opinion on paradise in heaven.
That is the reason why we do not and should not set forth our
atheism in our Programme; that is why we do not and should not
llfohibit proletarians who still retain vestiges of their old prejudices from associating themselves with our Party. We shall
always preach tlie scientific world outlook, and it is essential for
us to combat the inconsistency ol various "Cbristiansp, Ilut that
does not mean in the least tliat the religious question ought to
be advanced to first place, where it docs not belong at all; nor
does it mean that we should allow the forces of the really revolutionary economic and political struggle to be split up on account
of third-rate opi11ions or senseless ideas, rapidly losing all
political importance, rapidly being swept out as rubbish by thl'
very course of economic development.
Everywhere the reactionary bourgeoisie has concerned itself.
and is now beginning to concern itself in Russia, with tl1e fomenting of religious strife-in order thereby to divert the attention
of the masses from the really important and fundamental economic and political problems, now being solved in practice by theall-Russia proletariat uniting in revolutionary struggle. This
reactionary policy of splitting up the proletarian forces, which
today manifests itself mainly in Black-Hundred pogroms, may
tomorrow conceive some more subtle reforms. We, at any rate,
shall oppose it by calmly, consistently and patiently preaching
proletarian solidarity and the scientific world outlook-a preaching alien to any stirring up of secondary differences.
Tbe revolutionary proletariat will succeed in making religion
a really private affair, so far as the state is concerned. And i11
this political system, cleaused of medieval mildew, the proletariat will~wage a broad and open struggle for the elimination of
ecouomic slavery, the true source of the religious humbugging
of mankind.
Novaya Zhizn, No. 28, December
3, 1905

Collected Works, Vol. 10, pp. 83-87

}'rom GUERRILLA WARFARE

What are the fundamental demands which every Marxist
should make or an examination or the question of forms or struggle? In the first place, Marxism differs from all primitive forms
of socialism by not binding the movement to any one particular
form of struggle. It recognises the most varied forms of struggle;
and it does not "concoct .. them, but only generalises, organises,
gives conscious expression to those forms or struggle or the revolutionary classes which arise of themselves in the course of the
movement. Absolutely hostile to all abstract formulas and to all
doctrinaire recipes, Marxism demands an attentive attitude te>
the mass struggle in progress, which, as the movement develops.
as the class-consciousness of the masses grows, as economic and
political crises become acute, continually gives rise to new and
more varied methods of defence and attack. Marxism, therefore,
positively docs not reject any form of struggle. Under no circumstances does Marxism confine itself to the forms of struggle possible and in existence at the given moment only, recognising as
it does that new forms or struggle, unknown to the participants
of the given period, inevitably arise as the given social situation
changes. In this respect Marxism learns, if we may so express
it, frem mass practice, and makes no claim whatever to teach
the masses forms of struggle invented by "systematisers" in the
seclusion of their studies. We know-said Kautsky, for instance,
when examining the forms of social revolution-that the coming
crisis will introduce new forms of struggle that we are now unable
t.o foresee.
In the second place, Marxism demands an absolutely historical
examination of the question of the forms of struggle. To treat.
this question apart from the concrete historical situation betrays
a failure to understand the rudiments or dialectical materialism.
At diilerent stages of economic evolution, depending on differ-
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ences in political, national-cultural, living and other conditions,
differenL forms of struggle come to the fore and become the principal forms of struggle; and in connection with this, the secondary, auxiliary forms of struggle undergo change in their turn.
To attempt to answer yes or no to the question whether any particular means of struggle should be used, without making a detailed
examination of the concrete situation of the given movement
at the given stage of its development, means completely to abandon the Marxist position.
These are the two principal theoretical propositions by which
we must be guided. The history of Marxism in Western Europe
provides an infinite number of examples corroborating what has
been said. European Social-Democracy at the present time regards
parliamentarism and the trade union movement as the principal
forms of struggle; it recognised insurrection in the past, and is
quite prepared to recognise it, should conditions change, in the
future-despite the opinion of bourgeois liberals like the Russian
Cadets 223 and the Bezzaglavtsi. 224 Social-Democracy in the seventies rejected the general strike as a social panacea, as a means
of overthrowing the bourgeoisie at one stroke by non-political
means-but Social-Democracy fully recognises the mass political strike (especially after the experience of Russia in 1905) as
one of the methods of struggle essential under certain conditions.
Social-Democracy recognised street barricade fighting in the
forties, rejected it for definite reasons at the end of the nineteenth
century, and expressed complete readiness to revise the latter
view and to admit the expediency of barricade fighting after
the experience of Moscow, 225 which, in the words of K. Kautsky,
initiated new tactics of barricade fighting.
Proletary, No. 5, September 30,

1906

Collected Works, Vol. 11, pp. 213-15

From ON THE QUESTION
OF A NATION-WIDE REVOLUTION

In a certain sense of the word, it is only a nation-wide revolution that can be \•ictorions. This is true in the sense that the unity
or l he overwhelming majority of the population in the struggle
for the demands of that revolution is essential for victory to be
won. This overwhelming majority must consist either entirely of
one class, or of different classes that have certain aims in common.
It is also true, of course, that the present Russian revolution can
be victorious only if it is nation-wide in that specific sense of the
word that the conscious participation of the overwhelming majority of the population in the struggle is essential for victory to be
won.
That, howeYer, is the limit of the conventional truthfulness
or the catchword of a "nation-wide'· revolution. No farther conclusions can be drawn from this concept, which is nothing but
u truism (only au overwhelming majority can be victorious o'·er
nr1 organised and dominant minority). For this reason it is fundamentally incorrect and profoundly un-Marxist to apply it as a
general formula, as a model, a criterion of tactics. The concept
of a "nation-wide revolution" should tell the Marxist of the need
for a precise analysis of those varied interests of different classes
that coincide in certain definite, limited common aims. Under no
cil'cumstances must this concept serve to conceal or overshadow
the study of the class struggle in the course of any revolution. Suclt
n~e of the concept of "nation-wide revolution" amounts to a complNe rejection of '.\farxism and a return to the vulgar phraseology
of the petty-bourgeois democrats or petty-bourgeois socialists.
This truth i~ frequently forgotten by our Social-Democratic
Right wing. Still more frequently do they forget that class relations in a recolution change with the progress of that revolution.
All real revolutionary progress means drawing broader masses
into the moveml'nt; collsequently-a greater consciousness of
27- 101ti'
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class interests; consequenLly-more clearly-defined political, part11
groupings and more precise outlines of the class physiognomy oJ
the various parties; consequently-greater replacement of general, absLract, unclear political and economic demands that are
vague in their abstractness, by the varying concrete, clearly-defined
demands of the different classes.
For instance, the Russian bourgeois revoluLion. like any other
bourgeois revolution, inevitably begins under the common slogans of "political liberty" and "popular interests•·: only in the
course of the struggle, the concrete meaning of those slogans
becomes clear to the masses and to the different classes. only
to the extent that a practical attempt is made to implement
that "liberty", to give a definite content even to such a hollowsounding word as "democracy•·. Prior to the bourgeois revolution,
and at its onset, all speak in the name of democracy-the proletaria~ and the peasantry together with urban petty-bourgeois
elements, and the liberal bourgeoisie together with the liberal
landlords. It is only in the course of the class stmggle, only in
Lhe course of a more or less lengthy historical development of
the revolution, that the different understanding of this "democracy·· by the different classes is revealed. And what is more, the
deep gulf between the interests of the different classes; is revealed in their demands for different economic and political
measures, in the name of one and the same "democracy•·.
Only in the course of the struggle, only as the revolution develops, is it revealed that one "democratic" class or stratum does
not want to go, or cannot go, as far as another, that while "common" (allegedly common) objectives are being achieved, fierce
skirmishes develop around the method by which they are to be
achieved, for example, on the degree, extent or consistency of
freedom and power of the people, or the manner in which land
is to be transferred to the peasantry, etc.
Proletary, No. 16, May 2, 1907

Collected Works, Vol. 12, pp. 404-05

From AGAINST BOYCOTT
Notes of a Social-Democratic Publicist

Running through all Menshevik literature, especially that
of 1905 (up to October), is the accusation that the Bolsheviks
are "bigoted" and also exhortations to them on the need for
taking into consideration the zigzag path of history. In this feature of Menshevik literature we have another specimen of the
kind of reasoning which tells us that horses cat oats and that
the Volga flows into the Caspian Sea, reasoning which befogs the
l'S~ence of a disputable question by reiterating what is indisputJble. That history usually follows a zigzag path and that a Marxist should be able to make allowance for the most complicated
anrl fantastic zigzags of history is indisputable. But this reiteration of the indisputable has nothing to do with the question of
what a Marxist should do when that same history confronts the
contending forces with the choice of a straight or a zigzag path.
To dismiss the matter at such moments, or at such periods, whell
this happens by arguing about the usual zigzag course of history
is to take after the "man in the mufller•· and become absorbed in
contemplation of the truth that horses eat oats. As it happens,
revolutionary periods are mainly such periods in history when
tlie clash of contending social forces, in a comparatively short
~pace of time, decides the question of the country's choice of
a direct or a zigzag path of development for a comparatively very
long time. The need for reckoning with the zigzag path does not
in the least do away with the fact that Marxists should be able
to explain to the masses during the decisive moments of their
history that the direct path is preferable, should be able to help
I he masses in tltc struggle for the choice of the direct path, to
advance slogans for that struggle, and so on. And only hopeless
philistines and the most obtuse pedants, after the decisive historical battles which determined the zigzag path instead of the
direct one were over, could sneer at those who had fought to the
Pnd for the direct path. It would he like the sneers of German
police-minded official historians such as Trcitschke at the revolutionary slogans and the revolutionary directness of Marx in 1848.
27•
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Marxism's attitude towards the zigzag path of history is essentially the same as its attitude towards compromise. Every
zigzag turn in history is a compromise, a compromise between
the old, which is no longer strong enough to completely negate
the new, and the now, which is not yet strong enough to completely overthrow the old. Marxism does not altogether reject
compromises. Marxism considers it necessary to make use of
them,' but1 that does not in the least prevent Marxism, as a
living and operating historical force, from fighting energetically
against compromises. Not to understand this seeming contradiction is not to know the rudiments of Marxism.
Engels once expressed the Marxist attitude to compromises
very vividly, clearly, and concisely in an article on the manifesto
of the Blanquist fugitives of the Commune (1874). * These Blanquists wrote in their manifesto that they accepted no compromises
whatever. Engels ridiculed this manifesto. It was not, he said,
a question of rejecting compromises to which circumstances condemn us (or to which circumstances compel us-I must beg the
reader's pardon for being obliged to quote from memory, as 1
am unable to check with the original text). It was a question of
clearly realising the true revolutionary aims of the proletariat
and of being able to pursue them through all and every circumstances, zigzags, and compromises. 226 •••
Marxism differs from all other socialist theories in the remarkable way it combines complete scientific sobriety in the
analysis of the objective state of affairs and the objective course
of evolution with the most emphatic recognition of the importance
of the revolutionary energy, revolutionary creative genius, and
revolutionary initiative of the masses-and also, of course, of
individuals, groups. organisations, and parties that are able to
discover and achieve contact with one or another class. A high
appraisal of the revolutionary periods in the development of
humanity follows logically from the totality of Marx's views on
history. It is in such periods that the numerous contradictions
which slowly accumulate during periods of so-called peaceful
development become resolved. It is in such periods that the
direct role or the different classes in determining the forms of
social life is manifested with the greatest force, and that the
foundations are laid for the political "superstructure", which
then persists for a long time on the basis of the new relations of
production. And. unlike the theoreticians of the libernl bourgeoisie, Marx did not regard these periods as deviations from the
• This artkle was included in llu• German volume of collected articles
Internationale& aus dem "Volksstaat". The title o[ lhe Russian translatio11
is Articles from "Valksstaat", published by Znaniye.
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"normal'" path, as manifestations of "social disease··, as the deplor
able results of excesses and mistakes, but as the most vital, the
most important, essential, and decisive moments in the history
of human societies. ln the activities of Marx and Engels them~elvcs, the period of their participation in the mass revolutionary
struggle of 1848-49 stands out as the central point. This was their
point of departure when determining the future pattern of the
workers' movement and democracy in different countries. lt was
to this point that they always returned in order to determine the
essential nature of the different classes and their tendencies in
the most striking and purest form. 1t was from the standpoint
of the revolutionary period of that time that they always judged
the later, lesser, political formations and organisations, political aims and political conflicts. No wonder the ideological
leaders of liberalism, men like Sombart, whole-heartedly hate
this feature of Marx's activities and writings and ascribe it to
the "bitterness of an exile". lt is indeed typical of the bugs of
police-ridden bourgeois university science to ascribe an inseparable component of Marx's and Engels's revolutionary outlook
to personal bitterness, to the personal hardships of life in exile.
ln one of his letters, I think it was to Kugelmann, Marx in
passing threw out a highly characteristic remark, which is particularly interesting in the light of the question we arc discussing.
He says that the reaction in Germany had almost succeeded in
blotting out the memory and traditions of the revolutionary epoch
of 1848227 from the minds of the people. Here we have the aims
of reaction and the aims of the party of the proletariat in relation
to the revolutionary traditions of a given country strikingly contrasted. The aim of reaction is to blot out these traditions, to
represent the revolution as "elemental madness"-Struve's translation of the German das t'olle Jahr ("the mad year"-the term
applied by the German police-minded bourgeois historians, and
even more widely by German university-professorial historiography, to the year 1848). The aim of reaction is to make the
people forget the forms of struggle, the forms of organisation, and
the ideas and slogans which the revolutionary period begot in
such profusion and variety. Just as those obtuse eulogists of
English philistinism, the Webbs, try to represent Chartism, the
revolutionary period of the English labour movement, as pure
childishness, as "sowing wild oats", as a piece of nai'vetc unworthy
of serious attention, as an accidental and abnormal deviation,
so too the German bourgeois historians treat the year 1848 in
Germany. Such also is the attitude of the reactionaries to the
Great French Revolution, which, by the fierce hatred it still
inspires, demonstrates to this day the vitality and force of its
inf'luence on humanity. And in Lhe same way our heroes of
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counter-revolution, particularly "democrats" of yesterday like
Struve, Mil)·ukov. Kiesewetter. and tutti quanti vie with one another
in ~currilously slandering lhc revolutionary traditions of the
Russian revolution. Although it is barely lwo years since the
direct mass struggle of tho proletariat won that particle or freedom which sends the liberal lackeys of the old regime into such
raptures, a vast trend calling itself liberal(!!) has already arisen
in our publicist literature. This trend is fostered by the Cadet
press and is wholly devoted to depicting our revolution, revolutionary methods of struggle, revolutionary slogans, and revolutionary traditio1ts as something base, primitive, naive, elemental,
mad, etc .... even criminal ... from Milyukov to Kamyshansky
il n'y a qu'un past* On the other hand, the successes of reaction,
which first drove the people from the Soviets of Workers' and
Peasants' Deputies into the Dubasov-Stolypin Dumas, and is
now driving it into the Octobrist Duma, 228 arc depicted by the
heroes of Russian liberalism as "the process of growth of constitutional consciousness in Russia~.
lt is undoubtedly the duty of Russian Social-Democrats to
study our revolution most carefully and thoroughly, to acquaint
the masses with its forms of struggle, forms of organisation, etc.,
to strengthen the revolutionary traditions among the people,
to convince the masses that improvements of any importance
and permanence can be achieved solely and exclusively through
revolutionary struggle, and to systematically expose the utter
baseness of those smug liberals who pollute the social atmosphere
with the miasma of "constitutional" servility, treachery, and
Molchalinism. In the history of the struggle for liberty a single
day of the October strike or of the December uprising is a hundred
times more significant than months of Cadet flunkey speeches in
the Duma on the subject of the blameless monarch and constitutional monarchy. We must see to it-for if we do not no one else
will-that the people know much more thoroughly and in more
detail those spirited, eventful, and momentous days than those
months of "constitutional·· asphyxia and Balalaikin-Molchalin
prospcrity 229 so zealously announced to the world by our libcralparty and non-party "democratic'· (ugh! ugh!) press with the
amiable acquiescence of Stolypin and his retinue of gendarme
censors.
Written on June 26 (July 9), 1907
Published late in July 1907
in the pamphlet Concerning
the Boycott of the Third Duma,

St. Petersburg

• There is only onP stcp.-Ed.

Collected Works, Vol. 13, pp. 22-23,
36-39

l\IARXISM AND REVISIONISM

There is a well-known saying that if geometrical axioms affectrd human interests attempts would certainly be made to refute
them. Theories of natural history which conflicted with the old
prejudices of theology provoked, and still provoke, the most
rabid opposition. No wonder, therefore, that the Marxian doctrine, which directly serves to enlighten and organise the advanced
class in modern society, indicates the tasks facing this class and
demonstrates the inevitable replacement (by virtue of economic
development) of the present system by a new order-no wonder
that this doctrine has had to fight for every step forward in the
course of its life.
Needless to say. this applies to bourgeois science and philosophy,
oflicially taught by official professors in order to befuddle .the
rising generation of the propertied classes and to "coach" it against
internal and foreign enemies. This science will not even hear
of Marxism, declaring that ·it has been refuted and annihilated.
Marx is attacked wiLh equal zest by young scholars who are
making a career by refuting socialism, and by decrepit elders
who are preserving the tradition of all kinds of outworn "systems".
The progress of Marxism, the fact that its ideas are spreading
and taking firm hold among the working class, inevitably increase
the frequency and intensity of these bourgeois atteacks on Marxism, which becomes stronger, more hardened and more vigorous
every time it is. "annihilated" by official science.
Ilut even among doctrines connected with the struggle of the
working class. and current mainly among the proletariat, Marxism
by no means consolidated its position all at once. In the first
half-century of its existence (from the 1840s on) Marxism was
engaged in combating theories fundamentally hostile to it. In
the early forties Marx and Engels settled accounts with the radical Young Hegeliaus whose viewpoint was that of philosophical
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idealism. At the end of the forties the struggle began in the field
of economic doctrine, against Proudhonism. 230 The fifties saw
the completion of this struggle in criticism of the parties and
doctrines which manifested themselves in the stormy year of
1848. ln the sixties the struggle shifted from the field of general
theory to one closer to the direct labour movement: the ejection
of Balmninism from the International. 231 ln the early seventies
the stage in Germany was occupied for a short while by the Proudhonist Miilberger, and in the late seventies by the positivist
Diihring. But the influence of both on the proletariat was already
absolutely insignificant. Marxism was already gaining an!unquestionable victory over all other ideologies in the labour movement.
By the nineties this victory was in the main completed. Even
ill the Latin countries, where the traditions of Proudhonisru held
their ground longest of all, the workers' parties in effect built
their programmes and their tactics on Marxist foundations. The
revived international organisation of the labour movement-in
the shape of periodical international congresses-from the outset,
and almost wilhout a struggle, adopted the Marxist standpoint
in all essentials. But after Marxism had ousted all the more or
less integral doctrines hostile to it, the tendencies expressed in
those doctrines began to seek other channels. The forms and
causes of the struggle changed, but the struggle continued. And
the second half-century of the existence of Marxism began (in
the nineties) with the struggle of a trend hostile to Marxism within
l\farxism itself.
Bernstein, a one-time orlhodox Marxist, gave his name to this
trend 232 by coming forward with the most noise and with the
most purposeful expression of amendments to Marx, revision
of Marx, revisionism. Even in Russia where-owing to the economic backwardness of the country and the preponderance of a
peasant population weighed down by the relics of serfdomnon-Marxist socialism has naturally held its ground longest of
all, it is plainly passing into revisionism before our very eyes.
Both in the agrarian question (the programme of the municipalisation of all land) and in general questions of programme and
tactics, our Social-Narodniks are more and more substituting
"amendments" to Marx for the moribund and obsolescent remnants of their old system, which ill its own way was integral
and fundamentally hostile to Marxism.
Pre-Marxist socialism has been defeated. It is continuing the
struggle, no longer on its own independent ground, but on the
general ground of Marxism, as revisionism. Let us, then, examine
the ideological content of revisionism.
In the sphere of philosophy revisionism followed in the wake
of bonrgeois professorial "science··. The professors went "back
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to Kant"-and revisionism dragged along after the neoKantians. 233 The professors repeated the platitudes that priests have
uttered a thousand times against philosophical materialismand the revisionists, smiling indulgently, mumbled {word for
word after t4e latest Handbuch) that materialism had been "refuted" long ago. The professors treated Hegel as a "dead dog", 234
and while themselves preaching idealism, only an idealism a thousand times more petty and banal than Hegel's, contemptuously
shrugged their shoulders at dialectics-and the revisionists
floundered after them into the swamp of philosophical vulgarisation of science, replacing "artful" {and revolutionary) dialectics
by "simple" (and tranquil) "evolution". The professors earned
their official salaries by adjusting both their idealist and their
"critical" systems to the dominant medieval "philosophy" (i.e.,
to theology)-and the revisionists drew close to them, trying
to make religion a "private affair", not in relation to the modern
state, but in relation to the party of the advanced class.
What such "amendments" to Marx really meant in class terms
need not be stated: it is self-evident. We shall simply note that
the only Marxist in the international Social-Democratic movement to criticise the incredible platitudes of the revisionists from
the standpoint of consistent dialectical materialism was
Plekhanov. This must be stressed all the more emphatically since
profoundly mistaken attempts are being made at the present time
to smuggle in old and reactionary philosophical rubbish disguised as a criticism of Plekhanov's tactical opportunism.•
Passing to political economy, it must be noted first of all that
in this sphere the "amendments" of the revisionists were much
more comprehensive and circumstantial; attempts were made
to influence the public by "new data on economic development".
It was said that concentration and the ousting of small-scale
production by large-scale production do not occur in agriculture
at all, while they proceed very slowly in commerce and industry.
It was said that crises had now become rarer and weaker, and
that cartels and trusts would probably enable capital to eliminate them altogether. It was said that the "theory of collapse ..
to which capitalism is heading was unsound, owing to the tendency of class antagonisms to become milder and less acute.
It was said, finally, that it would not be amiss to correct Marx's
theory of value, too, in accordance with Biihm-Bawerk. 236
• See Studies in the Philosophy of Marxism by Dogda11ov, Bazarov an<l
uthers. This is not the place to discuss the book, and I must at present contine myself to stating that in the very near future I shall prove in a series
of articles, or in a separate pamphlet, that everything I have said in the
text about nco-Kantian revisionists essentially applies also to these ''new"
neo-Humist and neo-Berkeleyan revisionists. (See V. I. Lenin, Materialism
and Empirio-Criticism.-Ed.)
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The fight against the revisionists on these questions resulted
in as fruitful a revival of the theoretical thought in international
socialism as did Engels's controversy with Diihring twenty years
earlier. The arguments of the revisionists were analysed with
the help of facts and figures. lt was proved that the revisionists
were systematically painting a rose-coloured picture of modern
small-scale production. The technical and commercial superiority
of large-scale production over small-scale production not only
in industry, but also in agriculture, is proved by irrefutable facts.
But commodity production is far less developed in agriculture,
and modern statisticians and economists are, as a rule, not very
skilful in picking out the special branches (sometimes even the
operations) in agriculture which indicate that agriculture is
being progressively drawn into the process of exchange in world
economy. Small-scale production maintains itself on the ruins
of natural economy by constant worsening of diet, by chronic
starvation, by lengthening o[ tho working day, by deterioration
in the quality and the care of cattle, in a word, by the very
methods whereby handicraft production maintained itself against
capitalist manufacture. Every advance in science and technology
inevitably and relentlessly undermines the foundations of smallscale production in capitalist society; and it is the task of socialist political economy to investigate this process in all its forms,
often complicated and intricate, and to demonstrate to the small
producer the impossibility of his holding his own under capitalism, the hopelessness or peasant farming under capitalism,
and the necessity for the peasant to adopt the standpoint of the
proletarian. On this question the revisionists sinned, in the scientific sense, by superficial generalisations based on facts selected
one-sidedly and without reference to the system of capitalism
as a whole. From the political point of view, they sinned by the
fact that they inevitably, whether they wanted to or not, invited or urged the peasant to adopt the attitude of a small
proprietor (i.e., the attitude of the bourgeoisie) instead of urging
him to adopt the point of view of the revolutionary proletarian.
The position of revisionism was even worse as regards the
theory of crises and the theory of collapse. Only for a very short
time could people, and then only the most shorl-sighted, think
of refashioning the foundations of Marx's theory under the influence of a few years of industrial boom and prosperity. Realities
very soon made it clear to the revisionists that crises were not
a thing of the past: prosperity was followed by a crisis. The forms,
the sequence, the picture of particular crises changed, but crises
remained an inevitable component of the capitalist system.
While uniting production, the cartels and trusts at the same
limo, and in a way that was obvious to all, aggravated the anarchy
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of production, the insecurity of existence of the proletariat and
the oppression of capital, thereby intensifying class antagonisms
to an unprecedented degree. That capitalism is heading for a
brPak-down-in the sense both of individual political and economic crises and of the complete collapse of the entire capitalist
system-has been made particularly clear, and on a particularly
large scale, precisely by the new giant trusts. The recent financial
crisis in America and the appalling increase of unemployment
all over Europe, to say nothing of the impending industrial crisis to which many symptoms are pointing-all this has resulted
iu the recent "theories" of the revisionists having been forgotten
by everybody, including, apparently, many of the revisionists
themselves. But the lessons which this instability of the intellectnals had given the working class must not be forgotten.
As to the theory of value, it need only he said that apart from
the vaguest of hints and sighs, a la Biihm-Bawerk, the revisionists
have contributed absolutely nothing, and have therefore left
no traces whatever on the development of scientific thought.
In the sphere of politics, revisionism did really try to revise
the foundation of Marxism, namely, the doctrine of the class
struggle. Political freedom, democracy and universal suffrage
remove the ground for the class struggle-we were told-and
render untrue the old proposition of the Communist Manifesto
that the working men have no country. For, they said, since the
"will of the majority" prevails in a democracy, one must neither regard the state as an organ of class rule, nor reject alliances
with the progressive, social-reform bourgeoisie against the reactionaries.
It cannot be disputed that these arguments of the revisionists
amounted to a fairly well-balanced system of views, namely, the
old and well-known liberal-bourgeois views. The liberals have
always said that bourgeois parliamentarism destroys classes and
class divisions, since the right to vote and the right to participate in the government of the conntry are shared by all citizens
without distinction. The whole history of Europe in the second
half of the nineteenth century. and the whole history of the Russian revolution in the early twentieth, clearly show how absurd
such views arc. Economic distinctions arc not mitigated but
aggravated and intensified under the freedom of "democratic''
capitalism. Parliamentarism does not eliminate, but lays bare
the innate character even of the most democratic bourgeois republics as organs of class oppression. By helping to enlighten and
to organise immeasnrably wider masses of the population than
those which previously took an active part in political events,
parliamentarism does not make for the elimination of crises and
political revolntions, but for the maximum intensification of
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civil war during such revolutions. The events in Paris in the
spring of 1871 and the events in Russia in the winter of 190523 &
showed as clearly as could be how inevitably this intensification
comes about. The French bourgeoisie without a moment's hesitation made a deal with the enemy of the whole nation. with
the foreign army which had ruined its country, in order to crush
the proletarian movement. Whoever does not understand the
inevitable inner dialectics of parliamentarism and bourgeois
democracy-which leads to an even sharper decision of the arg!Iment by mass violence than formerly-will never be able on the
basis of this parliamentarism to conduct propaganda and agitatio!I
consistent in principle, really preparing the working-class masses
for victorious participation in such "arguments". The experience
of alliances, agreements and blocs with the social-reform liberals
in the West and with the liberal reformists (Cadets) in the Russian
revolution, has convincingly shown that these agreements only
blunt the consciousness of the masses, that they do not enhance
b!It weaken the actual significance of their struggle, by linking
lighters with elements who are least capable of lighting and most
vacillating and treacherous. Millerandism237 in France-the biggest experiment in applying revisionist political tactics on a
wide, a really national scale-has provided a practical appraisal
of revisionism that will never be forgotten by the proletariat all
over the world.
A natural complement to the economic and political tendencies
of revisionism was its attitHde to the ultimate aim of the socialist
movement. "The movement is everything, the ultimate aim is
nothing"-this catch-phrase of Bernstein's expresses the substance
of revisionism better than many long disquisitions. To determine
its conduct from case to case, to adapt itself to the events of the
day and to the chopping and changing of petty politics, to forget
the primary interests of the proletariat and the basic features
of the whole capitalist system, of all capitalist evolution, to sacrifice these primary interests for the real or assumed advantages
of the moment-such is the policy of revisionism. And it patently
follows from the very nature of this policy that it may assume
an infinite variety of forms, and that every more or less "new"
question, every more or less unexpected and unforeseen turn of
events, even though it change the basic line of development only
to an insignificant degree and only for the briefest period, will
always inevitably give rise to one variety of revisionism or
another.
The inevitability of revisionism is determined by its class
roots in modern society. Revisionism is an international phenomenon. No thinking socialist who is in the least informed can
have the slightest doubt that the relation between the orthodox
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and the Bernsteinians in Germany, 238 the Guesdists and the
J auresists (and now particularly the Broussists) in France, 239
the Social-Democratic Federation and the Independent Labour
Party in Great Britain, 240 Brouckere and Vandervelde in Belgium,
the lntegralists and the Reformists in ltaly.m the Bolsheviks
:rnd the Mensheviks in Russia, 242 is everywhere essentially gimilar, notwithstanding the immense variety of national conditions
and historical factors in the present state of all these countrie~.
In reality, the "division"' within the present international socialist movement is now proceeding along the same lines in all the
various countries of the world, which testifies to a tremendous
advance compared with thirty or forty years ago, when heterogeneous trends in the various countries were struggling within
the one international socialist movement. And that "revisionism
from the left" which has taken shape in the Latin countries as
"revolutionary syndicalism'' ,243 is also adapting itself to Marxism,
"amending" it: Labriola in Italy and Lagardelle in France frequently appeal from Marx who is understood wrongly to Marx
wlro is understood rightly.
We cannot stop here to analyse the ideological content of this
revisionism. which as yet is far from having developed to the
tiame extent as opportunist revisionism: it has not yet become
international. has not yet stood the test of a single big practical
battle with a socialist party in any single country. We confine
ourselves therefore to that "revisionism from the right" which
was described above.
Wherein lies its inevitability in capitalist society? Why is
it more profound than the differences of national peculiarities and
of degrees of capitalist development? Because in every capitalist
country, side by side with the proletariat, there are always broad
~trata of the petty bourgeoisie. small proprietors. Capitalism arose
and is constantly arising out of small production. A number of new
"middle strata" are inevitably brought into existence again ancl
again by capitalism (appendages to the factory, work at home,
~mall workshops scattered all over the country to meet the requirements of big industries, such as the bicycle and automobile
industries, etc.). These new small producers are just as inevitably
!icing cast again into the ranks of the proletariat. lt is quite natural that the petty-bourgeois world outlook should again and
again crop up in the ranks of the broad workers' parties. It is
quite natural that this should be so and always will be so, right
up to the changes of fortune that will take place in. the proletarian
1·c,·olution. For it would be a profound mistake to think that the
''complete" proletarianisation of the majority of the population
is essential for bringing about such a revolution. What we now
frequently experience only in the domain of ideology, namely,
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disputes over theoretical amendments to Marx; what now crops
up in practice only over individual side issues of the labour move.
ment, as tactical differences with the revisionists and splits
on this basis-is bound to be experienced by the working class
on an incomparably larger scale when the proleLarian revolution
will sharpen all disputed issues, will focus all differences on
points which are of the most immediate importance in determin·
ing the conduct of the masses, and will make it necessary in the
heat of the light to distinguish enemies from friends, and to cast
out bad allies in order to deal decisive blows at the enemy.
The ideological struggle waged by revolutionary Marxism
against revisionism at the end of the nineteenth century is but the
prelude to the great revolutionary battles of the proletariat, which
is marching forward to the complete victory of its cause despite
all the waverings and weaknesses of tho petty bourgeoisie.
Written in the latter half
of March-not later than April
3(16), 1908
Published in Sep tern her-October
1908 in the symposium
Karl Marx-1818-1883,
St. Petersburg

Collected Works, Vol. 15, pp. 29-39

trom MATERIALISM AND EMPIRIO-CRITICISM
Critical Comments on a Reactionary Philosophy2u

In his article "The Development of Life in Nature and Society"
(1902, see From the Psychology of Society, p. 35, et seq.), Bogdanov
quotes the well-known passage from the preface to Zur Kritilc, 245
where the "great sociologist", i.e., l\Iarx, expounds the basis of
bistorical materialism. Having quoted Marx's words, Bogdanov
declares that the "old formulation o[ historical monism, without
ceasing to be basically true, no longer fully satisfies us" (37).
The author wishes, therefore, to correct the theory, or to develop
it, starting from the basis of the theory itself. The author's chief
conclusion is as follows:
"We have shown that social forms belong to the comprehensive
genus-biological adaptations. But we have not thereby defined
the province of social forms; for a definition. not only the genus,
but also the species must be established .... In their struggle for
existence men can unite only with the help of consciousness:
without consciousness thtire can he no intercourse. Hence, social
life in all its manifestations is a consciously psychical life ....
Sociality is inseparable from consciousness. Social being and social
consciousness are, in the exact meaning of these terms, identical"'
(50, 51, Bogdanov's italics).
That this conclusion has nothing in common with Marxism
has been pointed out by Orthodox (Philosophical Essays,
St. Petersburg, 1906, p.183, and preceding). But Bogdanov responded simply by abuse, picking upon an error in quotalion: instead
of "in the exact meaning of these terms", Orthodox had quoted
"iu the full meaning of these terms". This error was indeed committed, and the an lhor had every right to correct it; but to raise
a cry of "mutilation", "substitution", and so forth (Empiriomonism, Bk. Ill, p. xliv), is simply to obscure the essence of the
point at issue by wretched words. Whatever "exact" meaning Hogdanov may have invented for the terms "si1cial being" and "social
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consciousness", there can be no doubt that the statement we have
quoted is not correct. Social being and social consciousness are
not identical, just as being in general and consciousness in general are not identical. From the fact that in their intercourse men
act as conscious beings, it does not follow at all that social consciousness is identical with social being. In all social formations of
any complexity-and in the capitalist social formation in particular-people in their intercourse are not conscious of what kind
of social relations are being formed, in accordance with what
laws they develop, etc. For instance, a peasant when he sells
his grain enters into "intercourse" with the world producers of
grain in the world market, but he is not conscious of it; nor is
he conscious of the kind of social relations that are formed on the
basis of exchange. Social consciousness refiects social being-that
is Marx's teaching. A reflection may be an approximately true
copy of the reflected, but to speak of identity is absurd. Consciousness in general refiects being-that is a general thesis of all materialism. l t is impossible not to see its direct and inseparable
connection with the thesis of historical materialism: social
consciousness refiects social being.
Bogdanov's attempt to correct and develop Marx unnoticeably
"in the spirit of his basis" is an obvious distortion of this materialist basis in the spirit of idealism. It would be ludicrous to deny
it. Let us recall Bazarov' s exposition of empirio-criticism (not
cmpirio-monism, oh no!-there is such a wide, wide difference
between these "systems"!): "sense-perception is the reality
existing outside us". This is plain idealism, a plain theory of
the identity of consciousness and being. Recall, further, the
formulation of W. Schuppe, the immanentist (who swore and
vowed as fervently as Bazarov and Co. that he was not an idealist,
and who with no less vigour than Bogdanov insisted on the very
"exact" meaning of his terms): "being is consciousness". Now compare with this the refutation of Marx's historical materialism by
the immanentist Schubert-Soldern: "Every material process of
production is always an act of consciousness on the part of its
observer .... In its epistemological aspect, it is not the external
process of production that is the primary (prius), but the subject
or subjects; in other words, even the purely material process of
production does not lead (us) out of the general connection of
consciousness (Bewusstseinszusammenhang)." (See Das menschUche
GlUck und die soziale Frage, S. 293, 295-96).
Bogdanov may curse the materialists as much as he likes for
"mutilating his thoughts", but no curses will alter the simple and
plain fact. The correction of Marx's theory and the development
of Marx supposedly in the spirit of Marx by the "empirio-monist"
Bogdanov differ in no essential respect from the refutation of Marx
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by the idealist and epistemological solipsist Schubert-Soldern.

Bogdanov assures us that he is not an idealist. Schubert-Soldern
us that he is a realist (Bazarov even believed him). In our
time a philosopher has to declare himself a "realist" and an "euemy
of idealism", It is about time you Machist gentlem~n underslood
this.
The immanentists, the empirio-criticists and the empiriornonists all argue over parliculars, over details, over the formulation of idealism, whereas we from the very outset reject all the
principles of their philosophy common to this trinity. Lel Ilogdanov, accepting in the best sense and with the best of intentions
all the conclusions of Marx, preach the "identity" of social being
and social conscionsness; we shall say: Bogdanov minus "empiriomonism" (or rather, minus Machism) is a Marxist. For this theory
of the identity of social being and social consciousness is sheer
nonsense and an absolutely reactionary theory. If certain people
reconcile it with Marxism, with Marxist behaviour, we must admil Lhat these people are better than their theory, but we must
not justify outrageous theoretical distortions of Marxism.
llogdanov reconciles his theory with Marx's conclusions by
sacrificing elementary consistency for the sake of these conclu~ions. Every individual producer in the world economic system
re:dises that he is introducing this or that change into the technique of production; every owner realises that he exchanges certain
products fur others; but these producers and these owners do not
realise that in doi11g so they are thereby changing social being.
The 1<um total of these changes in all their ramif1catio11s in the
capitalist world economy could not be grasped even by seventy
~larxes. The rno~t important thing is that the laws of these changes
have been discovered, that the objective logic of these changes
and of their historical development has in its chief and basic fea1ures been disclosed-objective, not in the sense that a society of
conscious beings, of people, could exist and develop independently
of the existence of conscious beings (and it is only such trifles
that Bogdanov stresses by his "theory'"), but in the sense that social
heing is independent of the social consciousness of people. The
fact that you live a11d conduct your business, beget children. prodnce products and exchange them, gives rise to an ohjectively
necel'sary chain of eYents, a chain of development, which is iudependen t of your social consciousness, and is never grasped by
tho latter complot.ely. The highest task of humanily is to comprehrncl this objective logic of economic evolution (the e\·olution
ol' social life) in its general and fundamental features, ~o that
it may be possible to adapt to it one's ~ocial consciousness arnl
tho ronscio11s11Pss of the advanced classes of 1111 capitalist co1111lries in as definite, clear and critical a fashion as possible.
u~sures
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Bogdanov admits all this. And what does this mean? It means
in effect that he throws overboard his theory of the "identity of
social being and social consciousness", that it remains an empty
scholastic appendage, as empty, dead and useless as the "theory
of general substitution" or tho doctrine of"elements", "introjcction"
and the rest of the Machist nonsense. But the "dead lay hold of
the living"; the dead scholastic appendage, against the will of and
independently of the consciousness of Bogdanov, converts his philosophy into a serviceable tool of the Schubert-Solderns and other
reactionaries, who in a thousand different keys, from a hundred
professorial chairs, disseminate this dead thing as a living thing,
direct it against the living thing, for the purpose of stifling the
latter. Bogdanov personally is a sworn enemy of reaction
in general and of bourgeois reaction in particular. Ilogdanov's
"substitution" and theory of the "identity of social being
and social consciousness" serve this reaction. It is sad, but
true.
Materialism in general recognises objectively real being (matter)
as independent of the consciousness, sensation, experience, etc.,
of humanity. Historical materialism recognises social being as
independent of the social consciousness of humanity. In both
cases consciousness is only the reflection of being, at best an
approximately true (adequate, perfectly exact) reflection of it.
From this Marxist philosophy, which is cast from a single piece
of ~tee!, you cannot eliminate one basic premise, one essential
part, without departing from objective truth, without falling
a prey to bourgeois-reactionary falsehood.
Here arc further examples of how the dead philosophy of idealism lays hold of the living Marxist Bogdanov.
The article "What Is Idealism?", 1901 (ibid., p. 11, et seq.):
"We arrive at the following conclusion: both where people agree
in their judgements of progress and where they disagree,
the basic meaning of the idea of progress is the same, namely,
increasing completeness and harmony of conscious life. This is the
objective content of the concept progress .... If we now compare
the p~ychological formulation of the idea of progress thus arrived
at with the previously explained biological formulation ["biological progress is an increase in the sum total of life", p. 14.], we shall
easily convince ourselves that the former fully coincides with
the latter and can be deduced from it. ... And since social life
amounts to the psychical life of members of society, here too
the content of the idea of progress is the same-increase in the
completeness and harmony of life; only we must add: the social
life of people. And, of course, the idea of social progress never
had and cannot have any other content" (p. 16).
"We have found ... that idealism expresses the victory in the
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human sonl of moods more social over moods less social, that a
progressive ideal is a renection of the socially progressive tendency in the idealist psychology" (32).
It need harclly be said that all this play with biology and sociology contains not a grain or Marxism. Both in Spencer and Mikhailovsky one may find any number of definitions not a whit worse
than this, defining nothing bnt the "good intentions" of the anthor
nnd betraying a complete lack of understanding of "what is idealism" and what materialism.
The author begins Book III of Empirio-monism, the article
"'Social Selection (Foundations of Method)"', 1906, by rejecting
the "eclectic socio-biological attempts of Lange, Ferri, Woltmann
anrl many others• (p. 1), and on page 15 we find the following
conclusion of the "enquiry": "We can formulate the fundamental connection between energetics and social selection as follows:
"Every act of social selection represents an increase or decrease
of the energy of the social complex concemed. In the former case
we have 'positive selection', in the latter ·negative selection'."' (Anthor's italics.)
And such unspeakable nonsense is served out as Marxism!
Can one imagine anything more sterile, lifeless and scholastic
than this string of biological and energeticist terms that contribute nothing, and can contribute nothing, in the sphere of the
~ocial sciences? There is not a shadow of concrete economic stucly
here, not a hint of Marx's method, the method of dialectics and
lhe world outlook of muLcrialism, only a mere invention of deli.nilions and nttempts to fit them into the ready-made conclusions of Marxism. "The rapid growth of the productive forces of
capitnlist society is undoubtedly an increase in the energy of
the social whole .... " The second half of the phrase is undoubtedly
a simple repetition of the lirst half expressed in meaningless terms
which seem to lend "profundity"' to the question. but which in
reality in no way differ from the eclectic biologico-sociological
attempts of Lange and Co.!-"but the disharmonious charactrr
of this process leads to its culmination in a 'crisis', in a vast waste
of productive forces, in a sharp decrease of energy: positive selection is replaced by negative selection" (18).
In what way does this differ from Lange? A hiologico-energelicist label is tackecl on to ready-made conclusions about crises,
without any concrete material whatever being added and without
the nature of crises being elucidated. All this is done with the
very best intentions, for the author wishes to corroborate and
deepen Marx's conclusions; but in point of fact he only dilutes
them with an intolerably dreary and lifeless scholusticism. The
only "Marxism" here is a repetition of an already known conclu28"
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sion, and all the "new" proof of it, all this "social energetics" (34)
and "social selection" is a mere collection of words, a sheer mockery
of Marxism.
BogclanoY is not engaged in a Marxist enquiry at all; all he
is doing is to rccloLlrc results already obtained by this enquiry
irr a biological and cnergeticist terminology. The whole attempt
is worthless from beginning to encl, for the concepts "selection",
"as~imilation and dissimilation" of energy. the energetic balance,
and so on and so forth. when app lied to the sphere of the social
sciences, are empty phrases. In fact, an enquiry into social phenomena and an elucidation of the method of the social sciences
cannot be undertaken with the aid of these concepts. N ot.hing
is easier than to tack an "energeticist" or "biologico-sociological"
label on to such phenomena as crises, revolutions, the class st.ruggle and so forth; bnt neither is there anything more sterile, more
scholastic and lifele~s than such an occupation. The important
thing is not that Bogdanov tries to frt all his result.sand conclusions into Marxist theory-or "nearly" all (we have seen the "correction" he made on the subject of the relation of social being to
social consciousncss)-but that the methods of fitting-this "social
energetics" -arc thoroughly false and in no way differ from tho
melhorls of Lange.
"Herr Lange (On the T.abour Question, etc .• 2nd ed.)," Marx wrote
to Kugolmann on June 27, 1870, "sings my praises loudly, but
with the object of making himself important. Herr Lange, you
sec, has made a great discovery. The whole of history can be
brought under a single great natural law. This natural law is the
phrase (in this application Darwin's expression becomes nothing
but a phrase) 'stmgglc for life', and the content of this phrase is
tho !\lalthusian law of population or, rather, over-population.
So, irr.otead of analysing the 'struggle for lifo' as represented historically in various definite forms of society, all that has to be
done is to translate every concrete struggle int.o the phrase 'struggle for life', and this phrase itself into the Malthusian 'population fantasy'. One must admit that this is a very impressive
method-for swaggering, sham-scientific, bombastic ignorance and
irrtellectu al laziness. " 216
The basis of :.\1arx's criticism of Lange is not that Lange foists
Malthusinnism217 in particular upon sociology, but that the
transfer of biological concopts in general to the sphere of the
social sci en cps is phrase-mongering. Whet.her t.he transfer is undertaken with "goorl" intentions, or with tho purpose of bolst.1•ring np false sociological conclusions, the phrase-mongering
none the less remains phrase-mongering. And Bogdanov's "social
en~rgotics··. his co it piing of the rloct.rine of social selection with
Marxis1n, is jnst snch phrase-mongering.
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.lust as in epistemology Mach and Avenarius did not develop
irlealism, but only overlaid I.he old idealist errors with pretentious
terminological nonsense ("elements", "principal co-ordinal ion",
"introjecLion", etc.). so in sociology, even when there is sincere
:;ym1lathy for Marxist conclusions, empirio-criticism results in
a distortion o[ historical materialism by means of pret.entious,
empty energeticist and biological verbiage.
r\ historical peculiarity of modern Russian ;\lachism (or rather
of the ).lachist epidemic among a section of t.he Social-Democrats)
is the following. Feuerhach was a "materiali~t below and an idealist above"; this to a certain extent applies also to Buchner, Vogt,
'.\loleschott and Diihring, with the essential difference that all
1ltese philosophers were pygmies and wretched scribblers compared with Feuerbach.
).larx and Engels, as they grew out of Feuerbach and matured
i11 the fight against the scribblers, naturally pnid most attention
1o crowning the structtITe of philosophical materialism, that is,
11ot to the materialist epistemology but to the materialist con·
ception of history. That is why Marx and Engels laid the emphasis in their works rather on dialectical materialism than on dialectical materialism, and insisted on historical materialism rather
than on historical materialism. Our wonld-be Marxist Machists
approached Marxism in an entirely different historical period,
nt a time when bourgeois philosophy was particularly specialis-·
ing in epistemology, and, having assimilated in a one-sided and
mutilated form certain of the component parts of dialectics (relativism, for instance), was directing its attention chiefly to a
defence or restoration of idealism below and not. of idealism above
.-\t any rate, positivism in general, 1md 1\fachism in particnlar,
have been much more occupied in subtly falsifying epistemology-~imulating materialism and concealing their idealism under
a pseudo-materialist terminology-and have paid comparatively
little attention to the philosophy of history. Our Machists did
not understand Marxism because they happened to approach it
from the other side, so to speak, and they have assimilated-and
at times not so much assimilated as learnt by rote-Marx's economic an:d historical theory, without clearly apprehending its
foundation, viz., philosophical materialism. And the result
is that Bogdanov and Co. deserve to be called Russian Biichners
and Diihrings turned inside out. They want to be materialists
above, but are unable to rid themselves of muddled idealism
below! In the case of Bogdanov, "above" there is historical materialism, vnlgarised, it is true, and much corrupted by idealism,
"helow" there is idealism, disguised by Marxist terminology and
counterfeiting Marxist language. "Socially-organised experience",
"collective labour process", and so forth are Marxist words, but

·~38

V. I. LENIN

they are all only words, concealing an idealist philosophy that
declares things to be complexes of "elements", of sensations, the
external world to be "experience", or an "empirio-symbol'' of
mankind. physical nature to be a "product'' of the "psychical",
and so on and so forth.
An e'·er subtler falsification of Marxism, an ever subtler presentation of anti-materialist doctrines under the guise of Marxism-this is lhe characteristic feature of modern revisionism
in political economy, in questions of tactics and in philo~ophy
generally. equally in epistemology and in sociology ....
ll remains for us to examine the relation between Machism and
religion. Ilut this broadens into the question of whether, in general. there are parties in philosophy, and what is meant by
non-partisanship in philosophy.
Throughout the preceding exposition, in connection with every
problem of epistemology touched upon and in connection with
every philosophical question raised by the new physics. we traced
the strnggle between materiali.~m and idealism. Behind the mass
of new terminological artifices, behind the clutter of erudite scholasticism, we invariably discerned two principal alignments,
two fundamental trends in the solution of philosophical problems.
Vlhether nature, matter, the physical, the external world should
be taken as primary, and consciousness, mind, sensation (experience-as the widespread terminology of our time has it), the
psychical, etc., should be regarded as secondary-that is the
root question which in fact continues to divide the philosophers
into two great camps. The source of thousands upon thousands of
errors and of the confusion reigning in this sphere is tho fact that
beneath the covering of terms, definitions. scholastic devices and
verbal artifices, these two fundamental trends are oioerlooked.
(Bogdanov, for instance, refuses to acknowledge his idealism,
because. you see, instead of the "metaphysical" concepts "nature"
and "mind". he has taken the "experiential'': physical and psychical. A word has been changed!)
The genius of Marx and Engels lies precisely in the fact that
during a very long period, nearly half a century, they developed
materialism, furl.her advanced one fundamental trend in philosop11y, did not rest content with repeating epistemological problem~ that had alrei1dy been solved, but consistently appliedand ~howcd how to apply-this same materialism in the sphere
of the social sciences, mercilessly brushing aside as rubbish all
nonsense, pretentious hotchpotch, the innumerable attempts
to "discover" a "new" line in philosophy, to invent a "new" trend
and so forth. Tho verbal nature of such attempts, the scholastic
play with new philosophical "isms", the clogging of the issue
by pretentious devices, the inability to comprehend ancl clearly
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present the struggle between the two fundamental epistemological trends-this is what Marx and Engels persistently tracked
down and fought against throughout their activity.
We said, "nearly half a century". And, indeed, as far back as
18/i.3, when Marx was only becoming Marx, i.e., the founder
~r socialism as a science, the founder of motlern materialism.
which is immeasurably richer in content and incomparably more
ronsislenl Lhan all preceding forms of materialism-even at that
lime Marx pointed out with amazing clarity the basic trends
in philosophy. Karl Griin quoles a letter from Marx to Feuerbach
dated October 20, 1843, in which Marx invites Feuerbach to
write an arlicle for Lhe Deutsch-Franzosische J ahrbiicher248 against
Schelling. This Schelling, writes Marx, is a shallow braggart
,..-ith his claims to having embraced and transcended all pre1·;011s philosophical trends. "To the French romanticists and
mystics he [Schelling] says: I am the union of philosophy and
:Iieology; to the French malerialists: I am the union of the llesh
:1111! the idea; to the French sceptics: I am the destroyer of dog•1:alism.''* That lhe "sceptics", be they called Humeans or
Kantians (or, in the lwenlieth century, Machists), cry out against
lilc "dogmatism" of both materialism and idealism, Marx at
that Lime already saw; and, without letting himself be diverted
by any one of a thousand wretched little philosophical systems,
he was able through Fenerbach to take directly the materialist
road against idealism. Thirty years later, in the afterword to
tile second edition of the first volumo of Capital, Marx jusl as
dearly and defmilely contrasted his materialism to Hegel's
idealism, i.e., the most consistent and most developed idealism;
!1e conlemptnously brushed Comtean "positivism" aside and
u11bbed as wretched epigoni the contemporary philosophers
who imagined that they had destroyed Hegel when in reality
they had reverted to a repctilion of the pre-Hegelian errors of
Kant and Hume. In the letter to Kugelmann of June 27, 1870,
.\larx refers just as contempt11ously to "Diichner, Lange, Diihring,
FPclrner, etc.", because they were incupable of underslanding Hegel's dialeclics and trealed him with scorn.** And finally,
!,:ke the various philosophical ullerances by Marx in Capital
·ual olher works, and you will find an invariable basic motif:
insistence upon materialism and contemptuous derision of all
• Karl Griin, Ludwig Feuerbach in seinem Briefwechscl und Nachlass,
''.",..'.•. in seiner philosophischen Charakterentwicklirng, I. Dd., Leipzig, 1874,
"· .,lJ l.

•• Of the positivist Beesly, Marx, in a letter of December 13. 1870, Sj)eaks
"" follows: "Professor Beesly is a Comtist and as such obliged to think up
<>I I sorts of crotchets.,, .., ComJJare this with the opinion of 1.he positivists
" L,, IIuxlpy»• o:i wu by Engels in 1892.
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obscurity, of all confusion and all deviations towards idealism.
All Marx's philosophical utterances revolve within these two
fundamental opposites, and from the standpoint of professorial
philosophy, their defect lies in this "narrowness" and "one-sidedness". In reality, this refusal to recognise the hybrid projects for
reconciling materialism and idealism constitutes the great merit
of Marx, who moved forward along a sharply-defined philosophical road.
Entirely in the spirit of Marx, and in close collaboration with
him, Engels in all his philosophical works briefly and clearly
contrasts the materialist and idealist lines in regard to all questions, without, either in 1878, or 1888, or 1892, 201 taking seriously
the endless attempts to "transcend'' the "one-sidedness" of materialism and idealism, to proclaim a new trend-some kind of
"positivism", "realism", or other professorial charlatanism. Engels
conducted his whole fight against Diihring completely under the
watchword of consistent adherence to materialism, accusing
the materialist Diihring of verbally confusing the issue, of phrasemongering, of methods of reasoning whicb involved a concession
to idealism and adopLion of the position of idealism. Either materialism consistent to the end, or the falsehood and confusion of
philosophical idealism-such is the formulation of the question
given in every paragraph of Anti-Diihring; and only people whose
minds had already been corrupted by reactionary professorial
philosophy could fail to notice it. And right until 1894, when
the last preface was written to Anti-Diihring, revised and enlarged by the author for the last time, Engels continued to follow
the latest developments both in philosophy and science, and
continued with all his former resoluteness to hold to his lucid
and firm position, brushing away the litter of new systems, big
and little.
That Engels followed the new developments in philosophy is
evident from Ludwig Feuerbach. In the 1888 preface, mention
is even made of such a phenomenon as the rebirth of classical
German philosophy in England and Scandinavia, whereas Engels
(both in the preface and in the text of the book) has nothing
but the most extreme contempt for the prevailing neo-Kantianism
and Humism. It is quite obvious that Engels, observing
the repetition by fashionable German and English philosophy
of the old pre-Hegelian errors of Kantianism and Humism, was
prepared to expect some good even from the turn to Hegel
(in England and Scandinavia), hoping that the great idealist
and dialcctician would help to disclose petty idealist and
metaphysical errors.
Without undertaking an examination of the vast number of
shades of neo-Kantianism in Germany and of Humism in England,
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Engels from the very outset refutes their fundamental deviation
from materialism. Engels declares that the entire tendency of
these two schools is "scientifically a step backzcard". And what
is his opinion of the undoubtedly "positivist", according to the
cnrrent terminology. the undoubtedly "realiEt" tendency of these
nco-Kantians and Humeans, among whose number, for instance,
he could not help knowing Huxley? That "positivism" and that
"realism'' which attracted. and which continue to attract, an
infinite number of muddleheads, Engels declared to be at best
a philistine method of smuggling in materialism while publicly
abusing and disavowing it! It suffices to reflect only a very little
on such an appraisal of Thomas Huxley-a very great scientist
and an incomparably more realistic realist and positive positivist than Mach, Avenarius and Co.-in order to understand how
contemptuously Engels would have greeted the present infatuation of a handful of Marxists with "recent positivism", or "recent
realism", etc .
.Marx and Engels wore partisans in philosophy from start to
finish, they were able to detect the deviations from materialism
and concessions to idealism and fideism in every one of the ''recent" trends. They therefor<' appraised Huxley exclusively from
the standpoint of his materialist consistency. They therefore
reproached Feuerbach for not pursuing materialism to the end,
for renouncing materialism because of the errors of individual
materialists, for combating religion in order to renovate it or
invent a new religion, for being unable in sociology to rid himself of idealist phraseology and become a materialist.
And whatever particular mistakes he committed in his exposition of dialectical materialism, J. Dietzgen fully appreciated
and took over this great and most precious tradition of his teachers. Dietzgen sinned mueh by his clumsy deviations from materialism, but he never attempted to dissociate himself from it
in principle, he never attempted to raise a "new" banner and always
at the decisive moment he firmly and categorically declared;
l am a materialist; our philosophy is a materialist philosophy.
"Of all parties," our Joseph Dietzgen justly said, "the middle
party is the most repulsive .... Just as parties in politics are more
and more becoming divided into two camps ... so science too is
being divided into two general classes (Generalklassen): metaphysicians on the one hand, and physicists, or materialists,
on the other.* The intermediate elements and conciliatory quacb,
with their various appellations-spiritualists, sensationalists,

* Here again we have a clumsy and inexo.ct expression: instead of
"metaphysicians", he should have said "idealists". Elsewhere Dietzgen
himself contrasts the metaphysicians and the dialecticians.
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realists, etc., etc.-fall into the current on their way. We aim
at definiteness and clarity. The reactionaries who sound a retreat
(Retraitebliiser) call themselves iaealists, * and materialists
should be the name for all who are striving to liberate the human
mind from the metaphysical spell.... If we compare the two
parties respectively to solid and liquid, between them there is
a mush.''**
True! The "realists'', etc., including the "positivists"', the Machists, etc., are all a wretched mush; they are a contemptible
middle party in philosophy, who confuse the materialist and
idealist trends on every question. The attempt to escape from
these two basic trends in philosophy is nothing but "conciliatory
quackery"'.
J. Dietzgen had not the slightesL doubt that the "scientific
priestcraft'' of idealist philosophy is simply the antechamber
to open priestcraft. "Scientific priestcraft;' he wrote, "is seriously
endeavouring to assist religious priestcraft"' (op. cit., 51). "In
particular, the sphere of epistemology, the misunderstanding of
tho human mind, is such a louse-hole" (l,ausgrube) in which both
kinds of priests "lay their eggs". "Graduated flun keys", who with
their talk of "ideal blessings'' stultify the people by their tortuous
(geschraubte) "idealism'' (53)-that is J. Dietzgen's opinion of
the professors of philosophy. "Just as the antipodes of the good
God is the devil, so the professorial priest (K athederpfaffen) has
his opposite pole in the materialist.'' The materialist theory of
knowledge is "a universal weapon again~t religious belief'' (55),
and not only against the "notorious, formal and common religion
of t.hc priests, but also against the most refinetl, elevated professorial religion of muddled ( benebelter) idealists'' (58).
Dietzgen was ready to prefer "religious honesty" to the "halfhearlednoss·• of free-thinking professors (60), for "there a system
prevails"', there we find integral people, people who do not separate theory from practice. For the Herr professors ''philosophy
is not a science, but a means of defence against Social-Democracy"
(107). "Those who call themselves philosophers-professors and
university lecturers-are, despite their apparent free-thinking,
more or less immersed in superstition and mysticism .. . and in
relation to Social-Democracy constitute a single ... reactionary
mass" (108). "Now, in order to follow the true path, without being
led astray by all the religious and philosopl1ical gibberish (Welsch),
it is necessary to study the falsest of all false paths (der II olzweg
der IIolzwege), philosophy" (103).

* :'ioto that Di~lz~cn has corrected hims~lf and now explain~ more
exartly whicll is the party of the enemi~s of materialism.
** SPe the article, '·Sorial-Dcmocratic Philosophy", writtc n in 1876,
Kleinere ph;/osophi•rhe Sehrt/ten, l003, S. l3~.
1

MATERIALISM

AND

EMPTRIO-CRIT!CISM

143

Let us now examine Mach, Avenarius and their school from
the stand point of parties in philosophy, Oh, these gentlemen
boast of their non-partisanship, and if they ha\-e an antipode,
it is the materialist ... and only the materialist. A red thread
that runs through all the writings of all the l\Inchists is the stupid
claim to have "risen above" materialism and idealism, to have
transcended this "obsolete" antithesis; but in fact this whole
frntcrnity is continually sliding into idealism and it conducts a
steady and incessant struggle against materialism. Tire subtle
1•pbtemological crotchets of a man like Avenarius remain a profes~orial invention, an attempt to form· a small philosophical
sect "of his own"'; but, as a matter of fact, in the general circum~lrmces of the struggle of ideas and treuds in modern society, the
objective part played by these epistemological artifices is in every
case the same. namely, to clear the way for idealism and fideism,
am! to serve them faithfully. In fact, it cannot be an accident that
lhe English spiritualists, like Ward. the French neo-criticists,
who praise i\lach for his attack on materiali~m. and the Gorman
imrnanentists all fasten on the small school of empirio-criticists!
Dietzgen 's expression, "graduated flunkeys of fideism'', hits the
unil on the head in tho case of Mach, Avcnarius and their whole
school.*
It is the misfortnne of the Russian Machists, who nndertook
to "reconcile'' l\fachism and J\larxism, that they trusted the reacliouary professors of philosophy and as a result slipped down
an incliucd plane. The methods of operation employed in the
various attempts to develop and supplement l\Iarx were very
naive. They read Ostwald, believe O::.twalcl, paraphrase Ostwald
and call it Marxism. They read l\lach, believe Mach, paraphrase

* !fore is anot.her example of how the widespread currents of reactionary
b'""'gl•ois 11hilosophy malw use of ::lfachism in practice. Perhaps the "latest
L1;hion" in lite late•t American philosoplty is '·pragmatism" (from the Greek
word "prugma"-action; that is a philo•ophy of a<"tion). The rihilosophical
j"11t·11als spt'ak perlJ11ps more of pragmatism titan of anything <'lse. Pragma1;,m ridicules the metapltysics both of malctfalism nnd idealiHn, acclaims
,•,pc•riencc and only experience, t'ecognises procticc as the only criterion,
1

;•f,•rs to tln' positivist movement in gNwral, especially turns for support tn

liNfwnld, Mach, Pearson, l'oincare and Duhem, for the ht'licf that science is

not 1111 "absolute copy 11[ reality" and ... successfully deduces [rom all this
·• God for. practical purposes, ond OJ!IY for practical purpose", without any
:netaJlhY"l""• alHl without tl'anscendmg tlie bounds of exp1•rwnce (d. William Jame~, Pragmatism. A New Name for Some Ohl- Ways of Thinldn/(,

X<·w Ynl'k •nd Lonrlon, 1n07, pp. 57 nnd 106 t'SJ1<'cially). ~·rom ttrn stnnd:JOinL oI matrl"ialism the difference hetwcrn l\li:ichism nnd p1·agmatl.s111 is as
.,,,i,nilicaut and unimportant ns the cliffercncc bctwpen empirio-cl'iticism
'""' empirio-mouism. 1:ornp?.re, for example. Bog<lanov's definition of tl'llth
"ith the pragmatist delimtion of tmth. ''hich is; "Trnth for a pragmati•t
~1yc_omes a c:lat-::s-name for all sorts of defmite working values in experience"
,1b1d., p. 68).
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Mach and call it l\Iarxi~m. They read Poincare, believe Poincare,
paraphrase Poincare and call it Marxism! 1\'ot a single one of these
professors, who are capable of making very valuable contributions in the special lields of chemistry, hi~tory or physics. can
be tru.~ted one iota when it comes to philosophy. Why? For the
same rea~ou that not a single professor of political economy, who
may be capable of very valuable contributions in the field of
factual and specialised investigations, can be trusted one iota
when it comes to the general theory of political economy. For in
modern society the latter is as much a partisan science as is
epistemology. Taken as· a whole. the professors of economic~ are
nothing but learned salesmen of the capitalist class, while the
professors of philosophy are learned salesmen of the theologians.
The task of Marxists in both cases is to be able to master and
refashion the achievements of Lhe~e "salesmen"' (for instance, you
will not make the slightest progress in the investigation of new
economic phenomena without making usc of the works of these
salesmen) and to be able to lop of! their reactionary tendency,
to pursue your own lino and to combat the u:hole line of the forces
and classes hostile to us. And this is jusL what our l\Iachists were
unable Lo do; they slavishly follow the lead of the reactionary
professorial philosophy, "Perhaps we have gone astray, but we
arc seeking," wrote Lunacharsky in the name of the authors of
the Studies. Tho trouble is that it is not you who arc socking, but
you who are being soughtl You do not go with your, i.e., Marxist
(for you want to be Marxists), standpoint to every change in the
bourgeois philosophical fashion; the fashion comes to you, foists
upon you Hs new falsifications adapted to the idealist taste, one
day ii la Ostwald, the next day ii la Mach. and the day after ii la
Poincare. These silly "theoretical" devices ("energetics", "elements", ''introjecLions~, etc,) in which you so na'ively believe
are confined to a narrow and tiny school. while the ideological
and social tendency of these devices is immediately seized upon
by the Wards, the neo-criticists, the immanentists, the Lopatins
and the pragmatists, and serves their purposes. Tho infatuation
for empirio-criticism and "physical'' idealism passes as rapidly
as the infatuation for neo-Kantianism and "physiological" idealism; but fl.deism takes advantage of every such infatuation and
modifies its devices in a thousand ways for the benefit of philosophical idealism.
The attitude towards religion and the attitude towards natural
science excellently illustrate the actual class utilisation of
empirio-criticism by bourgeois reactionaries.
Take the first question. Do you think it is an accident that in
a collective work directed against the philosophy of Marxisro
Lunacharsky went so far as to speak of the "deiftcation of the higher
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!J.unrnu potentialities'', of "religious atheism", etc.?* lf you do,
it is only beca11~e the Hussian ~Iachists have not. iuformed the
nnulic correctly regarding the whole )fachist cnrrenl iu Europe
;11 1i1 the attitude of this curreut to religion. Not ouly is this atti; nde in no way like that of )lurx, Engels, J. Dietzgen and e\·cn
Feueruach, hut it is the very opposite, bcgiuuing with Petzoldt 's
~tat~ment that empirio-criticism "contradicts ueither thebm uor
allleism'' (Einfiihrung in die Philosophie der reinen Erfaltrung,
!Jr!. 1, S. 351), or i\fach's decluralion that "religious opinion is
,1 private affair"' (Freucl1 translation, p. 43/i), anrl euding with
the explicit fideism. the explicitly arch-reactionary view~ of Cornelius, who praises !\lach aud whom Mach prai8es, of Curus and
of all the immaneutists_ The neutrality o[ a philosopher in this
question is in itself servility to lideism, and Mach aml Avcnarius,
because of the very premises of their epistemology, do not 11nd
<:anuot rise above neutrality.
Ouce you deny objective reality, given us in sensation, you
:ia,-e already lost every weapon agaiust ftdeism, for you llave
5lipped into agnosticism or subjectivism-and that is all that
iideism requires. If tllc perceptual world is objective reality,
then the door is clo~ed to every other "reality" or quasi-reality
(remember tllat Ilazarov believed the "realism" of the immanentisls, who declare GoJ to be a "real concept"). If tllc world is
;natter iu motion, matter can and must be infinitely sturlied
111 the infrnitely complex aud detailed manifestations and ramilic11Li011s of this motio11, the motion of this matter; but beyond it,
beyond the "physical"', external world, •with which everyone
b familiar, there can be nothing. And the hostility to materialism and the torrents of slaudcr against the materialists are all
in Llie order of tl1i11g~ in civilised and democratic Europe. All
thi~ is going ou to this day. All this is being concealed from the
public by the Russian l\lachists, who have not once attempted
C\'en simply to compare the attacks made ou malel'ialism liy
.:\Iach, Aveuarius, Petzoldt and Co., with the statements maclc infauour of materialism by Fcuerbach, Marx, Engels and J. Dielzgeu.
Uut this "concealment'' of the attitude of Much 1111d Avenarins
to lideism will not avuil. The facts speak for thcmselYes. Xu efforts
za u release these react louary professors from ll!e pillory in which
1hcy have been plnccil liy the kisse,9 of \\'ard, the neo-criticistti,
::>cl1uppe, Schubcrt-Soltlcrn, Leclair, the pragmatists, etc. Aud the
inl1ue11ce of the pPrson~ mentioned, as philosophers and profes'ors, the widespread extent of their ideas among the "educated",
:;i;
Studies, pp. l37, 1.S~l. In Zagranich11r1ya Gaz<'la 2 ~ 2 the same alJltJnl'
'Peaks of •·scientific sociali"lll ill its roligious signitknnru" (No. 3, p. 5)
.1.ud in Obrazovaniye, 20 • 1U08, No. 1, p. 1fi4. he cxpli!'illy says: "For ~ long
'imc a new religiuJJ ]Jn~ bt'cn malul'ing within uw."'
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i.e., the bourgeois, public and the special literature they have
created are ten times wirier and richer than the special little
school of ~lach and Avenarius. The little school serves thos&
who require iL, and it is exploited as it d«)serves to be exploited.
The :::hameful things to which Lunacharsky has stooped are
not exceptional; they arc the product of empirio-criticism, both
Russian and German. They cannot be defended on the grounds
of the "good intentions" of the author, or the "special meaning"
of his words; if it were the direct and common, i.e., the direclly
fideist meaning, we should not stop to discuss matters with the
author, for most likely not a single Marxist could be found in
whose eyes such statements would not place Anatole Lunacharsky exactly in the same category as Peter Struve. lf this is
not the case (and it is not yet the case), it is exclusively because
we perceive the "special" meaning and are fighting while there t11
still ground for a fight on comradely lines. This is just the disgrace of Lunacharsky's statements-that he could combine them
with his "good" intentions. This is just the evil of his "theory"that it permits the use of such methods or of such conclusions for
realising good intenLions. This is just the trouble-that at best
"good" intentions are the subjective affair of Tom, Dick or Harry,
while the social significance of such statements is definite and
indisputable, and no reservation or explanation can diminish it.
One must be blind not to see the ideological affinity between
Lunacharsky's "deification or the higher human potentialiLies"
and Ilogdanov's "general substitution" of the psychical for all
physical nature. This is one and the same thought; in the one
case it is expressed principally from the aesthetic standpoint,
and in the other from the epistemological standpoint. "Substitution", approaching the subject tacitly and from a different angle,
already deifies the "higher human potentialities", by divorcing
the "psychical'' from man and by substituting an immensely
extended, ·abstract, divinely-lifeless "psychical in general" for
all physical nature. And what of Yushkevich's "Logos" introduced
into the "irrational stream of experience"?
A single claw ensnared, and the bird is lost. And our Machists
have all become ensnared in idealism, that is, in a diluted, subtle
fideism; they became ensnared from the moment they took "sensation" not as an image of the external world but as a special
"element''. It is nobody's sensation, nobody's mind, nobody's
spirit, nobody's will-this is whaL one inevitably comes to if
one does not recognise the materialist theory that the human
mind reflects an objectively real external world.
Written in February-October 1908
Published in :.ray 1909 in
Moscow as a separate book

Collected Works, Vol. 14, pp. 322-

30, 335-46

CERTAIN FEATURES OF THE HISTORICAL
DEVELOPMENT OF MARXISM

Our doctrine-said Engels, referring to himself and his famous
friend-is not a dogma, but a guide to action. This classical
btat.ement stresses with remarkable force and expressiveness that
aspect of Marxism which is very often lost sight of. And by losing
~ight of it, we turn Marxism into something one-sided, distorted
and lifeless; we deprive it of its lifeblood; we undermine its
hasic theoretical foundations-dialectics, the doctrine of historical development, all-embracing and full of contradictions; we
undermine its connection with the definite practical tasks of the
epoch, which may change with every new turn of history.
Indeed, in our time, among those interested in the fate of
Marxism in Russia, we very frequently meet with people who
lose sight of just this aspect of Marxism. Yet, it must be clear
to everybody that in recent years Rnssia has undergone changes
RO abrupt as to alter the situation with unusual rapidity and
unusual force-the social and political situation, which in a
most direct and immediate manner determines the conditions
for action, and, hence, its aims. 1 am not referring, of course, to
general and fundamental aims, which do not change with turns
of history if the fundamental relation between classes remains
unchanged. It is perfectly obvious tha L this general trend of economic (and not only economic) evolution in Russia, like the fundamental relation between the various classes of R11~sian society,
has not changed during, say, the last six years.
But the aims of immediate and direct action changed very
sharply during this period, just as the actual social and political situation changed, and consequently, since Marxism is a
living doctrine, various aspects of it were bound lo become prominent.
In order to make this idea clear, let us cast a glance at the
change in the actual social and political situation over the past'
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six years. We immediately differentiate two three-year periods:
one ending roughly with the summer of 1907, and the other with
the summer of 1910. The first three-year period, regarded from
the pnrely theoretical standpoint, is distinguished by rapid
changes in the frrndamental features of the state system in Rnssia;
the course of these clranges, moreover, was very uneven and the
oscillations in both directions were of considerable amplitude.
The social and economic basis of these changes iu the "superstructure"' was the action of all classes of H.ussiarr society in
the most diverse l\elds (activity inside and outside the Duma, the
press, unions, meetings, and so forth), action so open and impressive and on a mass scale snch as is rarely to be observed in history.
The second three-year poriod, on the contrary, is distinguished-we repeat that we confrne ourselves to the purely theoretical "sociological" standpoint-by an evolution so slow that it
almost amounted to stagnation. There werl' no changes of any
importance to be observed in the state system. There were hardly
any open and diversified actions by the classes in the majority
of the "arenas" in which these actions had developed in the preceding period.
The similarity between the two periods is that Rnssia underwent capitalist evolution in both of them. The contradiction
between this economic evolution and the existence of a number
of feudal, medieval institutions still remained and was not
ironed out, but ratlrer aggravated, by the fact that certain
institutions assumed a partially bonrgeois character .
. The difference between the two periods is tlra t in the l'trst the
question of exactly what form the above-mentioned rapid and
uneven changes wonld take was the dominant, history-making issue.
The content of these changes was bound to be bourgeois owing
to the capitalist character of H.nssia 's evolution; but there are
different kinds of bonrgeoisie. The middle and big bourgeoisie,
which professes a more or less moderate liberalism, was, owing
to its very class position, afraid of abrupt changes and strove
for the retention of large remnants of the old institutions both
in the agrarian system and in the polilical "superstructure".·
The mral petty bourgeoisie, interwoveu as it is with the peasants
who live "solely by the labour of their hands", was bound Lo slrive
for bourgeois reforms of a different kind, reforms that wonld leave
far less room for medieval survivals. The wage-workers, inasmnch as they consciously realised what was going on around them,
were bound to work out for themselves a definite attilude towards
this clash of two distinct tendencies. Doth tendencies remained
within the framework of the bourgeois system, determining
entirely different forms of that system, entirely different rates
of its development, different degrees of its progressive influence.
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Thus, the first period necessarily brought to the fore-and
not by chance-those problems of Marxism that are usually referred to as problems of tactics. Nothing is more erroneous than
the opinion that the disputes and differences over these questions were disputes among "intellectuals", "a struggle for influence over the immature proletariat", an expression of the
"adaptation of the intelligentsia to the proletariat", as Vekhi 254
followers of various hues think. On the contrary, it was precisely because this class had reached maturity that it could not
remain indifferent to the clash of the two different tendencies in
Russia's bourgeois development, and the ideologists of this
class could not avoid providing theoretical formulations corresponding (directly or indirectly, in direct or reverse reflection)
to these different tendencies.
In the second period the clash between the different tendencies of bourgeois development in Russia was not on the order
of the day, because both these tendencies had been crushed by
the "diehards" ,250 forced back, driven inwards and, for the time
being, stifled. The medieval diehards not only occupied the
foreground but also inspired the broadest sections of bourgeois
society with the sentiments propagated by Vekhi, with a spirit
of dejection and recantation. It was not the collision between two
methods of reforming the old order that appeared on the surface,
but a loss of faith in reforms of any kind, a spirit of "meekness"
and "repentance", an enthusiasm for anti-social doctrines, a vogue
of mysticism, and so on.
This astonishingly abrupt change was neither accidental nor
the result of "external" pressure alone. The preceding period had
so profoundly stirred up sections of the population who for generations and centuries had stood aloof from, and had been strangers to, political issues that it was natural and inevitable that
I.here should emerge "a revaluation of all values", a new study
of fundamental problems, a new interest in theory, in elementals,
in the ABC of politics. The millions who were suddenly awakened
from their long sleep and confronted with extremely imporLant
problems could not long remain on this level. They could not
continue without a respite, without a return to elementary questions, without a new training which would help them "digest"
lessons of unparalleled richness and make it possible for incomparably wider masses again to march forward, but now far
more firmly, more consciously, more confidently and more steadfastly.
The dialectics of historical development was such that in the
first period it was the attainment of immediate reforms in every
sphere of the country's life that was on the order of the day.
ln the second period it was the critical study of experience, its
29-1087
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assimilation by wider sections, its penetration, so to speak, into
the subsoil, into the backward ranks of the various classes.
It is precisely because l\Iarxism is not a lifeless dogma, not a
completed, ready-made, immutabla doctrine, but a living guide
to action, that it was bound to reOect the astonishingly abrupt
change in the conditions of social life. That change was reflected
in profound disintegration and disunity, in every manner of
vacillation, in short, in a very serious internal crisis of Marxism.
Resolute resistance to this disintegration, a resolute and persistent struggle to uphold the fundamentals of Marxism, was again
placed on the order of the day. In the preceding period, extremely
wide sections of the classes that cannot avoid Marxism in formulating their aims had assimilated that doctrine in an extremely
one-sided and mutilated fashion. They had learnt by rote certain
"slogans", certain answers to tactical questions, without having
understood the Marxist criteria for these answers. The "revaluation of all values" in the various spheres of social life led to a
"revision" of the most abstract and general philosophical fundamentals of Marxism. The influence of bourgeois philosophy in
its diverse idealist shades found expression in the Machist epidemic that broke out among the Marxists. The repetition of "slogans" learnt by roto but not understood and not thought out led
to the widespread prevalence of empty phrase-mongering. The
practical expression of this were such absolutely un-Marxist, pettybourgeois trends as frank or shamefaced "otzovism", or the recognition of otzovism 256 as a "legal shade" of Marxism.
On the other hand, the spirit of the magazine Vekhi, the spirit.
of renunciation which had taken possession of very wide sections
of the bourgeoisie, also permeated the trend wishing to confine
Marxist theory and practice to "moderate and careful" channels.
All that remained of Marxism here was the phraseology used
to clothe arguments about "hierarchy", "hegemony", and so forth,
that were thoroughly permeated with the spirit of liberalism.
The purpose of this article is not to examine these arguments.
A mere reference to them is sufficient to illustrate what has been
said above regarding the depth of the crisis through which Marxism is passing and its connection with the whole social and economic situation in the present period. The questions raised by
this crisis cannot be brushed aside. Nothing can he more pernicious or unprincipled than attempts to dismiss them by phrasernongering. Nothing is more important than to rally all Marxists
who have realised the profundity of the crisis and the necessity
of combating it, for defence of the theoretical basis of l\larxisrn
and its fundamental propositions, that are being distorted from
diametrically opposite sides hy the spread of bourgeois influence.
to the various "fellow-travellers·· of Marxism.
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The first three years awakened wide sections to a conscious participation in social life, secLions that in many cases are now for
Lhe first time beginning to acquaint themselves with Marxism in
real earnest, The bourgeois press is creating far more fallacious
icleas on this score than ever before, and is spreading them more
widely. Under these circumstances disintegration in the Marxist
ranks is particularly dangerous. Therefore, to understand the reasons for the inevitability of this disintegration at the present time
and to close their ranks for consistent struggle against this disintegration is, in the most direct and precise meaning of the
term, the task of the day for Marxists.
Zinda l'i o, 2, December 23, f910
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THE THREE SOURCES AND THREE COMPONENT
PARTS OF MARXISM

Throµghout the civilised world the teachings of Marx evoke
the utmost hostility and hatred of all bourgeois science (both
official and liberal}, which regards Marxism as a kind of "pernicious sect''. And no other attitude is to be expected, for there
can be no "impartial" social science in a society based on class
struggle. In one way or another, all official and liberal science
defends wage-slavery, whereas Marxism has declared relentless
war on that slavery. To expect science to be impartial in a wageslave society is as foolishly naive as to expect impartiality from
manufacturers on the question of whether workers' wages ought
not to be increased by decreasing the profits of capital.
But this is not all. The history of philosophy and the history
of social science show with perfect clarity that there is nothing
resembling "sectarianism" in Marxism, in the sense of its being
a hidebound, j>etrified doctrine, a doctrine which arose away
from the high road of the development of world civilisation.
On the contrary, the genius of Marx consists precisely in his
having furnished answers to questions already raised by the
foremost minds of mankind. His doctrine emerged as the direct and
immediate continuation of the teachings of the greatest representatives of philosophy, political economy and socialism.
The Marxist doctrine is omnipotent because it is true. It is
comprehensive and harmonious, and provides men with an integral world outlook irreconcilable with any form of superstition,
reaction, or defence of bourgeois oppression. It is the legitimate
successor to the best that man produced in the nineteenth century,
as represented by German philosophy, English political economy
and French socialism.
It is these three sources of :\farxism, which are also its component parts, that we shall outline in brief.

TIIF. THREE SOURCES AND THREE COMPONENT PARTS OF MARXISM 453

The philosophy of Marxism is materialism. Throughout the
modern history of Europe, and especially at the end of the eighteenth century in France, where a resolute struggle was conducted
ngainst every kind of medieval rubbish, against serfdom in institutions and ideas, materialism has proved to be the only philosophy that is consistent, true to all the teachings of natural science and hostile to superstition, cant and so forth. The enemies
of democracy have, therefore, always exerted all their efforts to
"refute", undermine and defame materialism, and have advocated
various forms of philosophical idealism, which always, in one
way or another, amounts to the defence or support of religion.
Marx and Engels defended philosophical materialism in the
most determined manner and repeatedly explained how profoundly
erroneous is every deviation from this basis. Their views are
most clearly and fully expounded in the works of Engels, Ludwig Feuerbach and Anti-Duhring, which, like the Communist
;lfanifesto,•7 are handbooks for every class-conscious worker.
But Marx did not stop at eighteenth-century materialism:
he developed philosophy to a higher level. He enriched it with
the achievements of German classical philosophy, especially of
Hegel's system, which in its turn had led to the materialism of
Feuerbach. The main achievement was dialectics, i.e., the doctrine
of development in its fullest, deepest and most comprehensive
form, tho doctrine of the relativity of the human knowledge
that provides us with a reflection of eternally developing matter.
The latest discoveries ·of natural science-radium, electrons,
the transmutation of elements-have been a remarkable confirmation of Marx's dialectical materialism despite the teachings of the bourgeois philosophers with their "new" reversions
to old and decadent idealism.
:\farx deepened and developed philosophical materialism to
the full, and extended the cognition of nature to include the cognition of human society. His historical materialism was a great achievement in scientific thinking. The chaos and arbitrariness that
had previously reigned in views on history ancl politics were
replaced by a strikingly integral and harmonious scientific theory,
which shows how, in consequence of the growth of productive forces,
out of one system of social life another and higher system develops-how capitalism, for instance, grows out of feudalism.
Just as man's knowledge reflects nature (i.e., developing matter), which exists independently of him, so man's social knowledge (i.e., his various views and doctrines-philosophical, religious, political and so forth) reflects the economic system of society_
Political institutions are a superstructure on the economic foun-
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dation. We see, for example, that the various political forms of
the modern European states serve to strengthen the domination
of the bourgeoisie over the proletariat.
Marx's philosophy is a consummate philosophical materialism
which has provided mankind, and especially the w01·king class,
wiLh powerful instruments of knowleclge.
II

Having recognised that the economic system is the foundation
on which the political superstructure is erected, Marx devoted
his greatest attention to the study of this economic system. Marx's
principal work, Capital, is devoted to a study of the economic
system of modern, i.e., capitalist, society.
Classical political economy, before Marx, evolved in England,
the most developed of the capitalist countries. Adam Smith and
David Ricardo, by their investigations of the economic system,
laid the foundations of Lhe labour theory of value. Marx continued
their work; he provided a proof of the theory and developed it consistently. He showed that the value of every commodity is determined by the quantity of socially necessary labour time spent
on its production.
Where the bourgeois economists saw a relation between things
(the exchange of one commodity for another) Marx revealed a
relation between people. The exchange of commodities expresses the
connection between individual producers through the market.
Money signifies that the connection is becoming closer and closer,
inseparably uniting the entire economic life of the individual
producers into one whole. Capital signifies a further development
of this connection: man's labour-power becomes a commodity.
The wage-worker sells his labour-power to the owner of land,
factories and instruments of labour. The worker spends one part
of the day covering the cost of maintaining himself and his family
(wages), while the other part of the day he works without remuneration, creating for the capitalist surplus-value, the source of
profit, the source of the wealth of the capitalist class.
The doctrine of surplus-value is the corner-stone of Marx's
economic theory.
Capital, created by the labour of the worker, crushes the worker,
ruining small proprietors and creating an army of unemployed.
In industry, the victory of largo-scale production is immediately
apparent, but the same phenomenon is also to be observed in agriculture, whore the superiority of large-scale capitalist agriculture is enhanced, the use of machinery increases and the peasant
economy, trapped by money-capital, declines and falls into
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1·uin under the burden of its backward technique, The decline
of small-scale production assumes different forms in agriculture,
but the decline itself is an indisputable fact.
By destroying small-scale production, capital leads to an
increase in productivity of labour and to the creation of a monopoly position for the associations of big capitalists. Production
itself becomes more and more social-hundreds of thousands and
millions of workers become hound together in a regular economic
organism-hut the product of this collective labour is appropriated by a handful of capitalists. Anarchy of production, crises,
the furious chase after markets and the insecurity of existence of
the mass of the population are intensified.
By increasing. the dependence of the workers on capital, the
capitalist system creates the great power of united labour.
l\Iarx traced the development of capitalism from embryonic
commodity economy, from simple exchange, to its highest forms,
to large-scale production.
And the experience of all capitalist countries, old and new,
year by year demonstrates clearly the truth of this Marxian doctrine to increasing numbers of workers,
Capitalism has triumphed all over the world, hut this triumph
is only the prelude to the triumph of labour over capital.
III

When feudalism was overthrown and "free" capitalist society
appeared in the world, it at once became apparent that this freedom meant a new system of oppression and exploitation of the
working people. Various socialist doctrines immediately emerged
as a reflection of and protest against this oppression. Early socialism, however, was utopian socialism. It criticised capitalist
society, it condemned and damned it, it dreamed of its destruction,
it had visions of a better order and endeavoured to convince the
rich of the immorality of exploitation.
But utopian socialism could not indicate the real solution.
l t could not explain tho real nature of wage-slavery under capitalism, it could not reveal the laws of capitalist development, or
show what social force is capable of becoming the creator of a
new sociuly,
Meanwhile, the stormy revolutions which everywhere in Europe,
and especially i11 France, accompanied the faii of feudalism, of
serfdom, more and more clearly revealed the struggle of classes
as the basis and the driving force of aii development.
:\'ol a single v:ictory of political freedom over tho feudal ch1ss
was won except agai11st desperate resistance. Nol a single capita!-
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ist country evolved on a more or less free and democratic basis
except by a life-and-death struggle between the various classes of
capitalist society.
The gcniu~ of Marx lies in his having been the first to deduce
from this the lesson world history teaches and to apply that lesson consistently. The deduction he made is the doctrine of the
class struggle.
People always have been the foolish victims of deception and
self-deception in politics, and they always will be until they
have learnt to seek out the interests of some class or other behind
all moral, religious, political and social phrases, declarations
ancl promises. Champions of reforms. and improvements will
always be fooled by the defenders of the old order until they realise that every old institution, however barbarous and rotten
it may appear to be, is kept going by the forces of certain ruling
classes. And there is only one way of smashing the resistance of
those clas~e~, and that is to find, in the very society which surround8 us, the forces which can-and, owing to their social position,
must-constitute the power capable of sweeping away the old
and creating the new, and to enlighten and organise those forces
for the struggle.
Marx's philosophical materialism alone has shown the proletariat the way out of the spiritual slavery in which all oppressed
classes have hitherto languished. Marx's economic theory alone
has explained the true position of the proletariat in the general
system of capitalism.
Independent organisations of the proletariat are multiplying
all over the world, from America to Japan and from Sweden to
South Africa. The proletariat is becoming enlightened and educated by waging its class struggle; it is ridding itself oI the
prejudices of bourgeois society; it is rallying its ranks ever more
closely and is learning to gauge the measure of its successes;
it is steeling its forces and is growing irresistibly.
Prosveshchentye No. 3, March 1913

Collected Works, Vol 19, pp. 23-28

From LIBERAL AND MARXIST CONCEPTIONS
OF THE CLASS STRUGGLE

Not.e

The question of the class struggle is one of the fundamental
questions of Marxism. It is, therefore, worth while dealing with
the concept of class struggle in greater detail.
Every class struggle is a political struggle. 208 We know that
the opportunists. slaves to the idea& of liberalism, understood these
profound words of Marx incorrectly and tried to put a distorted
interpretation on them. Among the opportunists there were,
for instance, the Economists, 269 the elder brothers of the liquidators.2•0 The Economists believed that any clash between classes
was a political struggle. The Economists therefore recognised
as "class struggle'' the struggle for a wage increase oI five kopeks
on the ruble, and refused to recognise a higher, more developed,
nation-wide class struggle, the struggle for political aims. The
Economists, therefore, recognised the embryonic class struggle
but did not recognise it in its developed form. The Economists
recognised, in other words, only that part of the class struggle that
was more tolerable to the liberal bourgeoisie, they refused to go
farther than the liberals, they refused to recognise the highiir form
of class struggle that is unacceptable to the liberals. By so doing,
the Economists became liberal workers' politicians. By so doing,
the Economists rejected the Marxist, revolutionary conception
of the Class struggle.
To continue. It is not enough that the class struggle becomes
real, consistent and developed only when it embraces the sphe~e
of politics. In politics, too, it is possible to restrict oneself to
minor matters, and it is possible to go deeper, to the very foundations. Marxism recognises a class struggle as fully developed,
"nation-wide", only if it does not merely embrace politics but
takes in the most significant thing in politics-the organisation of
state power.
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On the other hand, the liberals, when the working-class movement has grown a little stronger, dare not deny the class struggle
but attempt to narrow clown, to curtail and emasculate the concept of class struggle. Liberals are prepared to recognise the class
struggle in the sphere of politics, too, but on one condition-that
thr organisation of state power should not enter into that sphere.
It is not hard to understand which of the bourgeoisie's class interests give rise to the liberal distortion of the concept of class
struggle ....
The bourgeoisie "want" to curtail the class struggle, to distort
and narrow the conception and blunt its sharp edge. The proletariat "wants'' this deception exposed. The Marxist wants whoever
undertakes to speak of the class struggle of the bourgeoisie in the
name of Marxism to expose the narrowness, the selfish narrowness,
indeed of the bourgeois conception of the class struggle, and not
merely to quote figures, not merely to go into ecstasies over "big"
figures. The liberal "wants" to appraise the bourgeoisie and its
class struggle in such a way as to conceal its narrowness, to conceal
the failure to include in the struggle that which is "basic" and
most important.
Prosveshcheniye No. 5, May 1913

Collecied Work.<, Vol. 19, pp.121-22

Prom KART, MARX
(A Brief Biographical Sketch
with an Exposition of Marxism)
In our times the idea of development, of evolution, has almost
completely penetrated social consciousness, only in other ways,
ancl noL Lhrough Hegelian philosophy. Still, this idea, as formula Led by Marx and Engels on the basis of Hegel's philosophy, is
far more comprehensive and far richer in content th an the curl'ent
idea of evolution is. A development that repeats, as it were, stage~
that have already been passetl, but repeats them in a different
way, on a higher basis ("the negation of negation''), a development,
so to speak, that proceeds in spirals, not in a straight line; a development by leaps, catastrophes, and revolutions; "breaks in
continuity''; the transformation of quantity into quality; inner
impulses towards development, impal'Led by the contradiction
and conflict of the various forces and tendencies acting on a given
body, or within a given phenomenon, or within a given society;
the interdependence and the closest and indissoluble connection
between all aspects of any .phenomenon (history constantly revealing ever new aspects),! a connection Lhat provides a uniform, and
universal process of motio11 1 one that follows definite laws -these
are some of the features of dialecLics as a doctrine of development
that is richer than the conventional one. (Cf. Marx's letter to
Engels of January 8, 18G8, in which he ridicules Stein's "wooden
trichotomies~, which iL would be absurd to confuse with materialist· dialectics.)
The Materialist Conception of History
A 1·ealisation of the inconsistency, incompletenes.q, and 011esidedness of the old maLerialism convinced Marx of the necessity
of "bringing the science of socieLy ... into harmony with the materialisl foundation, and of reconstructing it thereupon''. 261 Since
materialism in general explains consciousness as the outcome of
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being, and not conversely, then materialism as applied to the social life of mankind has to explain social consciousness as the outcome of social being. ''Technology", Marx writes (Capital, Vol. I),
"discloses man's mode of dealing with Nature, the immediate process of production by which he sustains his life, and thereby also
lays bare the mode of formation of his social relations, and of the
mental conceptions that flow from them." 262 In the preface to his
Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy, Marx gives an
integral formulation of the fundamental principles of materialism
as applied to human society and its history, in the following words:
"ln the social production of their life, men enter into definite
relations that are indispensable and independent of their will,
relations of production which correspond to a definite stage of
development of their material productive forces.
"The sum total of these relations of production constitutes the
economic structure of society, the real foundation, on which rises
a legal and political superstructure and to which correspond definite forms of social consciousness. The mode of production of material life conditions the social, political and intellectual life
process in general. It is not the consciousness of men that determines
their being, but, on the contrary, their social being that determines their consciousness. At a certain stage of their development,
the material productive forces of society come in conflict with the
existing relations of production, or-what is but a legal expression for the same thing-with the property relations within which
they have been at work hitherto. From forms of development of
the productive forces these relations turn into their fetters. Then
begins an epoch of social revolution. With the change of the economic foundation the entire immense superstructure is more or less
rapidly transformed. In considering such transformations a distinction should always be made between the material transformation of the economic conditions of production, which can be determined with the precision of natural science, and the legal, political, religious, aesthetic or philosophic-in short, ideological forms
in which men become conscious of this conflict and fight it out.
"Just as our opinion of an individual is not based on what he
thinks of himself, so we cannot judge of such a period of transformation by its own consciousness; on the contrary, this consciousness must be explained rather from the contradictions of material
life, from the existing conflict beLween the social productive forces
and the relations of production.... In broad outlines Asiatic,
ancient, feudal, and modern bourgeois modes of production can
be designated as progressive epochs in the economic formation
of society" (cf. Marx's brief formulation in a letter to Engels dated
July 7, 1866: "Our theory that the organisation of labour is determined by the means of production").
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The discovery of the materialist conception of history, or more
correctly, the consistent continuation and extension of materialism into the domain of social phenomena, removed the two chief
~hortcomings in earlier historical theories. In the first place, the
latter at best examined only the ideological motives in the historical activities of human beings, without investigating the origins
of those motives, or ascertaining the objective laws governing the
development of the system of social relations, or seeing the roots
of these relations in the degree of development reached by material
production; in the second place, the earlier theories did not embrace
the activities of the masses of the population, whereas historical
materialism made it possible for the first time to study with scientific accuracy the social conditions of the life of the masses, and
the changes in those conditions. At best, pre-Marxist "sociology"
and historiography brought forth an accumulation of raw facts,
collected at random, and a description of individual aspects of the
historical process. By examining the totality of opposing tendencies, by reducing them to precisely definable conditions of life and
production of the various classes of society, by discarding subjectivism and arbitrariness in the choice of a particular "dominant"
idea or in its interpretation, and by revealing that, without exception, all ideas and all the various tendencies stem from the condition of the material forces of production, Marxism indicated the
way to an all-embracing and comprehensive study of the process
of the rise, development, and decline of socio-economic systems.
People make their own history, but what determines tho motives
of people, of the mass of people, i.e., what gives rise to the clash
of conflicting ideas and strivings? What is the sum total of all these
clashes in the mass of human societies? What are the objective
conditions of production of material life that form the basis of all
of man's historical activity? What is the law of development of
these conditions? To all these Marx drew attention and indicated
the way to a scientific study of history as a single process which,
with all its immense variety and contradictoriness, is governed
by definite laws.
The Class Struggle
It is common knowledge that, in any given society, the strivings
of some of its members conflict with the strivings of others, that
social life is full of contradictions, and that history reveals a struggle between nations and societies, as well as within nations and
societies, and, besides, an alternation of periods of revolution and
reaction, peace and war, stagnation and rapid progress or decline.
Marxism has provided the guidance, i.e., the theory of the class
~truggle, for the discovery of the laws governing this seeming maze
and chaos. It is only a study of the sum of the strivings of all the
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members of a given society or group of societies that can lead tc>
a scientific definition of the result of those strivings. Now the conflicting strivings stem from the difference in the position and mode
of life of the classes into which each society is divided. "Thehistory of all hitherto existing society is the history of class.
struggles'', Marx wrote in the Communist Manifesto (with the
exception of the history of the primitive community, Engels
added subsequently). "Freeman and slave, patrician and plebeian, lord and serf, gnild-master and journeyman, in a word, oppressor and oppressed, stood in constant opposition to one another, carried on an uninterrupted, now hidden, now open fight,
a fight that each time ended, either in a revolutionary reconstitution of society at large, or in the common ruin of the conteHding classes.... The modern bourgeois society that has spronted
from the ruins of feudal society has not done away with class
antagonisms. It has but established new classes, new conditions
of oppression, new forms of struggle in place of the old ones.
Our epoch, the epoch of the bourgeoisie, possesses, however,
this distinctive feature: it has simplified the class antagonisms.
Society as a whole is more and more splitting up into two great
hostile camps, into two great classes directly facing each other:
Bourgeoisie and Proletariat." Ever since the Great French Revolution, Enropean history has, in a number of countries, tellingly revealed what actually lies at the bottom of events-the
struggle of classes. The Restoration period in France already
produced a number of historians (Thierry, Guizot, Mignet, and
Thiers) who, in summing up what was taking place, were obliged
to admit that the class struggle was the key to all French
history. The modern period-that of the complete victory of the
bourgeoisie, representative institutions, extensive (if not universal) suffrage, a cheap daily press, that is widely circulated among
the masses, etc., a period of powerful and ever-expanding unions
of workers and unions of employers, etc.-has shown even more
strikingly (though sometimes in a very one-sided, "peaceful",
and "constitutional" form) the class struggle as the mainspring
of events. The following passage from Marx's Communist Manifesto will show us what Marx demanded of social science as
regards an objective analysis of the position of each class in
modern society, with reference to an analysis of each class's
conditions of development: "Of all the classes that stand face
to face with the bourgeoisie today, the proletariat alone is a
really revolutionary class. The other classes decay and finally
disappear in the face of Modern Industry; the proletariat is its
special and essential product. The lower middle class, the small
manufacturer, the shop-keeper, the artisan, the peasant, all
these fight against the bourgeoisie, to save from extinction
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their existence as fractions of the middle class. They are therefore
not revolutionary, but conservative. Nay more, they are reactionary, for they try to roll back the wheel of history. lf by chance
they are revolutionary, they are so only in view of their
impending transfer into the proletariat; they thus' defend not their
present, but their future interests; they desert their own standpoint to place themselves at that of the proletariat." ln a number of historical works (see Bibliography), Marx gave brilliant
and profound examples of materialist historiography, of an
unalysis of the position of each individual class, and sometimes
of various groups or strata within a class, showing plainly why
and how "every class struggle is a political struggle"'. 263 The abovequoted passage is an illustration of what a complex network
of social relations and transitional stages from one class to another, from the past to the future, was analysed by Marx so as
to determine the resultant of historical development.
Marx's economic doctrine is the most profound, comprehensive and detailed confirmation and application of his theory.
Written in July-November 1914
First published in 1915 in the
Granat Encyclopaedia, Seventh
Edition, Vol. 28

Collected Works, Vol. 21, pp. 54-59

From THE COLLAPSE
OF THE SECOND INTERNATIONAL

To the Marxist it is indisputable that a revolution is impossible without a revolutionary situation; furthermore, it is not every
revolutionary situation that leads to revolution. What, generally speaking, are the symptoms of a revolutionary situation? We
shall certainly not be mistaken if we indicate the following
three major symptoms: (1) when it is impossible for the ruling
classes to maintain their rule without any change; when there
is a crisis, in one form or another, among the "upper classes",
a crisis in the policy of the ruling class, leading to a fissure
through which the discontent and indignation of the oppressed
classes burst forth. For a revolution to take place, it is usually
insufficient for "the lower classes not to want'' to live in the old
way; it is also necessary that "the upper classes should be unable"
to live in the old way; (2) wheu the suffering and want of the
oppressed classes have grown more acute than usual; (3) when, as
a consequence of the above causes, there is a considerable increase in the activity of the masses, who uncomplainingly allow
themselves to be robbed in "peace time", but, in turbulent times,
are drawn both by all the circumstances of the crisis and by the
"upper classes" themselves into independent historical action.
Without these objective changes, which are independent of
the will, not only of individual groups and parties but even of
individual classes, a revolution, as a general rule, is impossible. The totality of all these objective changes is called a revolutionary situation. Such a situation existed in 1905 in Russia,
and in all revolutionary periods in the West; it also existed in
Germany in tho sixties of thci last century, and in Russia in
1859-61 and 1879-80, although no revolution occurred in these
instances. Why was that? It was because it is not every revolutionary situation that gives rise to a revolution; revolution
arises only out of a situation in which the above-mentioned objec-
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tive changes are accompanied by a subjective change, namely,
the ability of the revolutionary class to take revolutionary mass
action strong enough to break (or dislocate) the old government,
which never, not even in a period of crisis, "falls" if it is not
toppled over.
Such are the Marxist views on revolution, views that have
been developed many, many times, have been accepted as indisputable by all Marxists, and for us, Russians, were corroborated in a particularly striking fashion by the experience of 1905.
What, then, did the Basle Manifesto assume in this respect in
1912, and what took place in 1914-15? 264
It assumed that a revolutionary situation, which it briefly
described as "an economic and political crisis", would arise.
Has such a situation arisen? Undoubtedly, it has. The socialchauvinist Lensch, who defends chauvinism more candidly,
publicly and honestly than the hypocrites Cunow, Kautsky,
Plekhanov and Co. do, has gone so far as to say: "What we are
passing through is a kind of revolution" (p. 6 of his pamphlet,
German Social-D-emocracy and the War, Berlin, 1915). A political crisis exists; no government is sure of the morrow, not one
is secure against the danger of financial collapse, loss of territory, expulsion from its country (in the way the Belgian Government was expelled). All governments are sleeping on a volcano;
all are themselves calling for the masses to display initiative and
heroism. The entire political regime of Europe has been shaken,
and hardly anybody will deny that we have entered (and are
entering ever deeper-I write this on the day of Italy's declaration of war) a period of immense political upheavals. When two
months after the declaration of war, Kautsky wrote (October 2,
1914, in Die Neue Zeit) that "never is government so strong, never
are parties so weak as at the outb1·eak of a war'', this was a sample of the falsification of historical science which Kautsky has
perpetrated to please the Siidekums and other opportunists.
ln the first place, never do governments stand in such need of
agreement with all the parties of the ruling classes, or of the
"peaceful" submission of the oppressed classes to that rule. as
in the time of war. Secondly, even though "at the beginning of
a war", and especially in a country that expects a speedy victory,
the governmenL seems all-powerful, nobody in the world has ever
linked expectations of a revolutionary situation exclusively
with the "beginning" of a war, and still less has anybody ever
identified the "seeming" with the actual.
It was generally known, seen and admitted that a European
war would be more severe than any war in the past. This is being
borne out in ever greater measure by the experience of the war.
The conflagration is spreading; the political foundations of Europe
J0-1087
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are being shakcu more and more; the sufferings of the masses
are appalling, the efforts of governments, tl.ic bourgeoisie and
the opportunists to hush up these sufferings proving ever more
futile. The war profits being obtained l.iy certain groups of capitalists arc monstrously high, and contradictions are growing
extremely acute. The smouldering indignation of the masses,
the vague yearning of society's downtrodden and ignorant strata
for a kindly ("democratic'') peace, the beginning of discontent
among the "lower classes" -all these are facts. The longer the
war drags on and the more acute it becomes, the more the governments themselves foster-and must foster-the activity of the
masses, whom they call upon to make extraordinary effort and
self-sacrifice. The experience of the war, like the experieuce of
any crisis in history, of any great calamity and any sudden turn
in human life, stuns and breaks some people, but enlightens and
tempers others. Taken by and large, and considering the history
of the world as a whole, the number and strength of the second
kind of people have-with the exception of individual cases of
the decline and fall of one state or another-proved greater than
those of the former kind.
Far from "immediately" ending all these sufferings and all
this enhancement of contradictions, the conclusion of peace
will, in many respects, make those sufferings more keenly and
immediately felt by the most backward masses of the population.
In a word, a revolutionarv situation obtains in ruost of the
advanced countries and the· Great Powers of Europe. In this
respect, the prediction of the Dasie Manifesto has been fully
confirmed. To deny this truth, directly or indirectly, or to ignore
it, as Cunow, Plekhanov, Kautsky and Co. have done, means
telling a big lie, deceiving the working class, and serving the
bourgeoisie. In Sotsial-Demokrat (Nos. 34, 40 and 41) we cited
facts which prove that those who fear revolution-pettybourgeois Christian parsons, the General Staffs and millionaires'
newspapers-are compelled to admit that symptoms of a revolutionary situation exist in Europe.
Will this situation last long? How much more acute will it
become? Will it lead to revolution? This is something we do uot
know, and nobody can know. The answer can be provided ouly
by the experience gained during the development of revolutionary sentiment and the transition to revolutionary action by the
advanced class, the proletariat. There can be no talk in this
connection about "illusions" or their repudiation, since no socialist has ever guaranteed that this war (and not the next one),
that today's revolutionary situation (and not tomorrow's) will
produce a revolution. What we are discussing is the indisputable
and fundamental duty of all socialists-that of revealing to

THE COLLAPSE OF THE SECOND INTERNATIONAL

467

the masses the existence of a revolutionary situation, explaining
its scope and depth, arousing the proletariat's revolutionary
consciousness and revolutionary determination, helpiug it to go
over to revolutionary action. and forming, for that purpose,
organisations suited to the revolutionary situation.
No influential or responsible socialist has ever dared to feel
doubt that this is the duty of the socialist parties. Without
spreading or harbouring the least "illusionsfl, the l3asle Manifesto
spoke specifically of this duty of the socialists-to rouse and to
stir up the people (and not to lull them with chauvinism, as
Plekhanov, Axelrod and Kautsky have done), to take advantage
of the crisis so as to hasten the downfall of capitalism, and to be
guided by the examples of the Commune and of October-December
1905. 286 The present parties' failure to perform that duty
meant treachery, political death, renunciation of their own role
and desertion to the side of the bourgeoisie.
Written in the second half of May
and the first half of 1une 1915
Published In September 1915 in
the journal Kommunlst No. 1-2,
Geneva

Collected Work., Vol. 21, pp. 213-17
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are being shaken more and more; the suITerings of the masses
are appalling, the efforts of governments, the bourgeoisie and
the opporLunists to hush up these sufferings proving ever more
futile. The war profits being obtained by certain groups of capitalists are monstrously high, and contradictions are growing
extremely acute. The smouldering indignation of the masses,
the vague yearning of society's downtrodden and ignorant strata
for a kindly ("democratic'') peace, the beginning of discontent
among the "lower classes" -all these are facts. The longer the
war drags on and the more acute it becomes, the more the governments themselves foster-and must foster-the activity of the
masses, whom they call upon to make extraordinary effort and
self-sacrifice. The experience of the war, like the experience of
any crisis in history, of any great calamity and any sudden turn
in human life, stuns and breaks some people, but enlightens and
tempers others. Taken by and large. and considering the history
of the world as a whole, the number and strength of the second
kind of people have-with the exception of individual cases of
the decline and fall of one state or another -proved greater than
those of the former kind.
Far from "immediately" ending all these sufferings and all
this enhancement of contradictions, the conclusion of peace
will, in many respects, make those sufferings more keenly and
immediately felt by the most backward masses of the population.
In a word, a revolutionary situation obtains in most of the
advanced countries and the Great Powers of Europe. In this
respect, the prediction of the Basle Manifesto has been fully
confirmed. To deny this truth, directly or indirectly, or to ignore
it, as Cunow, Plekhanov, Kautsky and Co. have done, means
telling a big lie, deceiving the working class, and serving the
bourgeoisie. In Sotsial-Demokrat (Nos. 34, 40 and 41) we cited
facts which prove that those who fear revolution -pettybourgeois Christian parsons, the General Staffs and millionaires'
newspapers-are compelled to admit that symptoms of a revolutionary situation exist in Europe.
Will this situation last long? How much more acute will it
become? Will it lead to revolution? This is something we do not
know, and nobody can know. The answer can be provided only
by the experience gained during the development of revolutionary sentiment and the transition to revolutionary action by the
advanced class, the proletariat. There can be no talk in this
connection about "illusions" or their repudiation, since no socialist has ever guaranteed that this war (and not the next one),
that today's revolutionary situation (and not tomorrow's) will
produce a revolution. What we are discussing is the indisputable
aud fundamental duty of all socialists-that of revealing to
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the masses the existence of a revolutionary situation, explaining
its scope and depth, arousing the proletariat's revolutionary
consciousness and revolutionary rletermination, helping it to go
over to revolutionary action. anrl forming, for that purpose,
organisations suited to the revolutionary situation.
No influential or responsible socialist has ever dared to feel
doubt that this is the duty of the socialist parties. Without
spreading or harbouring the least "illusions~, the Basie l\fanifesto
spoke specifically of this duty of the socialists-to rouse and to
stir up the people (and not to lull them with chauvinism, as
Plekhanov, Axelrod and Kautsky have done), to take advantage
of the crisis so as to hasten the downfall of capitalism, and to be
guided by the examples of the Commune and of October-December
1905. 265 The present parties' failure to perform that duty
meant treachery, political death, renunciation of their own role
and desertion to tho side of the bourgeoisie.
Written in the second half of May
and the first half of June 1915
Published in September 1915 in
the journal Kommunist No. 1-2,

Geneva
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ON THE SLOGAN FOR A UNITED
STATES OF EUROPE166

In No. 40 of Sotsiai-Demokrat we reported that a conference of
our Party's groups abroad had decided to defer the question of
the "United States of Europe" slogan pending a discussion, in
the press, on the economic aspect of the matter.
At our conference the debate on this question assumed a purely political character. Perhaps this was partly caused by the
Central Committee's Manifesto having formulated this slogan as
a forthright political one ("the immediate political slogan... ",
as it says there); not only did it advance the slogan of a republican United States of Europe, but expressly emphasised that
this slogan is meaningless and false "without the revolutionary
overthrow of the German, Austrian and Russian monarchies".
It would be quite wrong to object to such a presentation of
the question within the limits of a political appraisal of this slogan-e.g., to argue that it obscures or weakens, etc., the slogan
of a socialist revolution. Political changes of a truly democratic
nature, and especially political revolutions, can under n<'I circumstances whatsoever either obscure or weaken the slogan of
a socialist revolution. On the contrary, they always bring it closer, extend its basis, and draw new sections of the petty bourgeoisie and the semi-proletarian masses into the socialist struggle. On the other hand, political revolutions are inevitable in the
course of the socialist revolution, which should not be regarded
as a single act, but as a period of turbulent political and economic upheavals, the most intense class struggle, civil war, revolutions, and counter-revolutions.
But while the slogan of a republican United States of Europeif accompanied by the revolutionary overthrow of the three most
reactionary monarchies in Europe, headed by the Russian-is
quite invulnerable as a political slogan, there still remains the
highly important question of its economic content and signi-
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ficance. From the standpoint of the economic conditions of imperialism-i.e., the export of capital and the division of the
world by the "advanced" and "civilised" colonial powers-a
United States of Europe, under capitalism, is either impossible
or reactionary.
Capital has become international and monopolist. The world
has been carved up by a handful of Great Powers, i.e., powers
successful in the great plunder and oppression of nations. The
four Great Powers of Europe -Britain, France, Russia and Germany, with an aggregate population of between 250,000,000
and 300,000,000, and an area of about 7,000,000 square kilometres-possess colonies with a population of almost 500 million (491,500,000) and an area of 64,600,000 square kilometres,
i.e., almost half the surface of the globe (133,000,000 square
kilometres, exclusive of Arctic and Antarctic regions). Add to
this the three Asian states-China, Turkey and Persia, now
being rent piecemeal by thugs that are waging a war of "liberation'', namely, Japan, Russia, Britain and France. Those three
Asian states, which may be called semi-colonies (in reality they
are now 90 per cent colonies), have a total population of 360,000,000
and an area of 14,500,000 square kilometres (almost one and
a half times the area of all Europe).
Furthermore, Britain, France and Germany have invested
capital abroad to the value of no less than 70,000 million rubles.
The business of securing "legitimate" profits from this tidy sumthese exceed 3,000 million rubles annually-is carried out by
the national committees of the millionaires known as governments, which are equipped with armies and navies and which
provide the sons and brothers of the millionaires with jobs in the
colonies and semi-colonies .as viceroys, consuls, ambassadors,
officials of all kinds, clergymen, and other leeches.
That is how the plunder of about a thousand million of the
earLh's population by a handful of Great Powers is organised in
the epoch of the highest development of capitalism. No other
organisation is possible under capitalism. Renounce colonies,
"spheres of influence'', and the export of capital? To think that it
is possible means coming down to the level of some snivelling
parson who every Sunday preaches to the rich on the lofty principles of Christianity and advises them to give the poor, well,
if not millions, at least several hundred rubles yearly.
A United States of Europe under capitalism is tantamount to
an agreement on the partition of colonies. Under capitalism,
however, no other basis and no other principle of division are
possible except force. A multi-millionaire cannot share the "national income"' of a capitalist country with anyone otherwise than
"in proportion to tho capital invested" (with a bonus thrown in,
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so that the biggest capital may receive more than its share).
Capitalism is private ownership of the means of production, and
anarchy in production. To advocate a "jusr division of income
on such a basis is sheer Proudhonism, 287 stupid philistinism.
No division can be effected otherwise than in "proportion to
strength", and strength changes with the course of economic
development. Following 1871, the rate of Germany's accession
of strength was three or four times as rapid as that of Britain
and France, and of Japan about ten times as rapid as Russia's.
There is and there can be no other way of testing the real might
of a capitalist state than by war. War does not contradict the
fundamentals of private properly-on the contrary, it is a direct and inevitable outcomo of those fundamentals. Under capitalism the smooth economic growth of individual enterprises or
individual states is impossible. Under capitalism, there are no
other means of restoring the periodically disturbed equilibriul!l
than crises in industry and wars in politics.
Of course, temporary agreements are possible between capitalists and between states. In this sense a United States of Europe
is possible as an agreement between the European capitalists ...
but to what end? Only for the purpose of jointly suppressing
socialism in Europe, of jointly protecting colonial booty against
Japan and America, who have been badly done out of their
share by the present partition of colonies, and the increase of
whose might during the last fifty years has been immeasurably
more rapid than that of backward and monarchist Europe, now
turning senile. Compared with the United States of America,
Europe as a whole denotes economic stagnation. On the present
economic basis, i.e., under capitalism, a United States of Europe
would signify an organisation of reaction to retard America's
more rapid development. The times when the cause of democracy
and socialism was associated only with Europe alone have gone
for ever.
A United States of the World (not of Europe alone) is the
state form of the unification and freedom of nations which we
associate with socialism -until the time when the complete
victory of communism brings about the total disappearance of
the state, including the democratic. As a separate slogan,
however, the slogan of a United States of the World would hardly be a correct one, first, because it merges with socialism; second,
because it may be wrongly interpreted to mean that the victory
of socialism in a single country is impossible, and it may also
create misconceptions as to the relations of such a country to
the others.
Uneven ·economic and political development is an absolute
law of capitalism. Hence, the victory of socialism is possible
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ii.rst in several or even in one capitalist country alone. After
expropriating the capitalists 8J1.d organising their own socialist
production, the victorious proletariat of that country will arise
against the rest of the world-the capitalist world-attracting to
their cause the oppressed classes of other countries, stirring uprisings in those countries against the capitalists, and in case
of need using even armed force against the exploiting classes
nnd their states. The political form of a society wherein the proletariat is victorious iu overthrowing the bourgeoisie will be
a democratic republic, which will more and more concentrate
the forces of the proletariat of a given nation or nations, in the
~truggle against states that have not yet gone over to socialism.
The abolition of classes is impossible without a dictatorship of
the oppressed class, of the proletariat. A free union of nations
in socialism is impossible without a more br less prolonged and
stubborn struggle of the socialist republics against the backward
states.
It is for these reasons and after repeated discussions al the
conference of R.S.D.L.P. groups abroad, and following that
conference, that the Central Organ's editors have come to the
conclusion that the slogan for a United States of Europe is an
erroneous one.
Satsial-Demokrat 1\o. 44,
1915
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From THE SOCIALIST REVOLUTION AND THE RIGHT
OF NATIONS TO SELF-DETERMINATION

1. IMPERIALISM, SOCIALISM AND THE LIBERATION

OF OPPRESSED

NATIO~S

Imperialism is the highest stage in the development of capitalism. In the foremost countries capital has outgrown the
hounds of national states, has replaced competition by monopoly
and has created all the objective conditions for the achievement
of socialism. In Western Europe and in the United States, therefore, the reYolutionary struggle of the proletariat for the overthrow of capitalist governments and the expropriation of the
bourgeoisie is on the order of the day. Imperialism forces the
masses into this struggle by sharpening class contradictions on
a tremendous scale, by worsening the conditions of the masses
both economically-trusts, high cost of living-and politically-the growth of militarism, more frequent wars, more powerful reaction, the intensification and expansion of national oppression and colonial plunder. VicLorious socialism mu.~t necessarily establish a full democracy and, consequently, not only
introduce full equality of nations but also realise the right of the
oppressed nations to self-determination, i.e., Lhe right to free
political separation. Socialist parties which did not show by
all their activity, both now, during the revolution, and after
its victory, that they would liberate the enslaved nations and
build up relations wiLh them on the basis of a free union-and
free union is a false phrase without the right to secede-these
parties would be betraying socialism.
Democracy, of course, is also a form of state which must disappear when the sLate disappears, but Lhat will only take place
in the transition from conclusively victorious and consolidated
socialism to full communism.
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2. THE SOCIALIST REVOLUTION AND THE STRUGGLE
FOR DEMOCRACY

The socialist revolution is not a single act, it is not one battle
on one front, but a whole epoch of acute class conflicts, a long
series of battles on all fronts, i.e., on all questions of economics
and politics, battles that can only end irr the expropriation of
the bourgeoisie. It would be a radical mistako to think that the
struggle for democracy was capable of diverting the proletariat
from the socialist revolution or of hiding, overshadowing it, etc.
Orr the contrary, in the same way as there can be no victorious
socialism that does not practise full democracy, so the proletariat
cannot prepare for its victory over the bourgeoisie without
an all-round, consistent aud re vol utiorrary struggle for democracy.
1t would be no less a mistake to remove one of the points of
the democratic programme, for example, the point on the selfdelermirration of nations, on the grounds of it being "impracticable" or "illusory" under imperialism. The contention that the
right of nations to self-determination is impracticable within the
bounds of capitalism can be understood either in the absolute,
economic sense, or in the conditional, political sense.
In the first case it is radically incorrect from the standpoint of
theory. First, in that sense, such things as, for example, labour
money, or the abolition of crises, etc., are impracticable under
capitalism. It is absolutely untrue that the self-determination
of nations is equally impracticable. Secondly, even the one example of the secession of Norway from Sweden in 1905 is sufficient
to refute "impracticability"" in that sense. Thirdly, it would be
absurd to deny that some slight change in the political and
strategic relations of, say, Germany and Britain, might today or
tomorrow make the formation of a new Polish, Indian and other
similar stale fully "practicable". Fourthly, finance capital, in its
drive to expand, can "freely" buy or bribe the freest democratic::
or republican government and the elective oiftcials of any, even
an "independent'', country. The dorninatiou of finance capital
and of capital in general is not to be abolished by any reforms in
the sphere of political democracy; and self-determination belongs
wholly and exclusively to this sphere. This domination of finance
capital, however, does not irr the least nullify the significance of
political democracy as a freer, wider and clearer form of class
oppression and class struggle, Therefore all arguments about tho
"impracticability", in Lhe economic sense, of one of the demands
of political democracy under capitalism are reduced to a theoretically incorrect definition of the general and basic relationships
of capitalism and of political democracy as a whole.
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In the second case the assertion is incomplete and inaccurate.
This is because not only the right of nations to self-determination, bul all the fundamental demands of political democracy are
only partially "practicable" under imperialism, and then in
a distorted form and by way of exception (for example, the seces.sion of Norway from Sweden in 1905). The demand for the immodi ate liberation of the colonies that. is put forward by all
revolutionary Social-Democrats is also "impracticable" under
-capitalism without a series of revolutions. But from this it does
not by any means follow that Social-Democracy should reject
the immediate and most determined struggle for all these demands -such a rejection would only play into the hands of the
bourgeoisie and reaction-but, on the contrary, it follows that
these demands must be formulated and put through in a revolutionary and not a reformist manner, going beyond the bounds of
bourgeois legality, breaking them down, going beyond speeches
in parliament and verbal protests, and drawing the masses into
-Oecisive action, extending and intensifying the struggle for every
fundamental democratic demand up to a direct proletarian onslaught on the bourgeoisie, i.e., up to the socialist revolution that
expropriates the bourgeoisie. The socialist revolution may flare up
not only through some big strike, street demonstration or hunger
riot or a military insurrection or colonial revolt, but also as a result of a political crisis such as the Dreyfus case 268 or the Zabern
incident, 269 or in connection with a referendum on the seces.sion of an oppressed nation, etc.
Increased national oppression under imperialism does not
mean that Social-Democracy should reject what the bourgeoisie call the "utopian" struggle for the freedom of nations to se•Cede but, on the contrary, it should make greater use of the conflicts that arise in this sphere, too, as grounds for mass action and
for revolutionary attacks on the bourgeoisie.

3. THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE RIGHT TO SELF-DETERMINATION
AND ITS REJ,ATION TO Fl-:DERATION

The right of nations to self-determination implies exclusively
the right to independence in the political sense, the right to free
political separation from the oppressor nation. Specifically, this
.demand for political democracy implies complete freedom to
agitate for secession and for a referendum on secession by the
seceding nation. This demand, therefore, is not the equivalent
of a demand for separation, fragmentation and the formation of
small states. It implies only a consistent expression of struggle
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~1gainst all national oppression. The closer a democratic state
system is to complete freedom to secede the less frequent and
less ardent will the desire for separation be in practice, because
big states afford indisputable advantages, both from the standpoint of economic progress and from that of the interests of the
masses and, furthermore, these advantages increase with the
;:rowth of capitalism. Recognition of self-determination is not
synonymous with recognition of federation as a principle. One
may be a determined opponent of that principle and a champion
of democratic centralism but still prefer federation to national
inequality as the only way to full democratic centralism. It was
from this stand point that Marx, who was a centralist, preferred
sven the federation of Ireland and England to the forcible subordination of Ireland to the English.
The aim of socialism is not onlv to end the division of mankind
into tiny states and the isolatio"n of nations in any form, it is
not only to bring the nations closer together but to integrate
them. And it is precisely in order to achieve this aim that we
must, on the one hand, explain to the masses the reactionary
nature of Renner and Otto Bauer's idea of so-called "cultural
and national autonomy" 270 and, on the other, demand the liberation of oppressed nations in a clearly and precisely formulated
political programme that takes special account of the hypocrisy
and cowardice of socialists in the oppressor nations, and not
in general nebulous phrases, not in empty declamations and
not by way of "relegating" the question until socialism has been
;1chieved. In the same way as mankind can arrive at the abolition of classes only through a transition period of the dictatorship of the oppressed class, it can arrive at the inevitable integration of nations only through a transition period of the complete
0mancipation of all oppressed nations, i.e., their freedom to
secede.

4. THE PROLETARIAN-REVOLUTIONARY PRESENTATION
OF THE QUESTION OF THE SELF-DETERMINATION OF NATIONS

The petty bourgeoisie had put forward not only the demand
for the self-determination of nations but all the points of our
tl~mocratic minimum programme long before, as far back as the
seyenteenth and eighteenth centuries. They are still p11tting them
all forward in a utopian manner because they fail to see the class
~truggle and its increased intensity under democracy, and
because they believe in "peaceful" capitalism. That is the exact
nature of the utopia of a peaceful union of equal nations under
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imperialism which deceives the people and which is defended by
Kautsky's followers. The programme of Social-Democracy, as
a counter-balance to this petty-bourgeois, opportunist utopia,
must postulate the division of nations into oppressor and oppressed as basic, significant and inevitable under imperialism.
The proletariat of the oppressor nations must not confine themselves to general, stereotyped phrases against annexation and in
favour of the equality of nations in general, such as any pacifist
bourgeois will repeat. The proletariat cannot remain silent 011 the
question of the frontiers of a state founded on national oppression,
a question so "unpleasant" for the imperialist bourgeoisie. The
proletariat must struggle against the enforced retention of oppressed nations within the bounds of the given state, which means
that they must fight for the right to self-determination. The
proletariat must demand freedom of political separation ior the
colonies and nations oppressed by "their own" nation. Otherwise,
the internationalism of the proletariat would be nothing but
empty words; neither confidence nor class solidarity would ho
possible between the workers of the oppressed and the oppressor nations; the hypocrisy of the reformists and Kautskyites,
who defend self-determination but remain silent about the
nations oppressed by "their own" nation and kept in "their own"
state by force, would remain unexposed.
On the other hand, the socialists of the oppressed nations must,
in particular, defend and implement the full and unconditional
unity, including organisational unity, of the workers of the oppressed nation and those of the oppressor nation. Without this
it is impossible to defend the independent policy of the proletariat and their class solidarity with the proletariat of other countries in face of all manner of intrigues, treachery and trickery on
the part of the bourgeoisie. The bourgeoisie of the oppressed
nations persistently utilise the slogans of national liberation to
deceive the workers; in their internal policy they use these slogans
for reactionary agreements with the bourgeoisie of the dominant
nation (for example, the Poles in Austria and Russia who come
to terms with reactionaries for the oppression of the Jews and
Ukrainians); in their foreign policy they strive to come to terms
with one of the rival imperialist powers for the sake of implementing their predatory plans (the policy of the small Balkan states,
etc.).
The fact that the struggle for national liberation against one
imperialist power may, under certain conditions, he utilised
by another "great" power for its own, equally imperialist, aims,
is just as unlikely to make the Social-Democrats refuse to recognise the right of nations to self-determination as the numerous
cases of bourgeois utilisation of republican slogans for the pur-
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pose of political deception and financial plunder (as in the
H.omance countries, for example) are unlikely to make the
Social-Democrats reject their republicanism.*
5. MARXISM AND PROUDIIONISM ON THE NATIONAL QUESTION

In contrast to the petty-bourgeois democrats, Marx regarded
every democratic demand without exception not as an absolute,
but as an historical expression of the struggle of the masses of
the people, led by the bourgeoisie, against feudalism. There is
not one of these demands which could not serve and has not
liCrved, under certain circumstances, as an instrument in the
hands of the bourgeoisie for deceiving the workers. To single out,
in this respect, one of the demands of political democracy, specifically, the self-determination of nations, and to oppose it to the
rest, is fundamentally wrong in theory. In practice, the proletariat can retain its independence only by subordinating its
struggle for all democratic demands, not excluding the demand
for a republic, to its revolutionary struggle for the overthrow of
the bourgeoisie.
On the other hand, in contrast to the Proudhonists who "denied"
the national problem "in the name of social revolution", Marx,
mindful in the first place of the interests of the proletarian class
struggle in the advanced countries, put the fundamental principle
of internationalism and socialism in the foreground-namely,
that no nation can be free if it oppresses other nations. 271 It was
from the standpoint of the interests of the German workers'
revolutionary movement that Marx in 1848 demanded that victorious democracy in Germany should proclaim and grant freedom
to the nations oppressed by the Germans. 272 It was from the
standpoint of the revolutionary struggle of the English workers
that Marx, in 1869, demanded the separation of Ireland from
England, and added: " ... even if federation should follow upon
separation." 27 3 Only by putting forward this demand was Marx
really educating the English workers in the spirit of internation• It would, needless to say, be quite ridiculous to reject the right to
self-determination on the grounds that it implies "defence of the fatherland". With equal right, i.e., with equal lack of seriousness, the socialchauvinists of 1914-16 refer to any of the demands of democracy (to its
1·epuhlicanism, for example) and to any formulation of the struggle against
national oppression in order to justify "defence of the fatherland". Marxism
deduces the defence of the fatherland in wars, for examyle, in the great
French Revolution or the wars of Garibaldi, in Europe, and the renunciation
of defence of the fatherland in the imperialist war of 1914-16, from an analysis of the concrete historical peculiarities of each individual war and never
from any "general principle", or any one point of a programme.
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alism. Only in this way could he counterpose the opportunists
and bourgeois reformism-which even to this day, half a century later, has not carried out the Irish "reform"-with a revolu-.
tionary solution of the given historical task. Only in this way
could '.\farx maintain-in contradiction to the apologists of capital who shout that the freedom of small nations to secede is
utopian and impracticable and that not only economic but also
political concentration is progressive-that this concentration
is progressive when it is non-imperialist, and that nations should
not be brought together by force, but by a free union of the proletarians of all countries. Only in this way could Marx, in opposition to the merely verbal, and often hypocritical, recognition
of the equality and self-determination of nations, advocate the
revolutionary action of the masses in the settlement of nationa)
questions as well. The imperialist war of 1914-16, and the Augean
stables274 of hypocrisy on the part of the opportunists and
Kautskyites that it has exposed, have strikingly confirmed th&
correctness of Marx's policy, which should serve as a model foiall advanced countries, for all of them are now oppressing other
nations.* ...

8. THE CONCRETE TASKS OF THE PROLETARIAT
IN THE IMMEDIATE FUTURE

The socialist revolution may begin in the very near future.
In this case the proletariat will be faced with the immediat&
task of winning power, expropriating the banks and effecting
other dictatorial measures. The bourgeoisie-and especially the
intellectuals of the Fabian and Kautskyite type-will, at such
a moment, strive to split and check the revolution by foisting
limited, democratic aims on it. Whereas any purely democratic
demands arc in a certain sense liable to act as a hindrance to the
revolution, provided the proletarian attack on the pillars of
bourgeois power has begun, the necessity to proclaim and grant
• Reference is often made-e.g., recently by the German chauvinist
Lensch in Die Glocke Nos. 8 and 9-to the fact that Marx's objection to the
national movement of certain peoples, to that of the Czechs in 1848, for
example, refutes the necessity of recognising the self-determination of nations
from the Marxist standpoint. But this is incorrect, for in 1848 there were
historical and political grounds for drawing a distinction between "reactionary" and revolutionary-democratic nations. Marx was right to condemn
the former and defend tho latter.275 The right to self-determination is one of
the demands of democracy which must naturally be subordinated to its
general interests. In 1848 and the following years the!e general interests
consisted primarily in combating tsarism.
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liberty to all oppressed peoples (i.e., their right to self-determination) will be as urgent in the socialist revolution as it was for
the victory of the bourgeois-democratic revolution iu, say, Ger1nany in 1848, or Russia in 1905.
It is possible, however, that five, ten or more years will elapse
before the socialist revolution begins. This will be the time
for the revolutionary education of the masses in a spirit that will
make it impossible for socialist-chauvinists and opportunists to
belong to the working-class party and gain a victory, as was the
case in 1914-16. The socialists must explain to the masses that
British socialists who do not demand freedom to separate for
the colonies and Ireland, German socialists who do not demand
freedom to separate for the colonies, the Alsatians, Danes and
Poles, and who do not extend their revolutionary propaganda
and revolutionary mass activity directly to the sphere of struggle
against national oppression, or who do not make use of such incidents as that at Zabern for the broadest illegal propaganda among
the proletariat of the oppressor nation, for street demonstrations
and revolutionary mass action-Russian socialists who do not
demand freedom to separate for Finland, Poland, the Ukraine,
etc., etc.-that such socialists act as chauvinists and lackeys of
blood-stained and filthy imperialist monarchies and the imperialist bourgeoisie.
Written January-February 1916
Published in April 1916
in the magazine Vorbote No. 2

Collected Works, Vol. 22, pp. 143·
50, 1.53-54

From THE DISCUSSION ON SELF-DETERMINATION
SUMMED UP

We have affirmed that it would be a betrayal of socialism to
refuse to implement the self-determination of nations under
socialism, We are told in reply that "the right of self-determination is not applicable to a socialist society". The difference is a
radical one. Where does it stem from?
"We know," runs our opponents' reasoning, "that socialism
will abolish every kind of national oppression since it abolishes
the class interests that lead to it .... " What has this argument about
the economic prerequisites for the abolition of national oppression, which are very well known and undisputed, to do with a discussion of one of the forms of political oppression, namely, the
forcible retention of one nation within the state frontiers of another? This is nothing but an attempt to evade political questions!
And subsequent arguments further convince us that our judgement
is right:
"We have no reason to believe that in a socialist society, the nation will
exist as an economic and political unit. It will in all probability assume the
character of a cultural and linguistic unit only, because the territorial division of a socialist cultural zone, if practised at all, can be made only according to the needs of production and, furthermore, the question of such a
division will naturally not be decided by individual nations alone and in
possession of full sovereignty [as is required by "the right to self-determination"], but will he determined jointly by all the citizens concerned .... "

Our Polish comrades like this last argument, on joint determination instead of self-determination, so much that they repeat
it three times in their theses! Frequency of repetition, however,
does not turn this Octobrist 276 and reactionary argument into
a Social-Democratic argument. All reactionaries and bourgeois
grant to nations forcibly retained within the frontiers of a given
state the right to "determine jointly"' its fate in a common parliament. Wilhelm II also gives the Belgians the right to "deter-

THE DISCUSSION ON SF.LF-DETERMINATION SUMMED UP

481

1IIine jointly" the fate of the German Empire in a common German parliament.
Our opponents try to evade precisely the point at issue, the
only one that is up for discussion-the right to secede. This would
be funny if it were not so tragic!
Our very first thesis said that the liberation of op pressed nations implies a dual transformation in the political sphere: (1) the
full equality of nations. This is not disputed and applies only
to what takes place within the state; (2) freedom of political
~cparation. * This refers to the demarcation of state frontiers.
This only is disputed. But it is precisely this that our opponents
remain silent about. They do not want to think either about state
frontiers or even about the state as such. This is a sort of "imperialist Economism·· like the old Economism of 1894-1902, which
argued in this way: capitalism is victorious, therefore political
questions arc a waste of timc. 217 Imperialism is victorious, therefore political questions are a waste of time! Such an apolitical
theory is cxtrC'mC'ly harmful to :Ylarxism,
ln his Critique of the Gotha Programme, Marx wrote: "Between
capitnlist and communist society lies the period of the revolutionary transformation of the one into the other. There corresponds
to this also a political transition period in which the state can
be nothing bul the revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat. 278
Up to now this truth has been indisputable for socialists and it includes the recognition of the fact that the state
will exist until victorious socialism develops into full commnnism.
Engels's dictum about the withering away of the stat.e is well
known. We deliberately stressed, in the first thesis, that democracy is a form of state that will also wither away when the state
withers away. And until our opponents replace :\lurxism by some
8ort of "non-state" viewpoint their arguments will constitute one
big mistake.
Instead of speaking about the state (which means, about the
tlemarcation of its frontiers!), they speak of a "socialist cultural
zone", i.e., they deliberately choose an expression that is iuilel'initc in the sense that all state questions are obliterated! Thus we
gl.)t 11 ridiculous tautology; if there is no state there can, of
course, be no question of frontiers. In that case the whole
den1ocratic-polilical programme is unnecessary. Nor will there be
any republic, when the state "withers away".
The GermaJI chauvinist Lcnsch, in the articles we mentionC'd
in Thesis 5 (footnote),* quoted an intercstiug passage from Engels's
article "The Po and the Rhine". Amongst other things, Engels says
• See pp. 477-78 o[ this book.-Ed.
;q_l~H7
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in this article that in the course of historical development, which
swallowed up a number of small and non-viable nations, the
"frontiers of great and viable European nations" were being increasingly determined by the "language and sympathies" of the
population. Engels calls these frontiers "natural". Such was the
case in the period of progressive capitalism in Europe, roughly
from 1848 to 1871. Today, these democratically determined frontiers are more and more often being broken down by reactionary,
imperialist capitalism. There is every sign that imperialism will
leave its successor, socialism, a heritage of less democratic frontiers, a number of annexations in Europe and in other parts of
the world. Is it to be supposed that victorious socialism, restoring and implementing full democracy all along the line, will
refrain from democratically demarcating state frontiers and ignore
the "sympathies·• of the population? These questions need only
be stated to make it quite clear that our Polish colleagues are
sliding down from i\farxism towards imperialist Economism.
The old Economists, who made a caricature of .Marxism, told
the workers that "only the economic"' was of importance to Marxists.
The new Economists seem to think either that the democratic
state of victorious socialism will exist without frontiers (like
a "complex of sensations" without matter) or that frontiers will be
delineated "only" in accordance with the needs of production.
In actual fact its frontiers will be delineated democratically, i.e.,
in accordance with the will and "sympathies" of the population.
Capitalism rides roughshod over these sympathies, adding more
obstacles to the rapprochement of nations. Socialism, by organising production without class oppression, by ensuring the wellbeing of all members of the state, gives full play to the "sympathies" of the population, thereby promoting and greatly accelerating the drawing together and fusion of the nations.
To give the reader a rest from the heavy and clumsy Economism
let us quote the reasoning of a socialist writer who is outside our
dispute. That writer is Otto Bauer, who also has his own "pet
little point" -"cultural and national autonomy" 279 -but who
argues quite correctly on a large number of most important questions. For example, in Chapter 29 of his book 1'he National Question
and Social-Democracy, he was doubly right in noting the use of
national ideology to cover up imperialist policies. In Chapter 30,
"Socialism and the Principle of Nationality'', he says:
"The socialist community will novcr be ablo to include whole nations
within its ruakc-ur, by the use of force. Imagine the masses of the people,
enjoying all the h essings of national culture, taking a full and active Jlart
in legislalion and government, and, finally, supplied with arms-would it
be possible to subordinate such a nation to the rule of an alien social organism
by force? All state power rests on the force of arms. The present-day people's
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army, thanks to an ingenious mechanism, sttll constitutes a tool in the hands
of a definite person, family or class exactly like the knightly and mercenary
armies of the .Past. The army of the democratic community of a socialist
society is nothmg but the people armed, since it consists of highly cultured
persons, working without compulsion in socialised workshops and taking
full part in all spheres of political life. In such conditions any possibility of
alien rule disappears."

This is true. It is impossible to abolish national (or any other
political) oppression under capitalism, since this requires the
<1bolition of classes, i.e., the introduction of socialism. But while
being based on economics, socialism cannot be reduced to economics alone. A foundation-socialist production-is essential for
the abolition of national oppression, but this foundaLion must
also carry a democratically organised state, a democratic army,
eLc. By transforming capitalism into socialism the proletariat
creates the possibility of abolishing national oppression; the
JJOssibility becomes reality "only" -"only" I-with the establishment of full democracy in all spheres, including the delineation
of state frontiers in accordance with the "sympathies" of the population, including complete freedom to secede. And. this, in turn,
will serve as a basis for developing the practical elimination of even
the slightest national friction and the least national mistrust,
for an accelerated drawing together and fusion of nations that
will be completed when the stato withers away. This is the Marxist
t.heory, the theory from which our Polish colleagues have mistakenly departed ....
In his pamphlet Socialism and Colonial Politics (Berlin, 1907),
Kautsky, who was then still a Marxist, published a letter written to him by Engels, dated September 12, 1882, which is extremely interesting in relation to the question under discussion.
'
Here is the principal part· of the letter.
"In my opinion the colonies proper, i.e., the countries occupied
by a European population -Canada, the Cape, Australia -will
all become independent; on the other hand, the countries inhabited by a native population, which are simply subjugated-India,
Algeria, the Dutch, Portuguese and Spanish possessions -must be
1.akerr over for the time being by the proletariat arrd led as rapidly as possible towards independence. How this process will
clevelop is difficult to say. India will perhaps, indeed very probably, make a revolution, and as a proletariat in process of selfemancipation cannot conduct any colonial wars, it would have to
be allowed to run its course; it would not pass off without all
~orts of destruction, of course, but that sort of thing is inseparable
from all revolutions. The same might also take place elsewhere,
c•.g., in Algeria and Egypt, and would certainly be the best thing
for us. We shall have enough to do at home. Once Europe is reor31*
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ganised, and North America, that will furnish such colossal power
and such an example that the semi-civilised countries will of
themselves follow in their wake; economic needs, if anything,
will see to that. But as to what social and political phases these
countries will then have to pass through before they likewise
arrive at socialist organisation, I think we today can advance only
rather idle hypotheses. One thing alone is certain: the victorious
proletariat can force no blessings of any kind upon any foreign
nation without undermining its own victory by so doing. Which of
course by no means excludes defensive wars of various kinds .... "2Bo
Engels does not at all suppose that the "economic" alone will
directly remove all difficulties. An economic revolution will be
a stimulus to all peoples to strive for socialism; but at the same
time revolutions-against the socialist state-and wars are possible. Politics will inevitably adapt themselves to the economy,
but not immediately or smoothly, not simply, not directly.
Engels mentions as "certain" only one, absolutely internationalist, principle, and this he applies to all "foreign nations", i.e., not
to colonial nations only: to force blessings upon Lhem would
mean to undermine the victory of the proletariat.
Just because the proletariat has carried out a social revolution
it will not become holy and immune from errors and weaknesses.
But it will be inevitably led to realise this truth by possible
errors (and selfish interest -attempts to saddle others).
We of the Zimmerwald Left 2• 1 all hold the same conviction
as Kautsky, for example, held before his desertion of Marxism
for the defence of chauvinism in 1914, namely, that the socialist
revolution is quite possible in the very near future-"any day", as
Kautsky himself once put it. National antipathies will not disappear so quickly: the hatred-and perfectly legitimate hatred-of
an oppressed nation for its oppressor will last for a while; it will
evaporate only after the victory of socialism and after the final
establishment of completely democratic relations between nations.
If we are to be faithful to socialism we must even now educate
the masses in the spirit of internationalism, which is impossible
in oppressor nations without advocating freedom of secession for
oppressed nations ....
The term "putsch", in iLs scientific sense, may be employed
only when the attempt at insurrection has revealed nothing but
a circle of conspirators or stupid maniacs, and has aroused no
sympathy among the masses. The centuries-old Irish national
movement, having passed through various stages and combinations of class interest, manifested itself, in particular, in a mass
Trish National Congress in America (Vorwiirts, March 20, 1916)
which called for Irish independence; it also manifested itself in
street fighting conducted by a section of the urban pelly bourge-
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oisie and a section of the workers after a long period of mass agitation, demonstrations, suppression of newspapers, etc. Whoever
calls such a rebellion a "putsch" is either a hardened reactionary,
or a doctrinaire hopelessly incapable of envisaging a social
revolution as a living phenomenon.
To imagine that social revolution is conceivable without revolts by small nations in the colonies and in Europe, without
revolutionary outbursts by a section of the petty bourgeoisie
u:ith all its prejudices, without a movement of the politically nonconscious proletarian and semi-proletarian masses, against oppression by the landowners, the church, and the monarchy, against
national oppression, etc.-to imagine all this is to repudiate
social revolution. So one army lines up in one place and says,
"We are for socialism", and another, somewhere else and says,
"We are for imperialism", and that will be a social revolution!
Only those who hold such a ridiculously pedantic view could
vilify the Irish rebellion by calling it a "putsch".
Whoever expects a "pure" social revolution will never live to
see it. Such a person pays lip-service to revolution without under5tanding what revolution is.
The Russian Revolution of 1905 was a bourgeois-democratic
revolution. It consisted of a series of battles in which all the discontented classes, groups and elements of the population participated. Among these there were masses imbued with the crudest
prejudices, wilh the vaguest and most fantastic aims of struggle; there were small groups which accepted Japanese money,
lhere were speculators and adventurers, etc. But objectively,
the mass movement was breaking the back of tsarism and paving
lhe way for democracy; for this reason the class-conscious
workers led it.
The socialist revolution in Europe cannot be anything other
than an outburst of mass struggle on the part of all and sundry
oppressed and discontented elements. Inevitably, sections of
the petty bourgeoisie and of the backward workers will participate in it-without such participation, mass struggle is impossible,
\\ithout it no revolution is possible-and just as inevitably
\Yill they bring into the movement their prejudices, their reactionary fantasies, their weaknesses and errors. But objectively
they will attack capital, and the class-conscious vanguard of the
revolution, the advanced proletariat, expressing this objective
truth of a variegated and discordant, motley and outwardly fragmented, mass struggle, will be able to unite and direct it,. capture
Jiower, seize the banks, expropriate the trusts which all hate
(though for different reasons!), and introduce other dictatorial
measures which in their totality will amount to the overthrow
of the bourgeoisie and the victory of socialism, which, howeyer,
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will by no means immediately "purge" itself of petty-bourgeois
slag....
The dialectics of history are such that small nations, powerless as an independent factor in the struggle against imperialism,
play a part as one of the ferments, one of the bacilli, which help
the real anti-imperialist force, the socialist proletariat, to make
its appearance on the scene.
The general staffs in the current war are doing their utmost
to utilise any national and revolutionary movement in the enemy
camp: the Germans utilise the Irish rebellion, the French-the
Czech movement, etc. They are acting quite correctly from their
own point of view. A serious war would not be treated seriously
if advantage were not taken of the enemy's slightest weakness and
if every opportunity that presented itself were not seized upon,
the more so since it is impossible to know beforehand at what
moment, where, and with what force some powder magazine will
"explode". We would be very poor revolutionaries if, in the
proletariat's great war of liberation for socialism, we did not
know how to utilise every popular movement against every single
disaster imperialism brings in order to intensify and extend the
crisis. If we were, on the one hand, to repeat in a thousand keys
the declaration that we are "opposed" to all national oppression
and, on the other, to describe the heroic revolt of the most mobile
and enlightened section of certain classes in an oppressed nation
against its oppressors as a "putsch", we should be sinking to
tho same level of stupidity as the Kautskyites.
It is the misfortune of the Irish that they rose prematurely,
before the European revolt of the proletariat had had time to
mature. Capitalism is not so harmoniously built that the various sources of rebellion can immediately merge of their own accord,
without reverses and defeats. On the other hand, the very fact
that revolts do break out at different times, in different places,
and are of different kinds, guarantees wide scope and depth to
the general movement; but it is only in premature, individual,
sporadic and therefore unsuccessful, revolutionary movements that
the masses gain experience, acquire knowledge, gather strength,
aud get to know their real leaders, the socialist proletarians,
and in this way prepare for the general onslaught, just as certain
strikes, demonstrations, local and national, mutinies in the army,
outbreaks among the peasantry, etc., prepared the way for the
general onslaught in 1905.
Written in July 1916
Published in October 1916 in
Sbornik Sotsial-Demokrata No.

Collected
Works,
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22,
pp. 321-25, 352-53, 335-56, 357-58

From A CARICATURE OF MARXISM
AND IMPERIALIST ECONOMISM2 82

Central to all the disquisitions of the opponents of self-determination is the claim that it is generally "unachievable" under
capitalism or imperialism. The word "unachievable" is frequently used in widely different and inaccurately defined meanings.
That is why in our theses we insisted on what is essential in any
theoretical discussion: an explanation of what is meant by
"unachievable". Nor did we confine ourselves to that. We tried
to give such an explanation. All democratic demands are "un:ichievable" under imperialism in the sense that politically they
are hard to achieve or totally unachievable without a series of
revolutions.
It is fundamentally wrong, however, to maintain that selfdetermination is unachievable in the economic sense.
That has been our contention. It is the pivotal point of our
theoretical differences, a question to which our opponents in any
serious discussion should have paid due attention.
But just see how Kievsky treats the question.
He definitely rejects unachievable as meaning "hard to achieve"
politically. He gives a direct answer in the sense of economic
unachievability.
"Does this mean," Kievsky writes, "that self-determination under imperialism is just as unachievable as Jabour money under commodity production?" And he replies: "Yes, it means exactly that. For what we are discussing
is the logical contradiction between two social categories: 'imperialism'
and 'self-determination of nations', the same logical contradiction as that
between two other categories: Jabour money and commodity production.
Imperialism is the negation of self-determination, and no magician can reconcile the two."

Frightening as is the angry word "magician" Kievsky hurls
at us, we must nevertheless point out that he simply fails to
understand what economic analysis implies. There should be no
"logical contradiction"-providing, of course, that there is proper
logical thinking-either in an economic or political analysis.
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Heuce, to plead a "logical contradiction" in general when what we
arc discussing is economic and not political analysis, is completely
irrelevant. Both economic and political phenomena come within
"social categories". Consequently, having first replied directly
and definitely: "Yes, it means exactly that" (i.e., self-determinatio11 is just as unachievable as labour money under commodity
production), Kievsky dismisses the whole matter by beating about
the bush, without offering any economic analysis.
How do we prove that labour money is unachievable under
commodity production? By economic analysis. And economic
analysis, like every other, rules out "logical contradictions",
takes economic aud only economic categories (aud not "social
categories" in general) and from them concludes that labour money
is unachievable. In the first chapter of Capital there is no mention
whatever of politics, or political forms, or "social categories":
the analysis applies only to economic phenomena, commodity
exchange, its development. Economic analysis shows-needless
to say, through "logical" arguments-that under commodity
production labour money is unachievable.
Kievsky does not even attempt anything appi·oximating an
economic analysis! He confuses the economic substance of imperialism with its political tendencies, as is obvious from the very
first phrase of the very first paragraph of his article. Here is
that phrase:
"Industrial capital is the synthesis of pre-capitalist production and merchant-usurer capital. Usurer capital becomes the servant of industrial capital. Then capitalism subjects the various forms of capital and there emerges
its highest, unified type-finance capital. The whole Pra can therefore be
designated as the era of finance capital, of which imperialism is the corresponding foreign policy system."

Economicaily, that definition is absolutely worthless: instead
of precise economic categories we get mere phrases. However, it
is impossible to dwell on that now. The important thing is that
Kievsky proclaims imperialism to be a "foreign-policy system" .
.First, this is, essentiaIIy, a wrong repetition of Kaulsky's
wrong idea.
Second, it is a purely political, and only political, definition
of imperialism. By defining imperialism as a "system of policy·•
Kievsky wants to avoid the economic analysis he promised to
give when he declared that self-determinatiou was "just as~
unachievable, i.e., economically unachievable, under imperialism
as labour money under commodity production!*
In I1is controversy with the Lefts, Kautsky declared that imperialism was "merely u system of foreign policy·• (namely, annex• h Kievsky aware of the impolite word Marx used in reference to such
''logical methods"? Without apply;ng this impolite term to Kievsky, we
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ation), and that it would be wrong to describe as imperialism a
definite economic stage, or level, in the development of capitalism.
Kautsky is wrong, Of course, it is not proper to argue about
words. You cannot prohibit the use of the "word" imperialism
in this sense or any other. But if you want to conduct a discussion you must define your terms precisely,
Economically, imperialism (or the "era" of finance capital-it
is not a matter of words) is the highest stage in the development
of capitalism, one in which production has assumed such big,
immense proportions that free competition gives way to monopoly.
That is the economic essence of imperialism. Monopoly manifests
itself in trusts, syndicates, etc., in the omnipotence of the giant
banks, in the buying up of raw material sources, etc., in the
concentration of banking capital, etc, Everything hinges on
economic monopoly.
The political superstructure of this new economy, of monopoly
capitalism (imperialism is monopoly capitalism) is the change
from democracy to political reaction. Democracy corresponds to
free competition, Political reaction corresponds to monopoly.
"Finance capital strives for domination, not freedom," Rudolf
Hilferding rightly remarks in his Finance Capital,
It is fundamentally wrong, un-:\farxist and unscientific, to
single out "foreign policy" from policy in general, let alone counterpose foreign policy to home policy, Both in foreign and home
policy imperialism strives towards violations of democracy,
towards reaction. In this sense imperialism is indisputably the
"negation" of democracy in general, of all democracy, and not just
of one of its demands, national self-determination.
Being a "negation" of democracy in general, imperialism is
also a "negation" of democracy in the naLional question (i.e., national self-determination):· it seeks to violate democracy. The
achievement of democracy is, in the same sense, and to the same
degree, harder under imperialism (compared with pre-monopoly
capitalism), as the achievement of a republic, a militia, popular
election of officials, etc. There can be no talk of democracy being
"economically" unachievable.
Kievsky was probably led astray here by the fact (besides
his general lack of understanding of the requirements of economic analysis) that the philistine regards annexation (i.e,. acquisition of foreign territories against the will or their people, i.e.,
ne\"ertheless arc obliged to remark that Marx described such methods as
'·fraudulent•: arbitrarily inserting precisely what is at i•sue, pl'Ccisely what
ha• to he proved, in defining a concept.
We repeat, we do not apply Marx's impolitl' expression to Kievsky. We
!'1Crely disclose the soul'ce of his mistake. (In the manuscript this passage
ts cro.•sed out.-Ed.)

490

V. I. LENIN

violation of self-determination) as equivalent to the "spread"
(expansion) of finance capital to a larger economic territory.
But theoretical problems should not be approached from philistine conceptions.
Economically, imperialism is monopoly capitalism. To acquire
full monopoly, all competition must be eliminated, and not
only on the home market (of the given state), but also on foreign
markets, in the whole world. ls it economically possible, "in the
era of finance capital", to eliminate competition even in a foreign
state? Certainly it is. It is done through a rival's fmancial dependence and acquisition of his sources of raw materials and eventually of all his enterprises.
The American trusts aro the supreme expression of the economics of imperialism or monopoly capitalism. They do not confine
themselves to economic means of eliminating rivals, but constantly resort to political, even criminal, methods. It would be
the greatest mistake, however, to believe that the trusts cannot
establish their monopoly by purely economic methods. Reality
provides ample proof that this is "achievable": the trusts undermine
their rivals' credit through the banks (the owners of the trusts
become the owners of the banks: buying up shares); their supply
of materials (the owners of the trusts become the owners of the
railways: buying up shares); for a certain time the trusts sell
below cost, spending millions on this in order to ruin a competitor and then buy up his enterprises, his sources of raw materials
(mines, land, etc.).
There you have a purely economic analysis of the power of the
trusts and their expansion. There you have the purely economic
path to expansion: buying up mills and factories, sources of raw
materials.
Big finance capital of one country can always buy up competitors in another, politically independent country and constantly
does so. Economically, this is fully achievable. Economic "annexation'' is fully "achievable" without political annexation and is
widely practised. In the literature on imperialism you will constantly come across indications that Argentina, for example, is in
reality a "trade colony" of Britain, or that Portugal is in reality
a "vassal" of Britain, etc. And that is actually so: economic dependence upon British banks, indebtedness to Britain, British
acquisition of their railways, mines, land, etc., enable Britain to
"annex" these countries economically without violating their
political independence.
National self-determination means political independence.
Imperialism seeks to violate such independence because political
annexation often makes economic annexation easier, cheaper
(easier to bribe officials, secure concessions, put through advanta-
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geous legislation, etc.), more convenient, less troublesome-just
as imperialism seeks to replace democracy generally by olfgarchy.
But to speak of the economic "unachicvability" of self-determination under imperialism is sheer nonsense.
Kievsky gets round the theoretical difficulties by a very simple
and superficial dodge, known iii German as "burschikose" phraseology, i.e., primitive, crude phrases heard (and quite naturally)
at student binges. Here is an example:
"Universal suffrage,"he writes, "the eight-hour day and even the republic
are logically compatible with imperialism, though imperialism far from smiles
[II) on them and their achievement is therefore extremely difficult."

We would have absolutely no objections to the burschikose
statement that imperialism far from "smiles" on the republic-a
frivolous word can sometimes lend colour to a scientific polemiclif in this polemic on a serious issue we were given, in addition,
an economic and political analysis of the concepts involved.
With Kievsky, however, the burschikose phrase does duty for
such an analysis or serves to conceal lack of it.
What can this mean: "Imperialism. far from smiles on the republic"? And why?
The republic is one possible form of the political superstructure of capitalist society, and, moreover, under present-day conditions the most democratic form. To say that imperialism does
not "smile" on the republic is to say that there is a contradiction
between imperialism and democracy. It may very well be that
Kievsky does not "smile" or even "far from smiles" on this con- .
clusion. Nevertheless it is irrefutable.
To continue. What is the nature of this contradiction between
imperialism and democracy? Is it a logical or illogical contradiction? Kievsky uses the word "logical" without stopping to think
and therefore does not notice that in this particular case it serves
to conceal (both from the reader's and author's eyes and mind)
the very question he sets out to discuss! That question is the relation of economics to politics: the relation of economic conditions
and the economic content of imperialism to a certain political
form. To sa·y that every "contradiction" revealed in human discussion is a logical contradiction is meaningless tautology. And
with the aid of this tautology Kievsky evades the substance of
the question: Is it a "logical" contradiction between two economic
phenomena or propositions (1)? Or two political phenomena or
propositions (2)? Or economic and political phenomena or propositions (3)?
For that is the heart of the matter, once we are discussing
economic unachievability or achicvability under one or another
political form I
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Had Kievsky not evad~ the heart of the matter, he would
probably have realised that the contradiction betweerr imperialism and the republic is a contradiction between the economics
of latter-day capitalism (namely, monopoly capitalism) and
political democracy in general. For Kievsky will never prove
that any major and fundamental democratic measure (popular
election of officials or officers, complete freedom of association
and assembly, etc.) is less contradictory to imperialism (or.
if you like, more "smiled" upon) than the republic.
What we have, then, is the proposition we advanced in our
theses: imperialism contradicts, "logically" contradicts, all political democracy in general. Kievsky does not "smile" on this proposition for it demolishes all his illogical constructions. But what
can we do about it? Are we to accept a method that is supposed
to refute certain propositions, but instead secretly advances
them by using such expressions as "imperialism far from smiles
on the republic"?
Further. Why does imperialism far from smile on the republic? And how does imperialism "combine" its economics with the
republic?
Kievsky has given no thought to that. We would remind him of
the following words of Engels in reference to the democratic republic. Can wealth dominate under this form of government? The
question concerns the "contradiction'' between economics and
politics.
Engels replies: "The democratic republic officially knows nothing any more of property distinctions [between citizens). Ia it,
wealth exercises its power indirectly, but all the more surely.
On the one hand, in the form of the direct corruption of officials,
of which America provides the classical example; on the other
hand, in the form of an alliance between government and stock
exchange .... "2 83
There you have an excellent example of economic analysis on
the question of the "achievability" of democracy under capitalism.
And the "achievability'' of self-determination under imperialism
is part of that question.
The democratic republic "logically" contradicts capitalism,
because "officially'' it puts the rich and the poor ou an equal footing.
That is a contradiction between the economic system and Lhe
political superstructure. There is the same contradiction between
imperialism and the republic, deepened or aggravated by the fact
that the change-over from free competition to monopoly makes
the realisation of political freedoms even more "difficult".
How, then, is capitalism reconciled with democracy? By indirect implementation of the omnipotence of capital. There are two
economic means for that: (1) direct bribery; (2) alliance of govern-
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11rent and stock exchange. (That is stated in our theses-under
a bourgeois system finance capital "can freely bribe and b1Iy any
government and any official".)
· Once we have the dominance of commodity production, of the
]Jourgeoisie, of the power of money-bribery (direct or through
tire stock exchange) is "achievable" under any form of govern1uerrt and under any kinrl of democracy.
What, it can be asked, is altered in this respect when capitalism
gives way to imperialism, i.e., when pre-monopoly capitalism is
re placed by rn onopoly capitalism?
Only that tho power of the stock exchange increases. For finance
capital is industrial capital at its highest, monopoly level which
has merged with banking capital. The big banks merge with and
absorb the stock exchange. (The literature on imperialism speaks of
the declining role of the stock exchange, but only in the sense that
c>very giant bank is itself virtually a stock exchange.)
Fnrther. If "wealth" in general is fully capable of achieving
domination over any democratic republic by bribery and through
the stock exchange, then how can Kievsky maintain, without
lapsing into a very curious "logical contradiction", that the immense wealth of the trusts and the banks, which have thousands of
millions at their command, cannot "achieve" the domination of
finance capital over a foreign, i.e., politically independent,
re public??
Well? Bribery of officials is "unachievable" in a foreign state?
Or the "alliance of government and stock exchange" applies only
1o one's own government? ...
Bunning through the article is Kievsky's basic doubt; why
ndvocate and, when we ai'C in power, implement the freedom of
nations to secede, considering that the trend of development is
towards the merging of nations-? For the same reason-we replytlrat we advocate and, when in power, will implement the dictatorship of the proletariat, though the entire trend of development
is towards abolition of coercive domination of one part of
society over another. Dictatorship is domination of one part of
society over the rest of society, and domination, moreover, that
rests directly· on coercion. Dictatorship of the proletariat, the
011ly consistently revolutionary class, is necessary to overthrow
11re bourgeoisie and repel its attempts at counter-revolution.
l'hc question of proletarian dictnlorship is of such overriding importance that he who denies the need for such dictatorship, or
recognises it only in words, cannot be a member of the SocialI>emocratic Partv. How-ever, it cannot be denied that in inrlivid11al cases, by wa}: of exception, for instance, in some small cou11t1-y after the social revolution has been accomplished in a neighLoul'iug big country, peaceful surrender of power by the bourgeoisie
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is possible, if it is convinced that resistance is hopeless and if ii:
prefers to save its skin. It is much more likely, of course, that
even in small states socialism will not be achieved without civil
war, and for that reason the only programme of international
Social-Democracy must be recognition of civil war, though violence is, of course, alien to our ideals. The same, mutatis mutandtB
(with the necessary alterations), is applicable to nations. We
favour their merger, but now there can be no transition from forcible merger and annexation to voluntary merger without freedom
of secession. We recognise-and quite rightly-the predominance
of the economic factor, but to interpret it a la Kievsky is to make
a caricature of Marxism. Even the trusts and banks of moderno
imperialism, though inevitable everywhere as part of developed
capitalism, differ in their concrete aspects from country to country. There is a still greater difference, despite homogeneity in essentials, between political forms in the advanced imperialist coun~
tries-America, England, France, Germany. The same variety
will manifest itself also in the path mankind will follow from
the imperialism of today to the socialist revolution of tomorrow.
All nations vvill arrive at socialism-this is inevitable, but all
will do so in not exactly the same way, each will contribute something of its own to some form of democracy, to some variety of the
dictatorship of the proletariat, to the varying rate of socialist
transformations in the different aspects of social life. There is
nothing more primitive from the viewpoint of theory, or more
ridiculous from that of practice, than to paint, "in the name of"
historical materialism", this aspect of the future in a monotonous
grey. The result will be nothing more than Suzdal daubing.2s•
And even if reality were to show that prior to the first victory of
the socialist proletariat only 1/500 of the nations now oppressed
will vvin emancipation and secede, that prior to the final victory
of the socialist proletariat the world over (i.e., during all th&
vicissitudes of the socialist revolution) also only 1/500 of the
oppressed nations will secede for a very short time -even in that
event we would be correct, both from the theoretical and practical political standpoint, in advising the workers, already now,
not to permit into their Social-Democratic parties those socialist!ll
of the oppressor nations who do not recognise and do not advocatefrecdom of secession for all oppressed nations. For the fact is that
we do not know, and cannot know, how many of the oppressed'
nations will in practice require secession in order to contribute
something of their own to the different forms of democracy, thedifierent forms of transition to socialism. And that the negation
of freedom of secession now is theoretically false from beginningto end and in practice amounts to servility to the chauvinists
of the oppressing nations-this we know, see and feel daily.
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"We emphasise," P. Kievsky writes in a footnote to the passage quoted
above, "that we fully support the demand •against forcible annexation' .... "

But he makes no reply, not even by a single word, to our perfectly clear statement that this "demand" is tantamount to recognising self-determination, that there can be no correct definition
of the concept "aunexation" unless it is seen in context with selfdetermination. Presumably Kievsky believes that in a discussion
it is enough to present one's arguments and demands without
any supporting evidence!
He continues: "... We fully accept, in their negative formulation, a number
of demands that tend to sharpen proletarian consciousness against imperialism, but there is absolutely no possibility of working out corresponding
positive formulations on the basis of the existing system. Against war, yes,
but not for a democratic peace ..•• "

Wrong-wrong from the first word to the last. Kievsky has
read our resolution on "Pacifism and the Peace Slogan" (in the
pamphlet Socialism and War, pp. 44-45) and even approved it,
[ believe. But obviously he did not understand it. We are for
a democratic peace, only we warn the workers against the deception that such a peace is possible under the present, bourgeois
governments "without a series of revolutions", as the resolution
points out. We denounced as a deception of the workers the
"abstract" advocacy of peace, i.e., one that does not take into
account the real class nature, or, specifically, the imperialist
nature of the present governments in the belligerent countries.
\Ve definitely stated in the Sotsial-Demokrat (No. 47) theses that
if the revolution places 011r Party in power during the present war, it will immediately propose a democratic peace to all
the warring countries.
Yet, anxious to convince himself and others that he is opposed
"only" to self-determination and not to democracy in general,
Kievsky ends up by asserting that we are "not for a democratic
peace". Curious logic!
There is no need to dwell on all the other examples he cites, and
no sense in wasting space on refuting them, for they are on the
~ame level of naive and fallacious logic and can only make the
reader smile. There is not, nor can there be, such a thing as
a "negative" Social-Democratic slogan that serves only to "sharpen proletarian consciousness against imperialism" without at the
~ame time offering a positive answer to the question of how SocialDemocracy will solve the problem when it assumes power.
A "negative" ·slogan unconnected with a definite positive solution
will not "sharpen", but dull consciousness, for sncl1 a slogan is
u hollow phrase, mere shouting, meaningless declamation.
P. Kievsky does not understand the difference between "negative" slogans that stigmatise political evils and economic evils.
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The difference lies in the fact that certain economic evils are part
of capitalism as such, whatever the political superstructure, and
that it is impossible to eliminate them economically without eliminating capitalism itself. Not a single instance can be cited to
disprove this. On the other hand, political evils represent a departure from democracy which, economically, is fully possible
"on the basis of the existing system", i.e., capitalism, and by way
of exception is being implemented under capitalism-certain
aspects in one country, other aspects in another. Again, what the
author iails to understand is precisely the fundamental conditions
necessary for the implemenLation of democracy in general!
The same applies to the question of divorce. The reader will
recall that it was first posed by Rosa Luxemburg in the discussion
on tho national question. She expressed the perfectly justified opinion that if we uphold auLonomy within a state (for a defmite
region, area, etc.), we must, as centralist Social-Democrats, insist
that all major national issues-and divorce legislation is one of
them-should come within the jurisdiction of the central government and central parliament. This example clearly demonstrates
that one cannot be a democrat and socialist without demanding
full freedom of divorce now, because the lack of such freedom is
additional oppression of the oppressed sex-though it should not
be difficult to realise that recognition of the freedom to leave one's
husband is not an invitation to all wives to do so!
P. Kievsky "objects":
"What would this right [of divorcP) be like if in such cases [wben the wife
wants to lea,·e the IIusband) slie could not exercise her right? Or if it• exercise
depended on the will of third parties, or, worse still, on tile will of claimants
to her affections? Would we advocate the proclamation of s1<ch a right? Of
course notl"

That objection reveals complete failure to understand the
relation between democracy in general and capitalism. The conditions that make it impossible for the oppressed classes to "exercise" their democratic rights are not the exception under capitalism; they are typical of the system. In most cases the right of
divorce will reIIIain unrealisable under capitalism, for the oppressed
sex is subjugated economically. No matter how much democracy there is under capitalism, the woman remains a "domesLic
slave", a slave locked up in the bedroom, nursery, kitchen. The
right to elect their "own" people's judges, officials, school-teachers,
jurymen, eLc. is likewise in most cases unrealisable under capitalism precisely because of the economic subjection of the workers
and peasants. The same applies to the democratic republic: our
programme defmes it as "government by the people", though all
Social-Democrats know perfectly well that under capitalism, even
in the most democratic republic, there is bound to be bribery of
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officials by the bourgeoisie and an alliance of stock exchange and
the government.
Only those who cannot think straight or have no knowledge of
Marxism will conclude: so there is no point in having a republic,
no point in freedom of divorce, no point in democracy, no point
in self-determination of nations! But Marxists know that democracy does not abolish class oppression. It only makes the class
struggle more direct, wider, more open and pronounced, and that
is what we need. The fuller the freedom of divorce, the clearer will
women see that the source of their "domestic slavery" is capitalism, not lack of rights. The more democratic the system of govern1nent, the clearer will the workers see that the root evil is capitalism, not lack of rights. The fuller national equality (and it is
not complete without freedom of secession), the clearer will the
workers of the oppressed nations see that the cause of their oppression is capitalism, not lack of rights, etc.
It must be said again and again: It is embarrassing to have to
<lrive home the ABC of Marxism, but what is one to do if Kievsky
does not know it?
He discu...<:Ses divorce in much the same way as one of the secretaries of the Organising Committee abroad, Semkovsky, discussed it, if I remember rightly, in the Paris Golos. 286 His line of
reasoning was that freedom of divorce is not, it is true, an invitation to all wives to leave their husbands, but if it is proved that
all other husbands are better than yours, madame, then it amounts
to one and the same thing!!
In taking that line of argument Semkovsky forgot that crank
thinking is not a violation of socialist or democratic principles.
If Semkovsky were to tell a woman that all other husbands were
better than hers, no one would regard this as violation of democratic principles. At most people would say: There are bound to
be big cranks in a big party. But if Semkovsky were to take it
into his head to defend as a democrat a person who opposed freedom of divorce and appealed to the courts, the police or the
church to prevent his wife leaving him, we feel sure that even
most of Semkovsky's colleagues on the Secretariat Abroad, though
they are sorry socialists, would refuse to support him!
Both Semkovsky and Kievsky, in their "discussion" of divorce,
fail to understand the issue and avoid its substance, namely, that
under capitalism the right of divorce, as all other democratic
rights without exception, is conditional, restricted, formal, narrow
and extremely difficult of realisation. Yet no self-respecting
Social-Democrat will consider anyone opposing the right of divorce
a democrat, let alone a socialist. That is the crux of the matter.
All "democracy" consists in the proclamation and realisation of
"rights" which under capitalism are realisable only to a ...ery
32-l087
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The difference lies in the facL that certain economic evils are part
of capitalism as such, whatever the political superstructure, and
that it is impossible to eliminate them economically without eliminating capitalism itself. Not a single instance can be cited to
disprove this. On the other hand, political evils represent a deparLuro from democracy which, economically, is fully possible
"on the basis of the existing system", i.e., capitalism, and by way
of exception is being implemented under capitalism-certain
aspects in one country, other aspects in another. Agaiu, whatthe
author fails to understand is precisely the fundamental conditions
necessary for the implementation of democracy in general!
The same applies to the question of divorce. The reader will
recall that it was first posed by Rosa Luxemburg in the discussion
on the national question. She expressed the perfectly justified opinion that if we uphold autonomy within a state (for a definite
region, area, etc.), we must, as centralist Social-Democrats, insist
that all major national issues-and divorce legislation is one of
them-should come within the jurisdiction of the central government and central parliament. This example clearly demonstrates
that one cannot be a democrat and socialist without demanding
full freedom of divorce now, because the lack of such freedom is
additional oppression of the oppressed sex-though it should not
be difficult to realise that recognition of the freedom to leave one's
husband is not an invitation to all wives to do so!
P. Kievsky "objects";
"What would this right [of divorce] be like if in such cases [when the wife
wa11ts to leave the husband] she could not exercise her right? Ori[ ito exercise
depended on the will of third parties, or, worse still, on the will of claimants
to her affections? Would we advocate the proclamation of such a right? Of
course not!"

That objectiou reveals complete failure to understand the
relation between democracy in general and capitalism. The conditions that make it impossible for the oppressed classes to "exercise" their democratic rights are not the exception under capitalism; they are typical of the system. In most cases the right of
divorce will remain unrealisable under capitalism, for the oppressed
sex is subjugated economically. No matter how much democracy there is under capitalism, the woman remains a "domestic
slave", a slave locked up in the bedroom, nursery, kitchen. The
right to elect their "own" people's judges, officials, school-teachers,
jurymen, etc. is likewise in most cases unrealisable under capitalism precisely because of the economic subjection of the workers
and peasants. The same applies to the democratic republic: our
programme defines it as "governmenL by the people'', though all
Social-Democrats know perfectly well that under capitalism, even
in the most democratic republic, there is bound to be bribery of
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officials by the bourgeoisie and an alliance of stock exchange and
the government.
Only those who cannot think straight or have no knowledge of
l\larxism will conclude: so there is no point in having a republic,
no point in freedom of divorce, no point in democracy, no point
in self-determination of nations! But Marxists know that democracy does not abolish class oppression. It only makes the class
5truggle more direct, wider, more open and pronounced, and that
is what we need. The fuller the freedom of divorce, the clearer will
women see that the source of their "domestic slavery'' is capitalism, not lack of rights. The more democratic the system of governmcmt, the clearer will the workers see that the root evil is capitalism, not lack of rights. The fuller national equality (and it is
not complete without freedom of secession), the clearer will the
workers of the oppressed nations sec that the cause of their oppression is capitalism, not lack of rights, etc.
It must be said again and again: It is embarrassing to have to
drive home the ABC of Marxism, but what is one to do if Kievsky
does not know it?
He discusses divorce in much the same way as one of the secretaries of the Organising Committee abroad, Semkovsky, discussed it, if l remember rightly, in the Paris Golos. 985 His line of
reasoning was that freedom of divorce is not, it is true, an invitalion to all wives to leave their husbands, but if it is proved that
all other husbands are better than yours, madame, then it amounts
to one and the same thing!!
In taking that line of argument Semkovsky forgot that crank
thinking is not a violation of socialist or democratic principles.
If Semkovsky were to tell a woman that all other husbands were
better than hers, no one would regard this as violation of democratic principles. At most people would say: There are bound to
he big cranks in a big party. But if Semkovsky were to take it
into his head to defend as a democrat a person who opposed freedom of divorce and appealed to the courts, the police or the
church to prevent his wife leaving him, we feel sure that even
1nost of Semkovsky's colleagues on the Secretariat Abroad, though
they are sorry socialists, would refuse to support him!
Both Semkovsky and Kievsky, in their "discussion" of divorce,
fail to understand the issue and avoid its substance, namely, that
under capitalism the right of divorce, as all other democratic
rights without exception, is conditional, restricted, formal, narrow
and extremely difficult of realisation. Yet no self-respecting
Social-Democrat will consider anyone opposing the right of divorce
a democrat, let alone a socialist. That is the crux of the matter.
All "democracy" consists in the proclamation and realisation of
"rights" which under capitalism are realisable only to a 'fery
32-1087

498

V. I. LF.NIN

small degree and only relatively. But withouL lhc proclamation
of these rights, without a struggle to introduce them now, immediately, without training the masses in the spirit of this struggle,
socialism is impossible.
Having failed to understand that, Kievsky bypasses the central
question, that belongs to his special subject, namely, how will
we Social-Democrats abolish national oppression? He shunts the
question aside with phrases about the world being "drenched in
blood", etc. (though this has no bearing on the matter under
discussion). This leaves only one single argument: the socialist
revolution will solve everything! Or, the argument sometimes
advanced by people who share his views: self-determination is
impossible under capitalism and snperflnous under socialism.
From the theoretical standpoint that view is nonsensical; from
the practical political standpoint it is chauvinistic. It fails to
appreciate the significance of democracy. For socialism is impossible without democracy because: (1) the proletariat cannot perform the socialist revolution unless it prepares for it by the struggle for democracy; (2) victorions socialism cannot consolidate its
victory and bring humanity to the withering away of the state
without implementing full democracy. To claim that self-determination is superfluous under socialism is therefore just as nonsensical and just as hopelessly confusing as to claim that democracy is superfluous under socialism.
Self-determination is no more impossible under capitalism, and
just as superfluous under socialism, as democracy generally.
The economic revolution will create the necessary prerequisites for eliminating all types of political oppression. Precisely for
that reason it is illogical and incorrect to reduce everything to
the economic revolution, for the question is: how to eliminate
national oppression? It cannot be eliminated without an economic
revolution. That is incontestable. But to limit ourselves to this
is to lapse into absurd and wretched imperialist Economism.
We must carry out national equality; proclaim, formulate and
implement equal "rights" for all nations. Everyone agrees with
that save, perhaps, P. Kicvsky. But this poses a question which
Kievsky avoids: is not negation of the right to form a national
state negation of equality?
Of course it is. And consistent, i.e., socialist, democrats proclaim, formulate and will implement this right, without which
there is no path to complete, voluntary rapprochement and merging
of nations.
Written AugJJst-October 1916
First published in the magazine
Zvezda Nos. -1 and 2, 192/i

Collected Works, Vol. 23, pp. 40-47,

68-75

From THE MILITARY PROGRAMME
OF THE PROLETARIAN REVOLUTION

The history of the twentieth century, this century of "unbridled
imperialism", is replete with colonial wars. Dnt what we Europeans, the imperialist oppressors of the majority of the world's
peoples, with our habitual, despicable European chauvinism,
call "colonial wars" are often national wars, or national rebellions of these oppressed peoples. One of the main features of imperialism is that it accelerates capitalist development in the
most backward countries, and thereby extends and intensifies the
struggle against national oppression. That is a fact, and from it
inevitably follows that imperialism musL often give rise to national wars. Junius, who defends the above-quoted "theses" in her
pamphlet, says that in the imperialist era every national war
against an imperialist Great Power leads to the intervention of
a rival imperialist Great Power. Every national war is thus
turned into an imperialist war. Dut that argument is wrong too.
This can happen, but· does noL always happen. Many colonial
wars between 1900 and 1914 did not follow that course. And it
would be simply ridiculous to declare, for instance, that after
the present war, if it ends in the utter exhaustion of all the belligerents, "there can he no" national, progressive, revolutionary
wars "of any kind", waged, say, by China in alliance with India_
Persia, Siam, etc., against the Great Powers.
To deny all possibility of national wars under imperialism is
wrong in faeory, obviously mistaken historically, and tantamount
to European chauvinism in practice: we who belong to nations
that oppress hundreds of millions in Europe, Africa, Asia, etc.,
are invited to tell the oppressed peoples that it is "impossible"'
for them to wage war against "our" nations!
Secondly, civil war is just as much a war as any other. He who
accepts the class struggle cannot fail to accept civil wars, which
in every class society are the natural, and under certain condi-
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tions inevitable, continuation, development and intensification
of the class struggle. That has been confirmed by every great revolution. To repudiate civil war, or to forget about it, is to fall into
extreme opportunism and renounce the socialist revolution.
Thirdly, the victory of socialism in one country does not at
one stroke eliminate all war in general. On the contrary, it presupposes wars. The development of capitalism proceeds extremely
unevenly in different countries. It cannot be otherwise under
commodity production. From this it follows irrefutably that socialism cannot achieve victory simultaneously in all countries.
It will achieve victory first in one or several countries, while the
others will for some time remain bourgeois or pre-bourgeois. This
is bound to create not only friction, but a direct attempt on the
part of the bourgeoisie of other countries to crush the socialist
state's victorious proletariat. In such cases a war on our part would
be a legitimate and just war. It would be a war for socialism, for
the liberation of other nations from the bourgeoisie. Engels was
perfectly right when, in his letter to Kautsky of September 12,
1882, he clearly stated that it was possible for already victorious
socialism to wage "defensive wars''. What he had in mind was
defence of the victorious proletariat against the bourgeoisie of
other countries.
Only after we have overthrown, finally vanquished and expropriated the bourgeoisie of the whole world, and not merely of one
country, will wars become impossible. And from a scientific point
of view it would be utterly wrong-and utterly unrevolutionaryfor us to evade or gloss over the most important thing: crushing
the resistance of the bourgeoisie-the most difficult task, and one
demanding the greatest amount of lighting, in the transition to
socialism. The "social" parsons and opportunists are always ready
to build dreams of future peaceful socialism. But the very thing
that distinguishes them from revolutionary Social-Democrats is
that they refuse to think about and reflect on the fierce class
struggle and class wars needed to achieve that beautiful future.
Written in German in September
1916

Collected Work.•, Vol. 23, pp. 78-79

From IMPERIALISM AND THE SPLIT IN SOCIALISM

Is there any connection between imperialism and the monstrous
and disgusting victory opportunism (in the form of socialchauvinism) has gained over the labour movement in Europe?
This is the fundamental question of modern socialism. And
having in our Party literature fully established, first, the imperialist character of our era and of the present war, and, second,
the inseparable historical connection between social-chauvinism
and opportunism, as well as the intrinsic similarity of their
political ideology, we can and must proceed to analyse this fundamental question.
We have to begin with as precise and full a definition of imperialism as possible. Imperialism is a specific historical stage of
capitalism. Its specific character is threefold: imperialism is
(1) monopoly capitalism; (2) parasitic, or decaying capitalism;
(3) moribund capitalism. The supplanting of free competition
by monopoly is the fundamental economic feature, the quintessence
of imperialism. Monopoly manifests itself in five principal forms:
(1) cartels, syndicates and trusts-the concentration of production
has reached a degree which gives rise to these monopolistic associations of capitalists; (2) the monopolistic position of the big
banks-three, four or five giant banks manipulate the whole economic life of America, France, Germany; (3) seizure of the sources
of raw material by the trusts and the financial oligarchy (finance
capital is monopoly industrial capital merged with bank capital);
(4) the (economic) partition of the world by the international
cartels has begun. There are already over one hundred such international cartels, which command the entire world market and
divide it "amicably'' among themselves-until war redivides it.
The export of capital, as distinct from the export of commodities
under non-monopoly capitalism, is a highly characteristic phenomenon and is closely linked with the economic and territorial-
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political partition of the world; (5) the territorial partition of
the werld (colonies) is completed.
Imperialism, as the highest stage of capitalism in America
and Europe, and later in Asia, took final shape in the period
1898-1914. The Spanish-American War (1898), the Anglo-Boer War
(1899-1902), the Russo-Japanese War (1904-05) and the economic
crisis in Europe in 1900 arc the chief historical landmarks in the
new era of world history.
The fact that imperialism i~ parasitic or decaying capitalism
is manifested first of all in the tendency to decay, which is characteristic of every monopoly under the system of private ownership of the means of production. The difference between the
del!Iocratic-republican and the reactionary-monarchist imperialist bourgeoisie is obliterated precisely because they are both
rotting alive (which by no means precludes an extraordinarily
rapid development of capitalism in individual branches of industry, in individual countries, and in individual periods). Secondly,
the decay of capitalism is manifested in the creation of a huge
stratum of rentiers, capitalists who live by "clipping coupons".
In each of the four leading imperialist countries-England,
U.S.A., France and Germany-capital in securities amounts to
100,000 or 150,000 million francs, from which each country derives an annual income of no less than five to eight thousand million. Thirdly, export of capital is parasitism raised to a high
pitch. Fourthly, "finance capital strives for domination, not
freedom". Political rear.tion all along the line is a characteristic
feature of imperialism. Corruption, bribery on a huge scale and
all kinds of fraud. Fifthly, the exploitation of oppressed nationswhich is inseparably connected with annexations-and e~pecial
ly the exploitation of colonies by a handful of "Great" Powers,
increasingly transforms the "civilised" world into a parasite on
the body of hundreds of millions in the uncivilised nations. The
Roman proletarian lived at the expense of society. Modern society lives at the expense of the modern proletarian. Marx specially
stressed this profound observation of Sismondi. 286 Imperialism
somewhat changes the situation. A privileged upper stratum of
the proletariat in the imperialist countries lives partly at the
expense of hundreds of millions in the uncivilised nations.
It is clear why imperialism is moribund capitalism, capitalism
in transition to socialism: monopoly, which grows out of capitalism, is already dying capitalism, the beginning of its transition
to socialism. The tremendous socialisation of labour by imperialism (what its apologists-the bourgeois economists-call "interlocking·') produces the same result.
Advancing this definition of imperialism brings us into complete contradiction to ~· Kautsky, who refuses to regard imperi-
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alism as a "phase of capitalism" and defines it as a policy "preferred" by finance capital, a tendency of "industrial" countries to
annex "agrarian" countries.* Kautsky's definition is thoroughly
false from the theoretical standpoint. What distinguishes imperialism is the rule not of industrial capital, but of linance capital,
the striving to annex not agrarian countries, particularly, but
every kind of country. Kautsky divorces imperialist politics
rrom imperialist economics, he divorces monopoly in politics
from monopoly in economics in order to pave the way for his
,-ulgar bourgeois reformism, such as "disarmament", "ultraimperialisrn" and similar nonsense. The whole purpose and significance of this theoretical falsity is to obscure the most profound
contradictions of imperialism and thus justify the theory of
"unity" with the apologists of imperialism, the outright socialchauvinists and opportunists ....
The proletariat is the child of capitalism-of world capitalism,
and not only of European capitalism, or of imperialist capitalism. On a world scale, fifty years sooner or fifty years latermeasured on a world scale this is a minor point-the "proletariat" of course "will be" united, and revolutionary Social-Democracy
will "inevitably" be victorious within it. But that is not the
point, Messrs. Kautskyites. The point is that at the present time,
in the imperialist countries of Europe, you are fawning on the
opportunists, who are alien to the proletariat as a class, who are
the servants, the agents of the bourgeoisie and the vehicles of its
influence, and unless the labour movement rids itself of them,
it will remain a bourgeois labour movement. By advocating
"unity" with the opportunists, with the Legieus and Davids, the
Plekhanovs, the Chkheukelis and Potresovs, etc., you are, objectively, defending the enslavement of the workers by the imperialist bourgeoisie with the aid of its best agents in the labour movement. The victory of revolutionary Social-Democracy on a world
scale is absolutely inevitable, only it is moving and will move,
is proceeding and will proceed, against you, it will be a victory
over vou.
These two trends, one might even say two parties, in the
present-day labour movement, which in 1914-16 so obviously
parted ways all over the world, were traced by Engels and Marx
in England throughout the course of decades, roughly from 1858
to 1892.
Neither Marx nor Engels lived to see the imperialist epoch of
world capitalism, which began not earlier than 1898-1900. llut

* "Imperialism is a product of highly developed industrial capitalism.
IL consists in tho striving of every industrial capitalist nation to subjugate
:ind annex ever larger agrarian territories, irrespective of the nations that
inhabit them» (Kautsky in Die Neue Zeit, September 11, 1914).
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it has been a peculiar feature of England that even in the middle
of the nineteenth century she already revealed at least two major
distinguishing features of imperialism: (1) vast colonies, and
(2) monopoly profit (due to her monopoly position in the world
market). In both respects England at that time was an exception
among capitalist countries, and Engels and Marx, analysing this
exception, quite clearly and definitely indicated its connection
with the (temporary) victory of opportunism in the English
labour movement.
ln a letter to Marx, dated October 7, 1858, Engels wrote:
·'-The English proletariat is actually becoming more and more
bourgeois, so that this most bourgeois of all nations is apparently aiming ultimately at the possession of a bourgeois aristocracy
and a bourgeois proletariat alongside the bourgeoisie. For a nation
which exploits the whole world this is of course to a certain extent
justifiable." 287 ln a letter to Sorge, dated September 21, 1872,
Engels informs him that Hales kicked up a big row in the Federal
Council of the International and secured a vote of censure on
Marx for saying that "the English labour leaders had sold themselves". Marx wrote to Sorge on August 1, 1874: "As to the urban
workers here (in England), it is a pity that the whole pack of
leaders did not get into Parliament. This would be the surest
way of getting rid of the whole lot." In a letter to Marx, dated
August 11, 1881, Engels speaks about "those very worst English
trade unions which allow themselves to be led by men sold to, or
at least paid by, the bourgeoisie". In a letter to Kautsky, dated
September 12, 1882, Engels wrote: "You ask me what the English
workers think about colonial policy. Well, exactly the same as they
think about politics in general. There is no workers' party here,
there are only Conservatives and Liberal-Radicals, and the workers gaily share the feast of England's monopoly of the world
market and the colonies. " 288
On December 7, 1889, Engels wrote to Sorge: ''Tho most repulsive thing here [in England) is the bourgeois 'respectability',
which has grown deep into the bones of the workers .... Even Tom
Mann, whom I regard as the best of the lot, is fond of mentioning
that he will be lunching with the Lord Mayor. If one compai-es
this with the French, one realises what a revolution is good for,
after all." 289 In a letter, dated April 19, 1890: "But under the
surface the movement [of the working class in England) is going
on, is embracing ever wider sections and mostly just among the
hitherto stagnant lowest [Engels's italics) strata. The day is n"
longer far off when this mass will suddenly find itself, when it
will dawn upon it that it itself is this colossal mass in motion.·•
On March 4, 1891: "The failure of the collapsed Dockers' Union;
the 'old' conservative trade unions, rich and therefore cowardly,
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remain lone on the field .... " September 14, 1891: at the Newcastle
Trade Union Congress the old unionists, opponents of the eighthour day, were defeated "and the bourgeois papers recognise
the defeat of the bourgeois labour party" (Engels's italics
throughout) ....
That these ideas, which were repeated by Engels 'over the course
of decades, were also expressed by him publicly, in the press, is
proved by his preface to the second edition of The Condition of
the Working Class in England, 1892. 290 Here he speaks of an
"aristocracy among the working class", of a "privileged minority
of the workers", in contradistinction to the "great mass of working people". "A small, privileged, protected minority" of the
working class alone was "permanently benefited" by the privileged position of England in 1848-68, whereas "the great bulk
of them experienced at best but a temporary improvement" ....
"With the break-down of that [England's industrial) monopoly,
the English working class will lose that privileged position .... "
The members of the "new" unions, the unions of the unskilled
workers, "had this immense advantage, that their minds were
virgin soil, entirely free from the inherited 'respectable' bourgeois
prejudices which hampered the brains of the better situated
'old unionists'" .... "The so-called workers' representatives" in
England are people "who are forgiven their being members of
the working class because they themselves would like to drown
their quality of being workers in the ocean of their liberalism" ....
We have deliberately quoted the direct statements of Marx
and Engels at rather great length in order that the reader may
study them as a whole. And they should be studied, they are
worth carefully pondering over. For they are the pivot of the
tactics in the labour movement that are dictated by the objective conditions of the imperialist era.
Here, too, Kautsky has tried to "befog the issue" and substitute for Marxism sentimental conciliation with the opportunists. Arguing against the avowed and na'ive social-imperialists
(men like Lensch) who justify Germany's participation in the
war as a means of destroying England's monopoly, Kautsky
"corrects" this obvious falsehood by another equally obvious falsehood. Instead of a cynical falsehood he employs a suave falsehood! The industrial monopoly of England, he says, has long ago
been broken, has long ago been destroyed, and there is nothing
left to destroy.
Why is this argument false?
Because, firstly, it overlooks England's colonial monopoly.
Yet Engels, as we have seen, pointed to this very clearly as early
as 1882, thirty-four years ago! Although England's industrial
monopoly may have been destroyed, her colonial monopoly not
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only remains, but has become extremely accentuated, for the
whole world is already divided up! By means of this suave lie
Kuutsky smuggles in the bourgeois-pacifist and opportunistphilistine idea that "there is nothing to fight about". On the contrary, not only have the capitalists something to fight about now,
but they cannot help fighting if they want to preserve capitalism, for without a forcible redivision of colonies the new imperialist countries cannot obtain the privileges enjoyed by the older
(and weaker) imperialist powers.
Secondly, why does England's monopoly explain the (temporary) victory of opportunism in England? Because monopoly
yields superprojits, i.e., a surplus of profits over and above the
-capitalist profits that are normal and customary all over the
world. The capitalists can devole a part (and not a small one,
at thatl) of these superprolits to bribe their own workers, to create
something like an alliance (recall the celebrated "alliances"
described by the Webbs of English trade unions and employers)
between the workers of the given nation and their capitalists
against the other countries. England's industrial monopoly was
already destroyed by the end of the nineteenth century. That is
beyond dispute. But how did this destruction take place? Did all
monopoly disappear?
If that were so, Kautsky's "theory" of conciliation (with the
opportunists) would to a certain extent be justified. But it is
not so, and that is just the point. Imperialism is monopoly capitalism. Every cartel, trust, syndicate, every giant bank is a
monopoly. Superprofits have not disappeared; they still remain.
The exploitation of all other countries by one privileged, fmancially wealthy country remains and has become more intense. A
handful of wealthy countries -there are only four of them, if we
mean independent, really gigantic, "modern" wealth: Englund,
France, the United States and Germany-have developed monop·oly to vast proportions, they obtain superprofits running into
hundreds, if not thousands, of millions, they "ride on the backs"
of hundreds and hundreds of millions of people in other countries
and fight among themselves for the division of the particularly
rich, particularly fat and particularly easy spoils.
This, in fact, is the economic aud political essence of imperialism, the profound contradictions of which Kautsky glosses over
instead of exposing.
The bourgeoisie of an imperialist "Great" Power can economically bribe the upper strata of "its" workers by spending on this
a hundred million or so francs a year, for its superprofits most
likely amount to about a thousand million. And how this little
.sop is divided among the labour ministers, "labour representatives" (remember Engels's splendid analysis of the term), labour
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members of war industries committees, 29 I labour officials, workers belonging to the narrow craft unions, office employees, etc.,
()tc., is a secondary question.
Between 1848 and 1868, urrd to a certain extent even later, only
England enjoyed a monopoly: that is why opportunism could pre\'ail there for decades. No other countries possessed either very
rich colonies or an industrial monopoly.
The last third of the nineteenth century saw the transition
Lo the new, imperialist era. Fiuance capital not of one, but of
several, though very few, Great Poweni enjoys a monopoly. (In
Japa11 and l-1.ussia the monopoly of military power, vast territories, or special facilities for robbing minority nationalities, China,
etc., partly supplements, partly takes the place of, the monopoly
ol modern, up-to-date fmance capital.) This difference explains
why England's monopoly position could remain unchallenged for
decades. The monopoly of modern finance capital is being frantically challenged; the era of imperialist wars has begun. It was
possible in those days to bribe and corrupt the working class of
one country for decades. This is now improbable, if not impossible.
llut on the other hand, every imperialist "Great" Power can and
does bribe smaller strata (than in Englaud in 1848-68) of the
"labour aristocracy". Formerly a "bourgeois labour party'', to use
Engels's remarkably profound expression, could arise only in one
country, because it alone enjoyed a monopoly, but, on the other
hand, it could exist for a long time. Now a "bourgeois labour party"
is inevitable and typical in all imperialist countries; but in view
of the desperate struggle they are waging for the division of
spoils, it is improbable that such a party ca11 prevail for long in
a number of countries. For the trusts, the financial oligarchy,
high prices, etc., while . enabling the bribery of a handful irr
the top layers, are increasingly oppressing, crushing, ruining
and torturing the mass of the proletariat and the semi-proletariat.
On the one hand, there is the tendency of the bourgeoisie
urrd the opportunists to convert a handful of very rich and privileged nati.ons into "eternal" parasites on the body of Lhe rest of
mankind, to "rest on the laurels'' oI the exploitation of ~egroes,
Indians, etc., keeping them in subjection with the aid of the
excellent weapons of extermination provided by modern militarism. On the other hand, there is the tendency ol the masses, who
arc more oppressed than before anrl who bear the whole brunt of
imperialist wars, Lo cast off this yoke and to overthrow the bourgeoisie. It is in the struggle between these two tendencies that
the history of the labour movement will now inevitably develop.
For the first tendency is not accidental; it is "substantiated" economically. In all countries the bourgeoisie has already begotten,
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fostered and secured for itself "bourgeois labour parties" of socialchauvinists. The difference between a definitely formed party.
like Bissolati 's in l taly, for example, which is fully socialimperialist, and, say, the semi-formed near-party of the Potresovs.
Gvozdyovs, Bulkins, Chkheidzes, Skobelevs and Co., is an immaterial difference. The important thing is that, economically, th&
desertion of a stratum of the labour aristocracy to the bourgeoisie
has matured and become an accomplished fact; and this economic fact, this shift in class relations, will find political form, in
one shape or another, without any particular "difficulty"'.
On the economic basis referred to above, the political institutions
of modern capitalism-press, parliament, associations, congresses.
etc.-have created political privileges and sops for the respectful,
meek, reformist and patriotic office employees and workers, corresponding to the economic privileges and sops. Lucrative and
soft jobs in the government or on the war industries committees,
in parliament and on diverse committees, on the editorial staffs of
"respectable", legally published newspapers or on the management councils of no less respectable and "bourgeois law-abiding"
trade unions-this is the bait by which the imperialist bourgeoisie
attracts and rewards the representatives and supporters of the
"bourgeois labour parties".
The mechanics of political democracy works in the same direction. Nothing in our times can be done without elections; nothing
can be done without the masses. And in this era of printing and
parliamentarism it is impossible to gain the following of the masses.
without a widely ramified, systematically managed, well-equipped
system of flattery, lies, fraud, juggling with fashionable and
popular catchwords, and promising all manner of reforms and
blessings to the workers right and left-as long as they renounc&
the revolutionary struggle for the overthrow of the bourgeoisie.
I would call this system Lloyd-Georgism, after the English Minister Lloyd George, one of the foremost and most dexterous representatives of this system in the classic land of the "bourgeois
labour party". A first-class bourgeois manipulator, an astute politician, a popular orator who will deliver any speeches you like,
even r-r-revolutionary ones, to a labour audience, and a man
who is capable of obtaining sizable sops for docile workers in the
shape of social reforms (insurance, etc.), Lloyd George serve&
the bourgeoisie splendidly,* and serves it precisely among the
• I recently read an article in an English magazine by a Tory, a political opponent of Lloyd George, entitled "Lloyd George from the Standpoini
of a Tory". The war opened the eyes of this OJ?ponent and made him realistt
what an excellent servant of the bourgeoisie this Lloyd George is! The Torieit
have made peace with him!
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workers, brings its influence precisely to the proletariat, to where
the bourgeoisie needs it most and where it finds it most difficult
to subject the masses morally.
And is there such a great difference between Lloyd George and
the Scheidemanns, Legiens, Hendersons and Hyndmans, Plekhanovs, Renaudels and Co.? Of the latter, it may be objected, some
will return to the revolutionary socialism of Marx. This is possible, but it is an insignificant difference in degree, if the question
is regarded from its political, i.e., its mass aspect. Certain individuals among the present social-chauvinist leaders may return
to the proletariat. But the social-chauvinist or (what is the same
thing) opportunist trend can neither disappear nor "return" to
the revolutionary proletariat. Wherever Marxism is popular among
the workers, this political trend, this "bourgeois labour party",
will swear by the name of Marx. lt cannot be prohibited from
doing this, just as a trading firm cannot be prohibited from using
any particular label, sign or advertisement. It has always been
the case in history that after the death of revolutionary leaders
who were popular among the oppressed classes, their enemies
ltave attempted to appropriate their names so as to deceive the
oppressed classes.
The fact is that "bourgeois labour parties", as a political phenomenon, have already been formed in all the foremost capitalist
countries, and that unless a determined and relentless struggle is
waged all along the line against these parties-or groups, trends,
etc., it is all the same-there can be no question of a struggle against
imperialism, or of Marxism, or of a socialist labour movement.
The Chkheidze faction, 292 Nashe Dyelo and Golos Truda293 in
Russia, and the O.C. supporters2H abroad are nothing but varieLies of one such party. There is not the slightest reason for thinking that these parties will ·disappear before the social revolution.
On the contrary, the nearer the revolution approaches, the more
strongly it flares up and the more sudden and violent the transitions and leaps in its progress, the greater will be the part the
struggle of the revolutionary mass stream against the opportunist petty-bourgeois stream will play in the labour movement.
Kautskyism is not an independent trend, because it has no roots
Pither in the masses or in the privileged stratum which has deserted to the bourgeoisie. But the danger of Kautskyism lies in the
fact that, utilising the ideology of the past, it endeavours to reconcile the proletariat with the "bourgeois labour party", to pre~crve the unity of the proletariat with that party and thereby
enhance the latter's prestige. The masses no longer follow the avowed
social-chauvinists: Lloyd George has been hissed down at workers'
rneetings in England; Hyndman has left the party; the Renaudels and Scheidemanns, the Potresovs and Gvozdyovs are
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protected by the police. The Kautskyites' masked defence of the
social-chauvinists is much more dangerous.
One of the most common sophistries of Kautskyism is its reference to tire "masses". We do not want, they say, to break away
from the masses and mass organisations. But just think how
Engels put the question. In the nineteenth century the "mass organisations" of the English trade unions were on the side of the
bourgeois labour party. Marx and Engels did not reconcile themselves to it on this ground; they exposed it. They did not forget,
firstly, that the trade union organisations directly embraced a
minority of the proletariat. In England then, as in Germany now,
not more than one-fifth of the proletariat was organised. No one
can seriously think it possible to organise the majority of the
proletariat under capitalism. Secondly-and this is the main
point-it is not so much a question of the size of an organisation,
as of the real, objective significance of its policy: does its policy
represent the masses, does it serve them, i.e., does it aim at their
liberation from capitalism, or does it represent the interests of
the minority, the minority's reconciliation with capitalism? The
latter was true of England in the nineteenth centnry, and it is
true of Germany, etc., now.
Engels draws a distinction between the "bourgeois labour party"
of the old trade unions-the privileged minority-and the "lowest
mass", the real majority, and appeals to the latter, who are
not infected by "bourgeois respectability". This is the essence of
Marxist tactics!
Neither we nor anyone else can calculate precisely what portion of the proletariat is following and will follow the socialchauvinists and opportunists. This will be revealed only by the
struggle, it will be definitely decided only by the socialist revolution. But we know for certain that the "defenders of the fatherland" in the imperialist war represent only a minority. And it is
therefore our duty, if we wish to remain socialists, to go down lower
and deeper, to the real masses; this is tire whole meaning and the
whole purport of the struggle against opportunism. By exposing
the fact that the opportunists and social-chauvinists are in reality
betraying and selling the interests of the masses, that they are
defending the temporary privileges of a minority of the workers.
that they are the vehicles of bourgeois ideas and influences, that
they are really allies and agents of the bourgeoisie, we teach the
masses to appreciate their true political interests, to fight
for socialism and for the revolution through all the long and
painful vicissitudes of imperialist wars and imperialist armistices.
The only Marxist line in the world labour movement is to
explain to the masses the inevitability and necessity of breaking
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with opportunism, to educate them for revolution by waging
a relentless struggle against opportunism, to utilise the experiences of the war to expose, not conceal, the utter vileness of
11ational-liberal labour politics.
In the next article, we shall try to sum up the principal features that distinguish this line from Kaulskyism.
Written in October 1916
Published in Sbornik SotsialDemokrata No. 2, December 1916

Collected Works, Vol. 23, pp. 105-07,
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From STATISTICS AND SOCIOLOGY

Facts are stubborn things, runs the English saying. It comes to
mind, in particular, when a certain author waxes enthusiastic
about the greatness of the "nationality principle" in its different
implications and relationships. What is more, in most cases the
"principle" is applied just as aptly, and is just as much in place,
as the exclamation "many happy returns of the day" by a certain
folk-tale character at the sight of a funeral.
Precise facts, indisputable facts-they are especially abhorrent
to this type of author, but are especially necessary if we want
to form a proper understanding of this complicated, difficult
and often deliberately confused question. But how to gather the
facts? How to establish their connection and interdependence?
The most widely used, and most fallacious, method in the realm
of social phenomena is to tear out individual minor facts and juggle with examples. Selecting chance examples presents no difficulty at all, but is of no value, or of purely negative value, for in
each individual case everything hinges on the historically concrete
situation. Facts, if we take them in their entirety, in their interconnection, are not only stubborn things, but undoubtedly proofbearing things. Minor facts, if taken out of their entirety, out of
their interconnection, if they are arbitrarily selected and torn out
of context, are merely things for juggling, or even worse. For
instance, when an author who was once a serious author and
wishes to be regarded as such now too takes the fact of the Mongolian yoke and presents it as an example that explains certain
events in twentieth-century Europe, can this be considered merely
juggling, or would it not be more correct to consider it political
chicanery? The Mongolian yoke is a fact of history, and one doubtlessly connected with the national question, just as in twentiethcentury Europe we observe a number of facts likewise doubtlessly connected with this question. But you will find few people-
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of the type tho French describe as "national clowns" -who would
,·('nture, whil!' claiming to be serious, to nse this fact of the
:\loJJgolian yoke as au illuslration of events in twentieth-century
Europe.
Tlre inference is clear: we must seek to build a reliable fon nclali on of precise and indisputable facts that can be confronted to any
of the "general"' or "example-based" arguments now so grossly
misused in certain countries. And if it is to be a real foundation,
we must take not individual facts, butthesumtotalof facts, withont a single exception, relating to the question under discussion.
Otherwise there v.ill be the inevitable, and fully justified, suspicion that the facts were selected or compiled arbitrarily, that
instead of historical phenomena being presented in objective
interconnection and interdependence and treated as a whole, we
are presenting a "subjective" concoction to justify what might
prove to be a dirty business. This does happen ... and more often
than one might think.
\\"ritten in January -1917
Fir•t published in the magazine
/Jolskevik No. 2, 1935
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From LETTERS ON TACTICS

Marxism requires of us a strictly exact and objectively verifiable analysis of the relations of classes and of the concrete
features peculiar to each historical situation. We Bolsheviks have
always tried to meet this requirement, which is absolutely essential for giving a scientific foundation to policy.
"Our theory is not a dogma, but a guide to action, " 295 Marx
and Engels always said, rightly ridiculing the mere memorising
and repetition of "formulas", that at best are capable only of marking out general tasks, which are necessarily modifiable by the
concrete economic and political conditions of each particular
period of the historical process.
What, then, are the clearly esLablished objective facts which
the party of the revolutionary proletariat must now be guided
by in defining the tasks and forms of its activity?
Both in my first Letter from Afar ("The First Stage of the First
Revolution") published in Pravda Nos. 14 and 15, :\larch 21 and
22, 1917, and in my theses, I define "the specific feature o[ the
present siLuation in Hussia"' as a period of transition from the
first stage of the revolution to the second. I therefore considered
the basic slogan, the "task of Lhe day" atthismoment to be: "Workers, you have performed miracles of proletarian heroism, the
heroism of the people, in the civil war against tsarism. You must
perform miracles of organisation, organisation of the pruleLarlat
and of the whole people, to prepare the way for your victory in
the second sLage of the revolution" (Pravda No. 15).
What, Lhen, ls the first stage?
It ls the passing of state power to the bourgeoisie.
Ilefore the February-March revolution of 1917, state power ii
Hussia was iu the hands of one old class, namely, the feudal landed nobility, ~aded by Nicholas nomanov.
After the revolution, the power ls In the hands of a different
class, a new class, namely, the bourgeoisie.
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The passing of state power from one class to another is the first,
the principal, the basic sign of a revolution, both in the strictly
i'Cientific and in the practical political meaning of that term.
To this extent, the bourgeois, or the bourgeois-democratic,
revolution in Russia is completed.
But at this point we hear a clamour of protest from people who
readily call themselves "old Bolsheviks". Didn't we always
maintain, they say, that the bourgeois-democratic revolution
is completed only by the "revolutionary-democratic dictatorship
of the proletariat and the peasantry"? ls the agrarian revolution,
which is also a borrrgeois-democratic revolution, completed? Is
it not a fact, on the contrary, that it has not even started?
My answer is: The Bolshevik slogans and ideas on the whole
have been confirmed by history; but concretely things have worked
out differently; they are more original, more peculiar, more variegated than anyone could have expected.
To ignore or overlook this fact would mean taking after those
"old Bolsheviks" who more than once already have played so
regrettable a role in the history of our Party by reiterating formulas senselessly learned by rote instead of studying the specific
features of the new and living reality.
"The revolutionary-democratic dictatorship of the proletariat
and the peasantry" has already become a reality* in the Russian
revolution, for this "forrnnla" envisages only a relation of classes,
and not a concrete political institution implementing this relation,
this co-operation. "The Soviet of Workers' and Soldiers' Deputies'' -there you have the "revolutionary-democratic dictatorship
of the proletariat and the peasantry" already accomplished in reality.
This formula is already antiquated. Events have moved it from
the realm of formulas ipto the realm of reality, clothed it with
llC'sh and bone, concretised it and thereby modified it.
A new and different task now faces us: to effect a split within
this dictatorship between the proletarian elements (theianti-defencist, internationalist, "Communisr elements, who stand for a
transition to the commune) and the small-proprietor or pettybourgeots elements (Chkheidze, Tsereteli, Steklov, the Socialistncvolutionaries296 and the other revolutionary defencists, who
are opposed to moving towards the commune and are in favour
of "supporting" the bourgeoisie and the bourgeois government).
The person who now speaks only of a "revolutionary-democratic
•lictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry" is behind the
ti mes, consequently, he has in effrct gone over to the petty bourgl'oisie against the proletarian class struggle; that person should
* In a certain form and to a certain extent.
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be consigned to Lhe archive of "Bolshevik" pre-revolutionary antiques (it may be called the archive of "old Bolsheviks").
The revoluLionary-democratic dictatorship of the proletariat
and the peasanLry has already been realised, but in a highly original manner, and with a number of extremely important modifications. 1 shall deal with them separately in one of my next letters. For the present, it is essential to grasp the incontestable
truth that a Marxist must take cognisance of real life, of the true
facts of reality, and not cling to a theory of yesterday, which,
like all theories, at best only outliues the main and the general,
only comes near to embracing life in all its complexity.
"Theory, my friend, is grey, but green is the eternal tree of
life. •297
To deal with the question of "completion" of the bourgeois revolution in the old way is to sacrifice living Marxism to the dead
letter.
According to the old way of thinking, the rule of the bourgeoisie
could and should be followed by the rule of the proletariat and
the peasantry, by their dictatorship.
In real life, however, things have already turned out differently;
there has been an extremely original, novel and unprecedented
interlacing of the one with the other. We have side by side, existing
together, simultaneously, both the rule of the bourgeoisie (the
governmeut of Lvov and Guchkov) and a revolutionary-democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry, which is
voluntarily ceding power to the bourgeoisie, voluntarily making
itself an appendage of the bourgeoisie.
For it must not be forgotten that actually, in Petrograd, the
power is in the hands of the workers and soldiers; the new government is not using and cannot use violence against them, because
there is no police, no army standing apart from the people, no
officialdom standing all-powerful above the people. This is a fact,
the kind of fact that is characteristic of a state of the Paris Commune
type. This fact does not lit into the old schemes. One must
know how to adapt schemes to facts, instead of rciteraLing the
now meaningless words about a "dictatorship of the proletariat
and the peasantry" in general.
To throw more light on this question let us approach it from
another angle.
A Marxist must not abandon the ground of careful analysis
of class relations. The bourgeoisie is in power. But is not the
mass of the peasants also a bourgeoisie, only of a differeut social
stratum, of a different kind, of a different character? Whence does
it follow that this stratum cannot come to power, thus "completing"
the bourgeois-democratic revolution? Why should this be impossible?
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This is how the old Bolsheviks often argue.
My reply is that it is quite possible. But, in assessing a given
situation, a Marxist must proceed not from what is possible, but
from what is real.
And the reality reveals the fact that freely elected soldiers'
and peasants' deputies are freely joining the second, parallel
government, and are freely supplementing, developing and completing it. And, just as freely, they are surrendering power to
the bourgeoisie -a fact which does not in the least "contravene"
the theory of Marxism, for we have always known and repeatedly
pointed out that the bourgeoisie maintains itself in power not
only by force but also by virtue of the lack of class-consciousness and organisation, the routinism and downtrodden state of
the masses.
In view of this present-day reality, it is simply ridiculous to
turn one's back on the Iact and talk about "possibilities".
Possibly the peasantry may seize all the land and all the power.
Far from forgetting this possibility, far from confining myself to
the present, I definitely and clearly formulate the agrarian programme, taking into account the new phenomenon, i.e., the
deeper cleavage between the agricultural labourers and the poor
peasants on the one hand, and the peasant proprietors on the other.
But there is also another possibility; it is possible that the
peasants will take the advice of Lhe petty-bourgeois party of the
Socialist-Revolutionaries, which has yielded to the influence of
the bourgeoisie, has adopted a defencist stand, and which advises
wailing for the Constituent Assembly, although not even the
date of its convocation has yet been fixed.*
It is possible that· the peasants will maintain and prolong their
deal with the bourgeoisie, a deal wltich they have now concluded
through the Soviets of Workers' and Soldiers' Deputies not only
in form, but in fact.
Many things are possible. It would be a great mistake to forget
the agrarian movement and the agrarian programme. But it
would be no less a mistake to forget the reality, which reveals
the fact that an agreement, or-to use a more exact, less legal,
hut more class-economic term-class collaboration exists between
lhe bourgeoisie and the peasantry.
When this fact ceases to be a fact, when the peasantry separates
from the bourgeoisie, seizes the land aud power despite the bourgeoi-

•

*

Lest my words be misinterpreted, I shall say at once that I am posi-

tivPly in favour of the Soviets of Agricultural Labourers and Peasants immediately taking owr all the land; but they should themselves observe the
:;trictest order and discipline, not pet·mit the slightest damage to machines,
structures, or livestock, and In no case disorgani•c agriculture and grain
production, but rather dev.top them, for the soldiers need twice as much
bread, and the people must not be allowed to starve.
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sie, that will be a new stage in the bourgeois-democratic revolution; and that matter will be dealt with separately.
A Marxist who, in view of the possibility of such a future stage,
were to forget his duties in the present, when the peasantry is in
agreement with the bourgeoisie, would turn petty bourgeois . .f'or
he would in practice be preaching to the proletariat confidence in
the petty bourgeoisie ("this petty bourgeoisie, this peasantry,
must separate from the bourgeoisie while the bourgeois-democratic revolution is still on"). Because of the "possibility" of so pleasing and sweet a future, in which the peasantry would not be the
tail of the bourgeoisie, in which the Socialist-Revolutionaries,
the Chkheidzes, Tseretelis, and Steklovs would not be an appendage of the bourgeois government-because of the "possibility"
of so pleasing a future, he would be forgetting the unpleasant
present, in which the peasantry still forms the tail of the bourgeoisie, and in which the Socialist-Revolntionaries and Social-Democrats have not yet given up their role as an appendage of the bourgeois government, as "His Majesty'' Lvov's Opposition. 99 8
This hypothetical person would resemble a sweetish Louis Blanc,
or a sugary Kautskyite, but certainly not a revolutionary Marxist.
But are we not in danger of falling into subjectivism, of wanting to arrive at the socialist revolution by "skipping" the bourgeois-democratic revolution-which is not yet completed and has
not yet exhausted the peasant movement?
I might be incurring Lhis danger if I said: "No Tsar, but a workers' government." 299 But I did not say that, I said something else.
I said that there can be no government (barring a bourgeois government) in Russia other than that of Soviets of Workers', Agricultural Labourers', Soldiers', and Peasants' Deputies. I said that
power in Russia now can pass from Guchkov and Lvov only to
these Soviets. And in these Soviets, as it happens, it is the peasants,
the soldiers, i.e., petty bourgeoisie, who preponderate, to use
a scientific, Marxist term, a class characterisation, and not a
common, man-in-the-street, professional characterisation.
In my theses, I absolutely ensured myself against skipping
over the peasant movement, which has not outlived itself, or the
petty-bourgeois movement iu general, against any playing at
"seizure of power'' by a worke!'s' government, against any kind
of Blanquist adventurism; for I pointedly referred to the experience
of the Paris Commune. And this experience, as we know, and
as Marx proved at length in 187'1 and Engels in 189f,30o absolutely•
exclude8 Blanquism, 301 absolutely ensures the direct, immediate
and unquestionable rule of the majority and the activity of
the masses only to the extent that the majority itself acts consciously.
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In the theses, I very definitely reduced the question
one of a struggle for infl,uence within the Soviets of Workers',
.\gricultural Labourers', Peasants', and Soldiers' Deputies. To leave
no shadow of doubt on this score, I twice emphasised in the theses
l he need for patient and persistent "explanatory" work "adapted
to lhe practical needs of the masses".
Ignorant persons or renegades from Marxism, like '.\1r. Plekha11ov, may shout about anarchism, Blanquism, and so forth. But
1ho~e who want to think and learn cannot fail to understand
that Blanqnism means the seizure of power by a minority, whereas
the Soviets are admittedly the direct and immediate organisation
of the majority of the people. Work confined to a struggle for
inflnence within these Soviets cannot, simply cannot, stray into
the swamp of Blanquism. Nor can it stray into the swamp of anard1ism, for anarchism denies the need for a state and state power in
the period of transition from the rule of the bourgeoisie to the
rule of the proletariat, whereas I, with a precision that precludes
a11y possibility of misinterpretation, advocate the need for a state
in this period, although, in accordance with Marx and the lessons
of the Paris Commune, 1 advocate not the usual parliamentary
bourgeois state, but a state without a standing army, without a
police opposed to the people, without an officialdom placed above
the people.
When Mr. Plekhanov, in his newspaper Yedinstvo, shouts with
all his might that this is anarchism, he is merely giving further
proof of his break with Marxism. Challenged by me in Pravda
Pio. 26) to tell us what Marx and Engels taught on the subject
in 1871, 1872 and 1875, 302 Mr. Plekhanov can only preserve silence
-on the question at issue and shout out abuse after the manner
of the enraged bourgeoisie.
:\1r. Plekhanov, the ex-Marxist, has absolutely failed to understand the Marxist doctrine of the state. Incidentally, the germs
of this lack of understanding are also to be found in his German
pamphlet on anarchism. 303
10

\\"ritten between April 8 and 13
(~1 and 26), 1917
Published as a pamphlet
in St. Petersburg in April 1917
hy Priboi Publishers
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l"rom WAR AND REVOLUTION
A Lecture Delivered on }lay 14 (27). 1917

It seems to me that the most important thing thaL is usually
overlooked in the question of the war, a key issue to which insufficient attention is paid and over which there is so much dispute useless, hopeless, idle dispute, I should say-is the question of
the class character of the war: what caused that war, what classes
are waging it, and what historical and historico-cconomic conditions gave rise to it. As far as I have been able Lo follow the way
the question of the war is dealt with at public and Party meetings,
I have come to the conclusion that the reason why there is so much
misunderstauding on the subject is because, all Loo often, when
dealiug with the question of the war, we speak in entirely different languages.
From the point of view of Marxism, that is, of modern scientific socialism, the main issue in any discussion by socialists on
how to assess the war and what attiLude to adopt towards it is
this: what is the war being waged for, and what classes staged and
directed it. We Marxists do not belong to that category of people
who arc unqualified opponents of all war. We say: our aim is to
achieve a socialist system of society, which, by eliminating the
division of mankind into classes, by eliminating all exploitation
of mun by man and nation by nation, will inevitably eliminate the
very possibility of war. But in the war to win that socialist system of society we arc bound to encounter conditions under which
the class struggle within each given nation may come up against
a war between the different nations, a war conditioned by this
very class struggle. Therefore, we cannot rule out tho possibility
of revolutionary wars, i.e., wars arising from the class struggle,
wars waged by rovoluLionary classes, wars which arc of direct
and immediate revolutionary significance. Still less can we rnle
this out when we remember that though the history of European
revolutions during the last century, in tho course of 125-135 years,
say, gave us wars which were mostly reactionary, it also gave us
revolutionary wars, such as the war of the French revolutionary
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rnasses against a united monarchist, backward, feudal and semifeudal Europe. Ko deception of the masses is more widespread
torlay in Western Europe, and latterly here in Russia, too, than
that which is practised by citing the example of revolutionary
wars. There arc wars and wars. We must be clear as to what historical conditions have given rise to the war, what classes are waging it, and for what ends. Unless we grasp this, all our talk about
the war will necessarily be utterly futile, engendering more heat
than light. That is why I take the liberty, seeing that you have
chosen war and revolution as the subject of today's talk, to deal
with this aspect of the matter at greater length.
We all know the dictum of Clausewitz, one of the most famous
writers on the philosophy and history of war, which says: "War
is a continuation of policy by other means. " 30' This dictum comes
from a writer who reviewed the history of wars and drew philosophic lessons from it shortly after the period of the Napoleonic
wars. This writer, whose basic views are now undoubtedly familiar to every thinking person, nearly eighty years ago challenged
the ignorant man-in-the-street conception of war as being a thing
apart from the policies of the governments and classes concerned,
as being a simple attack that disturbs the peace, and is then followed by restoration of the peace thus disturbed, as much as tosay: "They had a fight, then they made up!"' This is a grossly
ignorant view, one that was repudiated scores of years ago and
is repudiated by any more or less careful analysis of any historical epoch of wars.
War is a continuation of policy by other means. All wars are
inseparable from the political systems that engender them. The·
policy which a given state, a given class within that state, pursued
for a long time before the war is inevitably continued by that same
class during the war, the farm of action alone being changed.
War is a continuation of policy by other means. When the
French revolutionary townspeople and revolutionary peasants
overthrew the monarchy at the close of the eighteenth century
by revolutionary means and established a democratic republic when they made short work of their monarch, and short work of
their landowners, too, in a revolutionary fashion-that policy
of the revolutionary class was bound to shake all the rest of autocratic, tsarist, imperial, and semi-feudal Europe to its foundations.
And the inevitable continuation of this policy of the victorious
revolutionary class in France was the wars in which all the monarchist nations of Europe, forming their famous coalition, lined
up against revolutionary France in u counter-revolutionary war.
Just as within the country the revolutionary people of France
harl then, for tho first time, displayed revolutionary energy ou a
scale it had never shown for centuries, so in the war at the close
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masses against a united monarchist, backward, feudal and semifcudal Europe. No deception of the masses is more widespread
today in Western Europe, and latterly here in Russia, too, than
that which is practised by citing the example of revolutionary
wars. There are wars and wars. We must be clear as to what historical conditions have given rise to the war, what classes arc wag·
ing it, and for what ends. Unless we grasp this, all our talk about
the war will necessarily be utterly futile, engendering more heat
than light. That is why I take the liberty, seeing that you have
c1Iosc11 war and revolution as the subject of today's talk, to deal
with this aspect of the matter at greater length.
We all know the dictum of Clausewitz, one of the most famous
writers on the philosophy and history of war, which says: "War
is a continuation of policy by other means." 304 This dictum comes
from a writer who reviewed the history of wars and drew philosophic lessons from it shortly after the period of the Napoleonic
wars. This writer, whose basic views are now undoubtedly familiar to every thinking person, nearly eighty years ago challenged
the ignorant man-in-the-street conception of war as being a thing
apart from the policies of the governments and classes concerned,
as being a simple attack that disturbs the peace, and is then followed by restoration of the peace thus disturbed, as much as to
say: "They had a fight, then they made up!"' This is a grossly
ignorant view, one that was repudiated scores of years ago and
is repudiated by any more or less careful analysis of any historical epoch of wars.
War is a continuation of policy by other means. All wars are
inseparable from the political systems that engender them. The
policy which a given state, a given class within that state, pursued
for a long time before the war is inevitably continued by that same
class during the war, the form of action alone being changed.
War is a continuation of policy by other means. \Vhen the
French revolutionary townspeople and revolutionary peasants
overthrew the monarchy at the close of the eighteenth century
by revolutionary means and established a democratic republicwhen they made short work of their monarch, aud short work of
their landowners, too, in a revolutionary fashion-that policy
of the revolutio11ary class was bound to shake all the rest of autocratic, tsarist, imperial, and semi-feudal Europe to its foundations.
And the inevitable continuation of this policy of the victorious
revolutionary class in France was the wars in which all the monarchist nations of Europe, forming their famous coalition, lined
up against revolutionary France in a counter-rcvoln tionary wnr.
Just as within the country the revolutiouary people of France
had then, for the first time, displayed revolutionary energy on a
scale it had never shown for centuries, so in the war at the close
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of the eighteenth century it revealed a similar gigantic revolutionary creativeness when it remodelled its whole system of strat'llgy, broke with all the old rules and traditions of warfare, replaced the old troops with a new revolutionary people's army, and
<:reated new methods of warfare. This example, to my mind, is
noteworthy in that it clearly demonstrates to us things which the
bourgeois journalists arc now always forgetting when they pan,der to the philistine prejudices and ignorance of the backward
masses who do not understand this intimate economic and historical connection between every kind of war and the preceding
policy of every country, every class that ruled before the war
and achieved its ends by so-called "peaceful" means. So-called,
because the brute force required to ensure "peaceful" rule in the
-colonies, for example, can hardly be called peaceful.
Peace reigned in Europe, but this was because domination
-over hundreds of millions of people in the colonies by the European nations was sustained only through constant, incessant,
interminable wars, which we Europeans do not regard as wars
.at all, since all too often they resembled, not wars, but brutal
massacres, the wholesale slaughter of unarmed peoples. The
thing is that if we want to know what the present war is about
we must first of all make a general survey of the policies of the
European powers as a whole. We must not take this or that example, this or that particular case, which can easily be wrenched out
-of the context of social phenomena and which is worthless, because
an opposite example can just as easily be cited. We must
take the whole policy of the entire system of European states
in their economic and political interrelations if we are to understand how the present war steadily and inevitably grew out of
this system.
We are constantly witnessing attempts, especially on the part
of the capitalist press-whether monarchist or republican-to
read into the present war an historical meaning which it docs
not possess. For example, no device is more frequently resorted
to in the French Republic than that of presenting this war on
France's part as a continuation and counterpart of the wars of
the Great French Revolution of 1792. No device for hoodwinking
the French masses, the French workers and the workers of all
-countries is more widespread than that of applying to our epoch
the "jargon" of that other epoch and some of its watchwords, or
the attempt to present matters as though now, too, republican
France is defending her liberty against the monarchy. One
"'minor" fact overlooked is that then, in 1792, war was waged in
France by a revolutionary class, which had carried out an unpacalleled revolution and displayed unmatched heroism in utterly
destroying the French monarchy and rising against a united mo-
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nurchist Europe with the sole and single aim of carrying on its
revolutionary struggle.
The war in France was a continuation of the policy of the revo1utionary class which had carried ont the revolution, won the
,.~public, settled accounts with the French capitalists and landowners
with unprecedented vigour, and was waging a revolutionary war
1~ainst a united :monarchist Europe in continuation of that policy.
What we have at present is primarily two leagues, two groups
of capitalist powers. We have before us all the world's greatest
capitalist powers-Britain, France, America, and Germany-who
for decades have doggedly pursued a policy of incessant economic
rirnlry aimed at achieving world supremacy, subjugating the
-;mall nations, and making threefold and tenfold profits on banking capital, which has caught the whole world in the net of its
influence. That is what Britain's and Germany's policies really
amount to. I stress this fact. This fact can never be emphasised
:;trongly enough, because if we forget this we shall never under.;land what this war is about, and we shall then be easy game
for any bourgeois publicist who tries to foist lying phrases on us.
The real policies of the two groups of capitalist giants-Britain and Germany, who, with their respective allies, have taken
the field against each other -policies which they were pursuing
for decades before the war, should be studied and grasped in their
entirety. If we did not do this we should not only be neglecting
an essential requirement of scientific socialism and of all social
~cience in general, but we should be unable to understand anything
whatever about the present war. We should be putting ourselves
in the power of Milyukov, that deceiver, who is stirring up chauYinism and hatred of one nation for another by methods which
nre applied everywhere without exception, methods which
Clausewitz wrote about eighty years ago when he ridiculed the
very view some people are holding today, namely, that the nations
lived in peace and then they started fighting. As if this were
trne! How can a war be accounted for without considering its
bearing on the preceding policy of the given state, of the given
;;ystem of states, the given classes? I repeat: this is a basic point
which fr constantly overlooked. Failure to understand it makes
nine-tenths of all war discussions mere wrangling, so much verbiage. We say: if you have not studied the policies of both belligerent groups over a period of decades-so as to avoid accidental
factors and the quoting of random examples-if you have not shown
what bearing this war has on preceding policies, then you don't
1mderstand what this war is all about.
These policies show us just one thing--<:ontinuous economic
rivalry between the world's two greatest giants, capitalist econo>nies. On the one hand we have Britain, a country which owns thP
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greater part of the globe, a country which ranks first in wealth,
which has creaLed this wealth, not so much by the labour of its
workers as by the exploitation of innumerable colonies, by the
vast power of its banks which have developed at the head of all
the others into an insignificantly small group of some fonr or
five super-banks handling billions of rubles, and handling them
in such a way that it can be said without exaggeration that there
is not a patch of land in the world today on which this capital
has not laid its heavy hand, not a patch of land which British capital has not enmeshed by a thousand threads. This capital grew
to such dimensions by the tnrn of the century that its activities
extended far beyond the borders of individual states and formed
a gronp of giant banks possessed of fabulous wealth. Having
begotten this tiny group of banks, it has caught the whole world
in the net of its billions. This is the sum and substance of Britain's economic policy and of the economic policy of France, of
which even French writers, some of them contributors to l'Humanite, a paper now controlled by ex-socialists (in fact, no less
a man than Lysis, the well-known financial writer), stated several years before the war: "France is a financial monarchy, France
is a financial oligarchy, France is the world's money-lender."
On the other hand, opposed to this, mainly Anglo-French group,
we have another group of capitalists, an even more rapacious.
even more predatory one, a group who came to the capitalist
banqueting table when all the seats were occupied, but who introduced into the struggle new methods for developing capitalist
production, improved techniques, and superior organisation,
which turned the old capitalism, the capitalism of the free-competition age, into the capitalism of giant trusts, syndicates, and
cartels. This group introduced the beginnings of state-controlled
capitalist production, combining the colossal power of capitalism
with the colossal power of the state into a single mechanism and
bringing tens of millions of people within the single organisation
of sLate capitalism. Here is economic history, here is diplomatic
history, covering several decades, from which no one can get
away. It is the one and only guide-post to a proper solution of
the problem of war; it leads you to the conclusion that the
present war, too, is the outcome of the policies of the classes whohave come to grips in it, of the two supreme giants, who, long
before the war, had canght the whole world, all countries, in the
net of financial exploitation and economically divided the globe
up among themselves. They were bound to clash, because a redivision of Lhis supremacy, from the point of view of capitalism,
had become inevitable.
First published April 23, 1929
in Pravda No. 93

Collected Works, Vol. 24, pp. 398-
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From THE STATE AND REVOLUTION
The l\Jarxist Theory of the State and the
Tasks of the Proletariat in the Revolutionao•
Chapter I
CLASS SOCIETY AND THE STATE

1. The State-A product of the Irreconcilability
of Class Antagonisms
What is now happening to Marx's theory has, in the course of
history, happened repeatedly to the theories of revolutionary
thinkers and leaders of oppressed classes fighting for emancipation. During the lifetime of great revolutionaries, the oppressing
classes constantly hounded them, received their theories with
the most savage malice, the most furious hatred and the most unscrupulous campaigns of lies and slander. After their death, attempts are made to convert them into harmless icons, to canonise
them, so to say, and to hallow their names to a certain extent for
the "consolation" of the oppressed classes and with the object
of duping the latter, while at the same time robbing the revolutionary theory of its substance, blunting its revolutionary edge and
vulgarising it. Today, the bourgeoisie and the opportunists within
the labour movement concur in this doctoring of Marxism. They
omit, obscure or distort the revolutionary side of this theory,
its revolutionary soul. They push to the foreground and extol
what is or seems acceptable to the bourgeoisie. All the socialchauvinists arc now "Marxists'' (don't laugh). And more and
rnore frequently German bourgeois scholars, only yesterday specialists in- the annihilation of Marxism, are speaking of the
"national-German" Marx, who, they claim, educated the labour
unions which are so splendidly organised for the purpose of waging a predatory war.
In these circumstances, in view of the unprecedentedly widespread distortion of Marxism, our prime task is to re-establish
what Marx really taught on the subject of the slate. This will
necessitate a number of long quotations from the works of Marx
and Engels themselves. Of course, long quotations will render the.
text cumbersome and not help at all to make iL popular reading,
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bnt we cannot possibly dispense with them. All, or at any rate all
the most essential passages in the works of Marx and Engels on
the subject of the state must by all means be quoted as fully as
possible so that the reader may form an independent opinion of
the totality of the views of the founders of scientific socialism.
and of the evolution of those views. and so that their distortion
by the "Kautskyism" now prevailing may be documentarily
proved and clearly demonstrated.
Let us begin with the most popular of Engels's works, TheOrigin of the Family, Private Property, and the State, the sixth.
edition of which was published in -Stuttgart as far back as 1894.
We shall have to translate the quotations from the German originals, as the Russian translations, while very numerous, are forthe most part either incomplete or very unsatisfactory.
Summing up his historical analysis, Engels says:
"The state is, therefore, by no means a power forced
on society from without; just as little is it •the reality
of the ethical idea', •the image and reality of reason', as
Hegel maintains. 306 Rather, it is a product of society at a
certain stage of development; it is the admission that this
society has become entangled in an insoluble contradiction with itse!I, that it has split into irreconcilable antagonisms which it is powerless to dispel. But in order that.
these antagonisms, these classes with conflicting economic
interests might not consume themselves and society in
fruitless struggle, it became necessary to have a power.
seemingly standing above society, that would alleviate
the conflict and keep it within the bounds of •order';
and this power, arisen out of society but placing itself
above it, and alienating itself more and more from it.
is the state'' (pp. 177-78, sixth German edition). 307
This expresses with perfect clarity the basic idea of Marxism
with regard to the historical role and the meaning of the state.
The state is a product and a manifestation of the irreconcilability
of class antagonisms. The state arises where, when and insofar as
class antagonisms objectively cannot be reconciled. And, conversely, the existence of the state proves that the class antagonisms
are irreconcilable.
It is on this most important and fundamental point that
the distortion of .Marxism, proceeding along two main lines,
begins.
On the one hand, the bourgeois, and particularly the peLLybourgeois, ideologists, compelled under the weight of indisputable
historical facts to admit that the state only exists where there
are class antagonisms and a class struggle, "correct" Marx in
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such a way as to make it appear that the state is an organ for thereconctliation of classes. According to Marx, the state could neither
have arisen nor maintained itself had it been possible to reconcile classes. From what the petty-bourgeois and philistine professors and publicists say, with quite frequent an<l benevolent
references to Marx, it appears that the state does reconcile
classes. According to Marx, the state is an organ of class rule, an
organ for the oppression of one class by another; it is the creation
of "order", which legalises and perpetuates this oppression by
moderating the conflict between the classes. In the opinion of
the petty-bourgeois politicians, however, order means the reconciliation of classes, and not the oppression of one class by another;
to alleviate the conflict means reconciling classes and not
depriving the oppressed classes of definite means and methods of
struggle to overthrow the oppressors.
For instance, when, in the revolution of 1917, the question
of the significance and role of the state arose in all its magnitude
as a practical question demanding immediate action, and, morerwer, action on a mass scale, all the Socialist-Revolutionaries308
and :\-fonsheviks descended at once to the petty-bourgeois theory
that the "state" "reconciles" classes. Innumerable resolutions and
articles by politicians of both these parties are thoroughly saturated with this petty-bourgeois and philistine "reconciliation··
theory. That the state is an organ of the rule of a definite class
which cannot be reconciled with its antipode (the class opposite
to it) is something the petty-bourgeois democrats will never be able
to understand. Their attitude to the state is one of the most strik-·
ing manifestations of the fact that our Socialist-Revolutionarie~
and Mensheviks30 • are not socialists at all (a point that we BolsheYiks have always maintained), but petty-bourgeois democrats
using near-socialist phraseology.
On the other hand, the ''Kautskyite"' distortion of Marxism is
far more subtle. "Theoretically", it is not denied that the state is
an organ of class rule, or that class antagonisms are irrcconcilnble. But what is overlooked or glossed over is this: if the state
is the product of the irreconcilability of class antagonisms, if it
is a power. standing above society and "alienating itself more and
more from it", it is obvious that the liberation of the oppressed
class is impossible not only without a violent revolution, but
also without the destruction of the apparatus of state power which
was created by the ruling class and which is the embodiment of
this "alienation··. As we shall see later, Marx very explicitly drew
this theoretically self-evident conclusion on the strength of a conrrete historical analysis of the tasks of the rcvolt1tion. And -as
we shall show in detail further on -it is this conclusion which
I<autsky has "forgotten"' and distorted.
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2. Special Bodies of Armed Men, Prisons, etc.
Engels continues:
"As distinct from the old gentile [tribal or clanl order,
the state, first, divides its subjects according to territory ..•. "
This division seems "natural'' to us, but· it cost a prolonged struggle against the old organisation according
to generations or tribes.
"The second distinguishing feature is the establishment
of a public power which no longer directly coincides with
the population organising itself as an armed force. This
special, public power is necessary because a self-acting
armed organisation of the population has become impossible since the split into classes .... This public power
exists in every state; it consists not merely of armed men
but also of material adjuncts, prisons, and institutions
of coercion of all kinds, of which gentile [clanl society
knew nothing, ... "310
Engels elucidates the concept of the "power" which is called
the state, a power which arose from society but places itself above
it and alienates itself more and more from it. What does this
power mainly consist of? It consists of special bodies of armed men
having prisons, etc., at their command.
We arc justified in speaking of special bodies of armed men, because the public power which is an attribute of every state "does
not directly coincide" with the armed population, with its "selfacting armed organisation".
Like all great revolutionary thinkers, Engels tries to draw
the attention of the class-conscious workers to what prevailing
philistinism regards as least worthy of attention, as the most
habitual thing, hallowed by prejudices that are not only deeprooted but, one might say, petrilied. A standing army and police
are the chief instruments of state power. But how can it be otherwise?
From the viewpoint of the vast majority of Europeans of the
end of the nineteenth century whom Engels was addressing, and
who had not gone through or closely observed a single great revo·
lution, it could not have been otherwise. They could not understand at all what a "self-acting armed organisation of the population" was. When asked why it became necessary to have special
bodies of armed men placed above society and alienating themselves from it (police and a standing army), the West-European and
Russian philistinos are inclined to utter a few phrases borrowed
from Spencer or Mikhailovsky, to 1·efer to the growing complexity
of social life, the differentiation of functions, and so on.
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Such a reference seems "scientific'', and effectively lulls the
ordinary person to sleep by obscuring the important and basic
fact, namely, the split of society into irreconcilably antagonistic
dasses.
Were it not for this split, the "self-acting armed organisation
.,f the population" would differ from the primitive organisation
llf a stick-wielding herd of monkeys, or of primitive men, or of
men united in clans, by its complexity, its high technical level,
,111d so on. But such an organisation would still be possible.
It is impossible because civilised society is split into antagouistic, and, moreover, irreconsilably antagonistic, classes, who6e
·'self-acting" arming would lead to an armed struggle between
l hem. A state arises, a special power is created, special bodies of
armed men, and every revolution, by destroying the state apparatus, shows us the unconcealed clas~ struggle, clearly shows us
how the ruling class strives to restore the special bodies of armed
rnen which serve it, and how the oppressed class strives to create
a uew organisation of this kind, capable of serving the exploited
i nstend of the exploiters.
111 the above argument, Engels raises theoretically the very
~ame question which every great revolution raises before us in
practice, palpably and, what is more, on a scale of mass action,
rrnmely, the question of the relationship between "special" bodies
of armed men and the "self-acting armed organisation of the population", We shall see how this question is specifically illustratud by the experience of the European and Russian revolutions.
But to return to Engels's exposition.
He points out that sometimes-in certain parts of North Ame1·ica, for example-this public power is weak (he has in mind a
rare exception in capitalist society, and those parts of North
America in its pre-imperialist- days where the free colonist predominated), but that, generally speaking, it grows stronger:
"It [the public power) grows stronger, however, in
proportion as class antagonisms within the state become
more acute, and as adjacent states become larger and more
populous. We have only to look at our present-day Europe,
where class struggle and rivalry in conquest have tuned
up the public power to such a pitch that it threatens to
swallow the whole of society and even the state." 311
This was written not later tl1a11 the early nineties of the last
century, Engels's last preface being dated June 16, i8\J1. The
turn towards imperialism -meaning the complete domination of
Lbe trusts, the omnipr)tence of the big banks, a grand-scale colo11ial policy, aud so forth-was only just begin11ing in France,
and was e,·en weaker in 1\'orlh America and in Gl'rlllany. Since
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then "rivalry in conquest" has taken a gigantic stride, all the
more because by the beginning of Lhe second decade of f,he twentieth century the world had been completely divided up among
these "rivals in conquest", i.e., among Lhe predatory Great Powers. Since then, military and narnl armaments have grown fantastically and the predatory war of 1914-17 for the domination
of the world by Britain or Germany, for the division of the spoils,
has brought the "swallowing" of all the forces of society by the
rapacious state power close Lo complete catastrophe.
Engels could, as early as 1891, point to "rivalry in conquest"
as one of the most important distinguishing features of the foreign
policy of the Great Powers, while the social-chauvinist scoundrels
have ever since 1914, when this rivalry. many times inLensilied,
gave rise to an imperialist war, been covering up the defence of
the predatory interests of "their own" bourgeoisie with phrases
about "defence oI the fatherland", "defence of the republic· and
the revolution", etc.!

3. The State-An Instrument for the
Exploitation of the Oppressed Class
The maintenance of the special public power standing above
society requires taxes and state loans.
"Having public power and Lhe right to levy taxes,"
Engels writes, "Lhe officials now stand, as organs of society, above society. The free, voluntary respect that was
accorde!l to the organs o! the gentile [clan) constitution
does not satisfy them, even if they could gain it. ... "
Special laws are enacted proclaiming the sanctity and
immunity of the oilicials. "The shabbiest police servant"
has more "authority'' than the representatives of the
clan, buL even the head of the military power of a
civilised state may well envy the elder o[ a clan Lhe "unstrained respect" of society.a1 2
The qnesLion of the privileged position of the officials as orgaus
of state power is raised here. The main point indicated is: what
is it that places them above society? We shall see how Lhis theoretical question was answered in practice by the Paris Commune in
1871 and how it was obscured from a reactionary standpoint by
Kautsky in 1912.
"Because the state arose from the need to hold class
antagonisms in check, but because it arose, at the same
time, in the midst of the conflict of these classes, it is,
as a rule, the slate of Lhe most powerful, economically
dominant class, which, through the medium of the state,
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becomes also the politically dominant class, and thus
acquires new means of holding down and exploiting
the oppressed class .... " The ancient and feudal states
were organs for the exploitation of the slaves and serfs;
likewise, "the modern representative state is an instrument of exploitation oI wage-labour by capital. By way
of exception, however, periods occur in which the warring
classes balance each other so nearly that the state poweras ostensible mediator acquires, for the moment, a certain
degree of independence of both .... " 313 Such were the absolute monarchies of tho seventeenth nnd eighteenth centuries, the Bonapartism of the First and Second Empires
in France, and the Hismarck regime in Germany.
Snch, we may add, is the Kerensky government in republican
Russia since it began to pcrsec11Le the revolutionary proletariat,
at a moment when, owing to the leadership of the petty-bourgeois
rlemocrats, the Soviets have already become impotent, while
the bourgeoisie are not yet strong enough simply to disperse them.
Jn a democratic republic, Engels continues, "wealth
exercises its power indirectly, but all tire more surely",
first, by means of the "direct corruption of officials"
(America); secondly, by means of an "alliance of the
government and the Stock Exchange" (France and
America). 314
At present, imperialism am! the domination of the banks have
"developed'' into an exceptional urt both these methods of upholding and giving ef!ect to the omnipotence of wealth in democratic
republics of all descriptions. Since, for instance, in the very first
months of the Russian de1r1ocratic republic, one might say during
tho honeymoon of the "socialist" S.H.s. and J\lensheviks joined in
wedlock to the bourgeoisie, in the coalition government, i\lr.
Palchi11sky obstructer! every measure intended for curbing the
capitalists and their marauding practices, their plundering of
the state by means of war contracts; and since later ou Illr. Palcltinsky, upon resigning from the Cabinet (lln<l being, of course,
replaced by another quite similar Palchinsky), was "rewarded''
hy the capitalists with a lucratirn job with a salary of 120,000 ruhles
Jler annum-what would you call that? Direct or indirect bribery? An alliance of the government and tire synrl icates, or "merely" friendly relations? What role do the Chcrrrovs, Tseretelis,
Avksentyevs and Skobclevs play? Are they the "direct" or only
indirect allies of tho millionaire treasury-looters?
The reason why the omni potcncc of "wealth" is more certain in
a democratic republic is that it doc~ not de]Jend ou individtial
34*
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shortcomings of the state machine, on the faulty political shell.
of capitalism. A democratic republic is the best possible political
shell for capitalism, and, therefore, once capital has gained possession of this very best shell (through the Palchinskys, Chernovs,
Tseretelis and Co.), it establishes its power so securely, so firmly,
that no cliange of persons, institntions or parties in the bourgeoisdemocratic repnblic can shake it.
We musL also note that Engels is most explicit in calling universal suffrage 1m iustrurnent of bourgeois rule. Universal suffrage,
he says, obviously taking account of the long experience of
German Social-Democracy, is
"the gauge of the maturity of the working class. It
cannot imd never will be anything more in the present-day
state". 3n
The petLy-bourgeois democrats, such as our Socialist-Revolutionaries uud l\fonsheviks, and also their twin brothers, all the
social-chauvinists and opporLunists of Western Europe, expect
just this "more" from universal suffrage. They themselves share,
and instil inLo the minds of the people, the false notion that universal sufirag~ "irr the present-day sLute" is really capable of revealing the will of the majority of Lhe working people and of securing
i:ts rcalisatiorr.
Here we cau only indicate this false notion, only point ouL Lhat
Engels's perfecLly clear, precise and concrete sLatement is distorted at every step in the propaganda and agitation of the "official"
(i.e., opportunist) socialist parties. A detailed exposure of the
utter falsity of this notion which Engels brushes aside here is
given in our further account of the views of Marx and Engels on
the "present-day" state.
Engels gives a general summary of his views in the most popular
of his works in the following words:
"TIU' stnte, then, has not existed from all eternity.
There have been societies that did without it, that had
110 idea of the staLe and state power. At a certain btage
of economic development, which was necessarily bound
up with the split of society into clas5es, the state became
a ncces5ity owing to this split. We are now rapidly approaching <1 stage in the development of producLion at which.
the existence of these classes not only will have ceased
to be a 11ecessily, but will become a positive hindrance
to production. They will fall as inevitably as they arose
nt all earlier stage. Aloug with them the state will
ine,·itably fall. Society, which will reorganise production
on lhe bnsis of a free and equal association of the producer~. will put tl1c whole machinery of state where it will
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then belong: into a museum of antiquities, by the sidr
of the spinning-wheel and the bronze axe. "316
We do not often come across this passage irr the propaganda
and agitation liternture of the present-day Social-Democrats.
E\·en when we do come across it, it is mostlx q•ioted in the
~ame manner as one bows before an icon, i.e., it is done to show
official respect for Engels, and no attempt is made to gauge the
breadth and depth of the revolution that this relegating of "the
whole machinery of state to a museum of antiquities" implies.
Irr most cases wo do not even find an understanding of what
Engels calls the state machine.
4. The "Withering Away" of the State, and Violent Revolution
Engels's words regarding the "withering away"' of the state are
so widely known, they are so often qnoted, and so clearly reveal
the essence of the customary adaptation of .Marxism to opportunism that we mnst deal with them in detail. We shall quote
the whole argument from which they are taken.
"The proletariat seizes state power and turns the means
of production into state property to begin with. But thereby
it abolishes itself as the proletariat, abolishes all class
distinctions and class antagonisms, and abolishes also
the state as state. Society thus far, operating amid class
antagonisms, needed the state, that is, an organisation
of the particular exploiting class, for the maintenance
of its external conditions of production, and, therefore,
especially, for the purpose of forcibly keeping the exploited class in the conditions of oppression determined by
the given mode pf production (slavery, serfdom or
bondage, wage-labour). The state was the official representative of society as a whole, its concentration in
a visible corporation. But it was this only insofar as it
was the state of that class which itself represented, for
its own time, society as a whole: in ancie11t times, the
state of slave-owning citizens; in the l\foldlc Ages, of the
Ieudul nobility; in our own time, of the bourgeoisie.
When at last it becomes the real representative of Lhe
whole of society, it renders itself unnecessary. As soou
as there is no longer any social class to be held in subjection.
as soon as class rule, and the individ uni struggle for
existence based upon the present anarchy iu production,
with the collisions and excesses arising from this
struggle, are removed, nothing more remains to be held
in subjection-nothing necessitating a special coercive
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force, a state. The first act by which the state really
comes forward as the representative of the whole of
society-the taking possession of the means of production
in the name of society-is also its last independent act
as a state. State interference in social relations becomes,
in one domain after another, superfluous, and then dies
down of itself. The government of persons is replaced
by the administration of things, and by the conduct
of processes of production. The state is not 'abolished'.
It withers away. This gives the measure of the value of
the phrase 'a free people·s state', both as to its justifiable
use for a time from an agitational point of view, and as
to its ultimate scientific insufficiency; and also of the
so-called anarchists' demand that the state be abolished
overnight." (Herr Eugen Diihring's Revolution in Science
[Anti-Duhring], pp. 301-03, third German edition.)3 17
It is safe to say that of this argument of Engels's, which is so
remarkably rich in ideas, only one point has become an integral
part of socialist thought among modern socialist parties, namely,
that according to Marx the state "withers away"-as distinct
from the anarchist doctrine of the "abolition" of the state. To
prune Marxism to such an extent means reducing it to opportunism,
for this "interpretation" only leaves a vag11e notion of a slow,
even, gradual change. of absence of leaps and storms, of absence
of revolution. The current, widespread, popular, if one may
say so, conception of the "withering away" of the state undoubtedly means obscuring. if not repudiating, revolution.
Such an "interpretation", however, is the crudest distortion
of Marxism, advantageous only to the bourgeoisie. In point of
theory, it is based on disregard for the most important circumstances and considerations indicated in, say, Engel&'s "summary"
arg11ment we have jnst quoted in fnll.
In the first place, at the very outset of his argument, Engels
says that, in seizing state power, the proletariat thereby "abolishes the state as state". It is not done to ponder over the meaning
of I his. Generally, it is either ignored altogether, or is considered
to be something in the nature of "Hegelian weakness" on Engels's
part. As a matter of fact, however, these words briefly express
the experience of oue of the greatest proletarian revolntions,
the Paris Commnne of 1871, of which we shnll spoak in greater
detait iu its proper place. As a matter of fact, Engels speaks
here of the JII'olotariau revolution "abolishing" the bourgeois
state, while the words about the state withering away refer
to the remnanls of the proletarian state after the socialist revolution. According to Engels, the bourgeois state docs not "wither
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,nvay", but is "abolished" by the proletariat in the course of the
revolntion. What witherl! away after this revolution is the
proletarian state or semi-state.
Secondly, the state is a "5pecial coercive force". Engels gives
thii; splendid and extremely profound definition here with tho
utmost lucidity. And from it follows that the "special coercive
force" for the suppression of the proletariat by the bonrgeoisie,
•>f millions of working people by handfnls of the rich, mnst be
1·eplaced by a "special coercive force" for the suppression of the
bourgeoisie by the proletariat (the dictatorship of the proletariat). This iR precisely what is meant by "abolition of the Rtate
as state''. This is precisely the "act" of taking possession of the
means of production in the name of society. And it is self-evident
that such a replacement of one (bourgeois) "special force" by
another (proletarian) "special force" cannot possibly lake place
in the form of "withering away".
Thirdly, in Rpeaking of the state "withering away", and
I he even more graphic and colourful "dying down of itself",
Engels refers quite clearly and definitely to the period after
·'the state has taken possession of the means of production in the
name of the whole of society", that is, after the socialist revolntiou. We all know that the political form of the "Rtate" at that
Lime is the most complete democracy. But it never enters the
l1ead of any of the opportunists, who shamelessly distort MarxiRm,
that Engels is consequently speaking here of democracy "dying
down of itself", or "withering away". This seems very strange
Ht first sight. But it is "incomprehensible" only to tho5e who
have not thought about democracy also being a slate and, consequently, alRo disappearing when the state diRappcars. HevoluLion alone can "abolish" the bourgeois state. The stale in general,
i.e., Lhe most complete democracy, can only "wither away",
Fourthly, after formulating his famonR propositiorr that "the
state withers away", Engels al once explains specifically that
Lhis proposition is directed against' both the opportunists and
tire anarchists. In doing this, Engels puts iu the forefront that
conclusion, d.rawn from the proposition that "the stale withers
away", which is directed aga:inst the opportunists.
One can wager that out of every 10,000 persons who have read
or heard about the "withering away" of the stale, 9,990 are completely unaware, or do not 1·cmember, that Engels directed his
couclusious from that proposition not against the auarchisLs alone.
Aud of the remaiuing ten, probably nine do not know tire meaning
of a "free people's state'' or why an attack on this slogan means
an attack ou the opportuuists. This is how lrisLory is writlen.
TMs is how a great revolulionary Leaching is imperceptibly
falsilied and arlapled to prevailing philistinism. Tire conclusion
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force, a stale. The first ucl by which the state really
comes forward as the representative of the whole of
society-the taking possession of the means of production
in the name o( society-is also its last independent act
as 11 slate. State interference in social relations becomes,
in one domain after another, superfluous, and them dies
down of itself. The government of persons is replaced
by the administration of things, and by the conduct
of processes of production. The state is not 'abolished'.
it withers away, This gives the measure of the value of
the phrase 'a free people's state', both as to its justifiable
use for a time from un agitational point of view, and as
to its ultimate scientific insufficiency; and also of the
so-called anarchists' demand that the state be abolished
overnight." (Herr Eugen Diihring's Revolution in Science
[Anti-Duhring], pp. 301-03, third German edition.)3 17
It is safe to say that of this argument of Engels's, which is so
remarkably rich in ideas, only one point has become an integral
part of socialist thought among modern socialist parties, namely,
that according to !\1arx the state "withers away" -as distinct
from the anarchist doctrine of the "abolition" of the slate. To
prune Marxism to such an extent means reducing it to opportunism,
for this "interprotation" only leaves a vague notion of a slow,
even, gradual change, of absence of leaps and storms, of absence
of revolution. The current, widespread, popular, if one may
say so, conception of the "withering away'' of the state undoubtedly means obscuring. if not repudiating, revolution.
Such an "interpretation", however, is the crudest distortion
of Marxism, ach·antageous only to the bourgeoisie. In point of
theory, it is based on disregard for the most important circumstances and considerations indicated in. say, Engelb's "summary"
argument we have just quoted in full.
In Lhe first place, at the very outset of his argument, Engels
says that, in s<!izing slate power, the proletariat thereby "abolishes the stale as state". It is 11ot done Lo ponder over the meaning
of this. Generally, it is either ignored altogether, or is considered
to be something in the nature of "Hegelian weakness" on Engels's
part. As 11 matter of fact, however, these words briefly express
the experience ol' one of Lhe greatest proletarian revol11tior1s,
the Paris Commune of 1871, of which we shall spt>ak iu greater
detail in Hs proper place. As a maller of fact, E11gels speaks
here of the proletarian revolution "abolishing" the bourgeois
stale, while the words about the state withering away refer
to the remnants of the proletai·ian state after the socialist revolution. Accordi11g to Engels, the bourgeois state does not "wither
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,xway", but is "abolished" by the proletariat in the course of the
revolution. Wha:t withers 11way after this revolution is the
proletarian state or semi-state.
Secondly, the state is a "special coercive force". Engels gives
tliis splendid and extremely profound definition here with the
11lmost lucidity. And from H follows that the "special coercive
l'orce" for the suppression of the proletariat by the bourgeoisie,
of millions of working people by handfuls of the rich, must be
replaced by a "special coercive force" for the suppression of the
bourgeoisie by tlie proletari11t (the dictatorship of the prolelari11t). This is precisely what is meant by "abolition of the st11te
as state". This is precisely the "act" of laking possession of the
means of production in the name of society. And it isself-evideut
lhat such a replacement of one (bourgeois) "special force" by
anolher (proletarian) "special force" cannol possibly take place
in the form of "withering away".
Thirdly, in speaking of the state "withering away", and
the even more graphic and colourful "dying down of itself",
Engels refers quHe clearly and definitely to the period after
·'the stale has taken possession of the means of production in the
1xame of the whole of society", that is, after the socialist revolution. We all know that the political form of the "state" at that
Lime is the most complete democracy. But it never enters the
head of any of the opportunists, who shamelessly distort Marxism,
that Engels is consequently speaking here of democracy "dying
rlown of itself", or "withering away", This seems very strange
at first sight. But it is "incomprehensible" only to lho5e who
have not thought abont democracy also being a state and. consequently, 11lso disappearing when the state disappe11rs. Revolu1ion alone can "abolish"' the bourgeois slate. Tlie state in general,
i.e., lhe most complete democracy, can only "wilher away".
Fourthly, after formul11Ling his famous proposiLiou th11t "the
state withers away", Engels al once explains specifically lhat
Ihis proposition is directed against· both the op portuuists and
the anarchists. ln doing this, Engels puts i11 the forefront Lhal
couchISiou, rlrawn from the proposition thal "the state withers
away", which is direclerl 11g11inst lhe opporlnnisls.
One can wager llxat oul of every 10,000 persons wlio have read
or he11rcl about the "wilhering away" of lhe state, !l,!190 arc completely unaware, or do not remember, that Engels directed his
co11clusions from that proposition not against tlxe anarchist~ alone.
And of the remai 11i11g ten, probably nine ilo not know the mea11ing
of a "free people's slate" or why an attack 011 tl:Ii:s slogan means
an allack on lhe opportuni5ts. This is how history is written.
This is how a great rurnlutionary teaching is imperceptibly
falsitied and adapted lo prevailing philistinism. The conclusion
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directed against the anarchists has been repeated thousands of
limes; it has been vulgarised, and rammed into people' hearls
in the shallowest form, and has acquired the strength of a prejudice, whereas the conclusion directed against the opportunists
has been obscured and "forgotten".
The "free people's stale" was a programme demand and a catchword current among the German Social-Democrats in the seventies.
This catchword is devoid of all political content except that
it describes the concept of democracy in a pompous philistine
fashion. Insofar as it hinted in a legally permissible manner
al a democratic republic, Engels was prepared lo "jnslify" its
use "for a lime" from an agitalional point of view. But it was
an opportunist catchword, for it amounted to something more
than prettifying bourgeois democracy, and was also failure lo
understand the socialist criticism of the stale in general. We are
in favour of a democratic republic as the best form of stale for
the proletariat under capitalism. But we have no right lo forget
that wage-slavery is the lot of the people even in the most democratic bourgeois republic. Furthermore, every stale is a "special
force" for the suppression of the oppressed clas5. Consequently,
every slate is not "free" and not a "people's slate", Marx and
Engels explained this repeatedly to their party comrades in the
seventies. 318
Fifthly, the same work of Engels's whose argument about
the withering away of the stale everyone remembers, also contains
an argument of the significance of violent revolution. Engels's
historical analysis of its role becomes a veritable panegyric
on violent revolution. This "no one remembers". It is not done
in modern socialist parties lo talk or even think about the significance of this idea, and it plays no part whatever in their daily
propaganda and agitation among the people. And yet it is inseparably bound up with the "withering away" of the stale into one
harmonious whole.
Here is Engels's argument:
" ...That force, however, plays yet another role (other
than that of a diabolical power) in history, a revolutionary role; that, in the WOI"ds of i\larx, it is tho midwife
of every old society which is pregnant with a new one,a1•
that it is the instrument with which social movement
fo!"ces its way through and shatters tho dead, fossilised
political •forms-of this there is not a word in Herr
Diihring. It is only with sighs and groans that he admits
the possibility that force will perhaps be necessary for the
overthrow of an economy based on exploitation-unfortunately, because all use of force demoralises, he says, the per-
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son who uses it. And this in spite of the immense moral and
spiritual impetus which has been given by every victorious
revolution. And this in Germany, where a violent collision -which· may, after all, be forced on the people would at least have the arlvantage of wiping out the servility which has penetrated the nation's mentality following
the humiliation of the Thirty Years' War. 820 And this
parson's mode of thought-dull, insipid and impotentpresumes to impose itself on the most revolutionary party
that history has known" (p. 193, third German edition,
Part 11, end of Chap. lV).3 21
How can this panegyric on violent revolution, which Engels
insistently brought to the attention of the German Social-Democrats between 1878 and 1894, i.e., right up to the time of his
death, be combined with the theory of the "withering away"
of the state to form a single theory?
Usually the two are combined by means of eclecticism, by an
unprincipled or sophistic selection made arbitrarily (or to please
the powers that be-) of lirst one, then anolher argument, and
in ninety-nine cases out of a hundred, if not more, it is the idea
of the "withering away" that is placed in the forefront. Dialectics
are replaced by eclecticism-this is the most usual, the most
widespread practice to be met with in present-day official SocialDemocratic literature in relation to Marxism. This sort of substitution is, of course, nothing new; it was observed even in the
history of classical Greek philosophy. In falsifying Marxism
in opportunist fashion, the substitution of eclcctici!>m for dialectics
is the easiest way of deceiving the people. It gives an illusory
salbfaction; it seems to take into account all sides of the process,
11ll trends of development; all the conflicting influences, and
so forth, whereas in reality it provides no integral and revolutionary conception of the process of social development at all.
We have already said above, and shall show more fully later,
that the theory of Marx and Engels of the inovitability of
a violent revolution refers to the bourgeois state. The latLer
cannot be superseded by the proletarian state (the dictatorship
of the proletariat) through the process of "withering away", but,
,1s a general rule, only through a violent revolution. The panegyric
Engels sang in its honour, and which fully corresponds to Marx's
repeated statements (see the concluding passages of The Poverty
of Philosophy and the Communist Manifesto, with their proud
ancl open proclamation of the inevitability of a violent revolution;
spe what Marx wrote nearly thirty years later, in criticising the
Gotha Programme of 1875, when he mercilessly castigated the
opportunist character of that programrne)-this panegyric is by
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no means a mere "impulse", a mere declamation or a polemical
sally. The necessity of ~ystematically imbuing Lhe masses wiLh
this and precisely this view of violent revolution lies a L Lhe root
of the entire theory of Marx and Engel&. The betrayal of their
theory by the now prevailing social-chauvinist and Kautskyite
Lrenrls expresses itself strikingly in both these Lrends ignoring
such propaganda and agitation.
The supersession of the bourgeois state by the proletarian state
is impossible without a violent revolution. The abolition of the
proletarian sLate, i.e., of the state in general, is impossible except
through the process of "withering away''.
A detailed and concrete elaboration of these views was given
by Marx and Engels when Lhey studied each particular revolutionary situation, when they analysed the lessons of the experience
.of each particular revolution. We shall now pass to this, undoubtedly the most important, part of their theory.
Chapter II
THE STATE AND REVOLUTION. THE EXPERIENCE OF 1848-51

1. The Eve of the Revolution
The first works of mature Marxism-The Poverty of Philosophy
and the Communi.~t Manifesto-appeared just on the eve of the
revolution of 1848. For this reason, in addition to presenting
Lhe general principles of Marxism, they reflect to a certain degree
the concrete revolutionary situation of t.he time. It will, therefore,
be more expedient, perhaps, to examine what the authors or these
works said about the state immediately before they drew conclusions from the experience of the years 1848-51.
In The Poverty of Philosophy, :\forx wrote:
"The working class, in the course of development,
will subsLiLule for the old bourgeois society an association which will preclude classes and their antagonism,
anrl there will be rto more political power proper, since
political power is precisely the official expression or class
unLagonism in bourgeois sociely" (p. 182, German erliLion,
1885). 322
It is insLrucLi\·e Lo compare this general exposition of Lhe idea
of the sLaLe disppearing after the abolition of classes with the
exposition contained in the Communist Manifesto, written by
i\fan: and Engels a few months laLer-in November 1847, to be
exact:
" ... In depicting the mosL general phases or the development of the proletariul, we traced the more or less
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veiled civil war, raging within existing society up to the
poinL where that war breaks out inLo open revolution,
and where the violent overthrow of the bourgeoisie lays
the foundation for the sway of the proletariat ....
" ... We have seen abo\'e Lhat the first step in the revolution by the working class is to raise the proletariat to the
position of ruling class, to win the battle of democracy,
"The proleLariat will use iLs poliLical supremacy to
wrest, by degrees, all capital from the bourgeoisie, to
ceutralise all insLruments of production in the hands of
the state, i.e., of the proletariat organised as the ruling
class; and to increase Lhe toLal of producLive forces as
rapidly as possible" (pp, 31 and 37, seventh German
edition, 1906). 323
Here we have a formulation of one of the most remarkable
.111rl most imporLant ideas of l\farxism on the subject of the state,
namely, the idea of the "dictaLorship of the proletariaL" (as Marx
mid Engels began to call it after the Paris Commune); and also,
a highly interesting deftniLion of the state, which is also one of the
"forgotten words'' of Marxism: "the .~tate, i.e., the proletariat organised as the ruling class".
This definition of the state has never been explained in the
prevailing propaganda and agiLation literature of the official
Social-Democratic parties. More than that, iL has been deliberately ignored, for it is absolutely irreconcilable with reformism,
anrl is a slap in the face for the common opportunist prejudices
and philistine illusions about the "peaceful development of
democracy''.
The proletariat needs the state -this is re pea Led by all the
opportnnisL, social-chauvi11isLs and Kautskyites, who assure us
I hut this is what Marx taught. But they "forger to add that,
i 11 the lil·sL place, according lo Marx, the proleLariat needs only
a slate which is withering away, i.e., a state so constituted thaL
il begi11s to wiLher away in1mediately, anrl cannot but wiLher
away. Anrl, secondly, the w01·king people need a "stale, i.e., the
proletariat organised as the ruling class".
The slate is a special organisatio11 of force: it is an organisation
of violence for tfio suppression of some class. What class musL
llw proletariat suppreRs? Naturally, only the exploiting class,
i.e., the honrgcoisie. The working people need lhe state only to
'llP1Jress the resi~tance of tho exploiters. and only the proletariat
tan direcL this suppression, can carry H out. For the proletariat
ts lhe only class that is consistently revoluLionary, the only
class 1,liat can unite all the working and exploited people in the
struggle against the bourgeoisie, in completely removing it.
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The exploiting classes need political rule to maintain exploitation, i.e., in the selfish interests of an insignificant minority
against tho vast majority of the people. Tho exploited classes
need political rule in order to completely abolish all exploitation,
i.e., in the interests of the vast majority of the people, and against
the insignificant minority consisting of the modern slave-owners the landowners and capitalists.
The petty-bourgeois democrats, those sham socialists who
replaced the class struggle by dreams of class harmony, even
pictured the socialist transformation in a dreamy fashion-not
as the overthrow of the rule of the exploiting class, but as the
peaceful submission of the minority to the majority which has
become aware or its aims, This petly-bourgeois utopia, which
is inseparable from the idea of the state being above classes, led
in practice to the betrayal of the interests of the working classes,
as was shown, for example, by the history of the French revolutions
of 1848 and 1871, and by the experience of "socialist'' participation in bourgeois Cabinets in Britain, France, Italy and other
countries at the turn of the century.
All his life Marx fought against this petty-bourgeois socialism,
now revived in Russia by the Socialist-Revolutionary and
l\fonshovik parties. 324 He developed his theory of the class struggle
consistently, down to the theory of political power, of the state.
The overthrow of bourgeois rule can bo accomplished only
by the proletariat, the particular class whose economic conditions
of existence prepare it for this task and provide it with the possibility and tho power to perform it", While the bourgeoisie break
up and disintegrate the peasantry and all the petty-bourgeois
groups, they weld together, unite and organise the proletariat.
Only the proletariat -by virtue of the economic role it plays
in large-scale production-is capable of being the leader of all·
the working and exploited people, whom the bourgeoisie exploit,
oppress and crush, often not less but more than they do the
proletarians, but who are incapable of waging an independent
struggle for their emancipation.
The theory of the class struggle, applied by Marx to the question
of the state and the socialist revolution, leads as a matter of
course to the recognition of the political rule of the proletariat,
of its dictatorship, i.e., of undivided power directly backed by the
armed force of the people. The overthrow of the bourgeoisie can
be achieved only by the proletariat becoming Lhe ruling class,
capable of crushing the ineviLable and desperate resistance of the
bourgeoisie, and of organising all the working and exploited
people for the new economic system,
·
The proletariat neerls state power, a centralised organisation
of force, an organisation of violence, boLh to crush the resistance
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of the exploiters and to lead the enormous mass of the population-the peasants, the petty bourgeoisie, and scmi-proletariansin the work of organising a socialist economy.
By educating the workers' party, Marxism educates the vanguard
of tho proletariat. capable of assuming power and leading the
11Jhole people to socialism, of directing and organising the new
system, of beiug the teacher, the guide, the loader of all the working and exploited people in organising their social life without
tho bourgeoisie and against the bourgeoisie. By contrast, the
opportunism now prevailing trains the members of tho workers'
party to be the representatives of the better-paid workers, who
lose touch with the masses, "get along" fairly well under capitalism, and sell their birthright for a mess of pottage, i.e., renounce
their role as revolutionary lea<lers of the people against the bour~coisie.

Marx's theory of "the state, i.e., the proletariat organised as
the ruling class", is inseparably bound up with the whole of his
doctrine of the revolutionary role of the proletariat in history.
The culmination of this role is the proletarian dictatorship, the
rolitical rule of the proletariat.
But since the proletariat neecls the state as a special form
of organisation of violence against the bourgeoisie, the following
ronclusion suggests itself: is it conceivable that such an organisation can be created without first abolishing, destroying the state
11111chiue created by the bourgeoisie for themselves? The Communist
.Wanifesto leads straight to this conclusion, and it is of this
ronclusion that Marx speaks when summing up the experience
of tho revolution of 1848-51.
2. The Revolution Summed Up
Marx sums up his conclusions from the revolution of 1848-51,
•Hr the subject of the state we are concerned with, in the following

<1rg11ment coutained in The EighteenthBrumaire of Louis Bonaparte:
".l:iut the revolution is thoroughgoing. H is still jourueyiug through purgatory. It does its work methodically.
By December 2, 1851 (the day of Lonis Ilonuparte's
coup d'etat], it had completed one half of it~ preparatory
work. It is now completing the other half. First it perfected
the parliamentary power, in order to be able to overthrow
it. Now that it has attained this, it is perfecting the
executive power, reducing it to its purest expression, isolating it, setting it up against itself as the sole reproach,
in order to concentrate all its forces of destruction against
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it [italics ours]. And when it has done this second hale"
of its preliminary work, Europe will leap from its seat and
exultantly exclaim: well grubbed, old mole.
"This executive power with its enormous bureaucratic
and military organisation, with its vast and ingenious
slate machinery, with a host of officials nurnbering half
a million, besides an army of another half million, this
appalling llarasitic body, which eumeshes the body of
French society and chokes all its pores, sprung np irr the
days of Ure absolute monarchy. with the decay of the
feudal system, which it he! per! to hasten. "The first
French Revolution developi>d centralisation, "bnt at the
same time" it increased "the extent, the attributes and
the number of agents of governmental power. Napoleon
completed this state machinery". The legitimate monarchy
and the July monarchy "added nothing but a greater
division of labour".
"Finally, in its strnggle against the revolnt ion, the
parliamentary repnblic found itself compelled to strengthen, along with repressive measures, tire resources and
centralisation of governmental power. All revolutions
perfected this machine instead of smashing it (italics ours].
The parties that contended in turn for domination
regarded the possession of this huge state crlif1ce as the
principal spoils of the victor."' (The Eighteenth Brumaire
of Louis Bon:aparte, pp. 98-!J9, fourth edition, Hamburg,
1907 .)325
In this remarkable argument Marxism takes a tremendous
step forward compared with the Communist 1l1anifesto. In the
latter the questiorr of the state is still treated in an extremely
abstract manner, in the most general terms aud expressions.
Irr the above-quoted pas.~age, the question is treated in a concrete
manner, and the conclusion is extremely precise, definite, practical
and pal11able: all previous revolutions perfected the state machine,
whereas it must be brokerr, smashed.
This conclusion is the chief and fundamental point in the
Marxist theory of the state. And it is precisely this fundamental
point which has been completely ignored by the dominant official
Social-Democratic parties and, indeed, distorted (as we shall
see later) by the foremost theoreticiau of the Second lntcrnatiorral,3~6 Kurl Kautsky.
The Communist Manifesto gives a general snrnrnary of history,
which compels us to regard the state as tlre organ of class rule
and leads us to the inevitable conclnsion that the prolelariat
cannot overtlrrow the bonrgeoisie wiL}rout first winning political
power, without attaining political supremacy, without transform-
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ing the state into the "proletariat organised as the ruling class";
a11d that this proletarian state will begin to wither away irnmed iately aHer its victory bccuuse the state is unnecessary and
cannot exist in a society in which there are no class antagonisms.
The question as to how, from the point of view of historical
development, the replacement of the bourgeois by the proletarian
state is to take place is 11ot raised here.
This is the question Marx raises and answers in 1852. True Lo his
philosophy of dialectical materialism, l\Iarx takes as his basis
the historical experience of the great years of revolution, 1848
to '1851. Here, as everywhere else, his theory is a summing up of
experience, illuminated by a profound philosophical conception
o[ the world and u rich knowledge of history.
The problem of the slate is pnl specilically: How did the bourgeois state, the state machine necessary for the rnle of the bourgeoisie, come into being historically? What changes did it undergo,
what evolution did it perform in the course of bourgeois revolutions
and in the face of the independent actions of the oppressed classes"?
What are the tasks of the proletariat in relation to this state
machine?
The centrnlised slate powrr that is pecnliar to bourgeois society
came into being in the period of the fall of absolutism. Two
institutions most charncLeristic of this slate machine are the
bureaucracy and the standing army. In their works, l\Iarx untl
Engels repeatedly show that the bourgeoisie arc connecLerl with
these institutions by thousands of threads. Every worker's experience illustrates this connection in an extremely graphic and
impressive manner. From its own bitter experience, the working
class learns Lo recognise this connection. That is why it so easily
grasps and so firmly learns the doctrine which shows the inevitability of this connection; a doctrine which the petty-bourgeois
democrats either ignorantly and flippanlty deny, or still more
flippantly admit "in general", while forgetting to draw appropriate practical conclusions.
The bureaucracy and the stllntliug army are a "parasite"' on the
body of bourgeois society-a parasite created by the internal
uutagonislils which rend tlrnt society, but a parasite which "chokes"'
all its vital pores. The Kaulskyite opportunism n.ow prevailing
i11 official Social-Democracy considers the view that the slate is
a parasitic organism to be the peculiar and exclusive attribute
of airnrchism. IL goes without saying that this disLortintl of
.\Iurxism is of vast at.I vantage to those philisLines who lrnve reduced
socialism to the unheard-of disgrace of juslifyiug and prettifying
the imperialist war by applying to it the concept of "defence of
the fatherland"'; but it is unquestionably a distortion, nevertheless.
The development, per[ection and strengthening of the bureau-
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cratic and military apparatus proceeded during all the numerous
bourgeois revolutions which Europe has witnessed since the fall
-0f feudalism. In particular, it is the petty bourgeoisie who are
attracted to the side of the big bourgeoisie and are largely subordinated to them through this apparatus, which provides the
u pp<'r sections of the peasants, small artisans. tradesmen and
the like with comparatively comfortable, quiet and respectable
jobs raising their holders above the people. Consider what happened
in Russia during the six months following February 27, 1917.327
The official posts which formerly were given by preference to the
Black Hundrods 328 have now become the spoils of the Cadets,
Mensheviks and Socialist-Rovolutionaries. 329 Nobody has really
thought of introducing any serious reforms. Every effort has been
made to put them off "until the Constituent Assembly moots",
and to steadily put off its convocation until afLer the war. But
there has been no delay, no waiting for the ConstiLuent Assembly,
in the mutter of dividing tho spoils, of getting the lucrative job&
of ministers, deputy ministers, governors-general, etc., etc.! The
game of combinations that has been played in forming the government has been, in essence, only an expression of this division
and redivision of the "spoils", which has been going on above
and below, throughout the country, in every department of cenLral
and local government. Tho six months between February 27 and
August 27, 1917, can be summed up, objectively summed up
beyond all dispute, as follows: reforms shelved, distribution of
official jobs accomplished and "mistakes" in the distribution
corrected by a few redistributions.
But the more the bureaucratic apparatus is "redistributed"
among the various bourgeois and petty-bourgeois parties (among
the Cadets, Socialist-Revolutionaries and Mensheviks in the case
of Russia), the more keenly aware the oppressed classes, and the
proletariat at their head, become of their irreconcilable hostility
to the whole of bourgeois society. Hence the need for all bourgeois
parties, even for the most democratic and "revolutionarydemocratic" among them, to intensify repressive measures against
the revolutionary proletariat,1 to stre11gLhen the apparatus of
coercion, i.e., the state machine. This course of events compels
tire revolution "to concentrate all its forces of destruction"' against
the staLe power, and to set itself the aim, not of improving the
state machine, but of smashing and destroying it.
It was not logical reasoning, but actual developments, the
actual experience of 1848-51, that led to the matter being presented
in this way. The extent to which Marx held strictly to the solid
ground of historical experience can be seen from the fact that,
in 1852, he did not yet specifically raise the question of what
was to take the place of the sLate machine to be desLroyed. Exp~-
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rieucc had not yet provided material for dealing with this question,
which history placed Oil lhc agenda later oil, in 1871. In 1852,
.di that could be established with the accuracy of scientific
observation was that the proletarian revolution had approached
1he task of "concentrating all its forces of desLruction" against
1lte state power, of "smashing" the stale machine.
Here the question may arise: is it correct to general isc the
1•xpericnce, observations and conclusions of l\farx, to apply them
Lo a field that is wider than the history of France during Lhe
three years 1848-51? Before proceeding to deal with this question,
let us recall a remark made by Engels and then examine the facts.
In his inLrorluction to the third edition of The Eighteenth Brumaire,
Engels wrote:
"France is the country whcr(', more than anywhere else,
the historical class struggles were each time fought out
to a fmish, and where, consequently, the changing political forms wiLhin which they move and in which their
results arc summarised have been stamped in the sharpest
outlines. The centre of feudalism in the Middle Ages,
the model country, since the Renaissance, of a unified
monarchy based on social estates, France demolished
feudalism in the Great Revolution and established the
rule of the bourgeoisie in a classical puriLy unequalled
by any other European land. And the struggle of the
upward-striving proletariat against the ruling bourgeoisie
appeared here in an acute form unknown elsewhere."
(P. 4, 1907 edition.)
The last remark is out of date inasmuch as since 1871 there
has been a lull in the revolutionary struggle of the French proletariat, although, long as this lull may be, it docs not at all preclude
the possibility that in the coming proletarian revolution France
may show herself to be the classic country of the class struggle
l.o a finish.
Let us, however, cast a general glance over the history of thP
.u[vanced countries at the turn of the cenlnry. We shall see Lhat
the same process went on more slowly, in more varied forms,
111 a much wider field: on the one hand, the development of
··parliamentary power" both in the republican countries (France,
.\ merica, Switzerland), and in the monarchies (Britain, Germany
lo a certain extent, Italy, the Scandinavian counLries, etc.);
•111 the other hand, a struggle for power among the various bonr'Seois and petty-bourgeois parties which distributed and redistri·
buled the "spoils" of office, with the foundations of bourgeois
society unchanged; and, la5tly, the perfecLion and consolidation of the "executive power"', of its bureaucratic and military
d]l]Jaratus.
1:'"1
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There is not the slightest doubt thaL these features are common
to the whole of the modern evolution of all capitalist states in
general. In the three years 1848-51 France displayed, in a swift,
sharp, concentrated form, the very same processes of development
which are peculiar to the whole capitalist world.
Imperialism-the era o[ bauk capital, the era of gigantic
capitalisL monopolies, of the development of monopoly capitalism
into state-monopoly capitalism-has clearly shown an extraordinary strengthening of the "state machine'' and an unprecedented
growth in its bureaucratic and military apparaLus in connccLion
with the intensification of repressive measures against the proletariat both in the monarchical and in the freest, republican countries.
World history is now undoubtedly leading, on an incomparably
larger scale than in 1832, to the "concentratiou of all the forces''
of the proletarian revolution on the "destrucLion" of the state
machine.
What the proletariat will put in its place is suggested by the
highly instructive material furnished by the Paris Commune.
3. The Presentation of the Question by Marx in 1852*
In 1907, Mehring, in the magazine Neue Zeit (Vol. XXV, 2,
p. 11i4), published extracts from Marx's letter to Weydemeyer
dated l\larch 5, 1852. This letter, among other Lhings, contains
the following remarkable observation:
"And now as to myself, no credit is due to me for
discovering the existence of classes in modern society
or the struggle between them. Long before me bourgeois
historians had described the historical development of
this class struggle and bourgeois economists, the economic
anatomy of Lhe classes. What l did Lhat was new was
Lo prove: (1) that the existence of classes is only bound
up wiLh particular, historical phases in the development
of production (historische Entwicklungsphascn der
Produktion), (2) thuL the class sLruggle necessarily leads
to the dictatorship of the proletariat, (:{) that this dictatorship itself only constitutes Lhe transition to the
abolition of all classes and to a classless society. " 330
In these words, Marx succeeded in expressing with striking
clarity, first, the chief and radical difference between his theory
and that of the foremost and most profound thinkers of Lhe bourgeoisie; and, secondly, the essence of his theory of the state.

*

Added in the second edition
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It is often said and written that the main point in l\farx's
theory is the class struggle. But this is wrong. And this wrong
notion very often results in an opportunist distortion of Marxism
and its falsification in a spirit acceptable to the bourgeoisie. For
the theory of the class struggle was created not by Marx, but
by the bourgeoisie before Marx, and, generally speaking, it is
acceptable to the bourgeoisie. Those who recognise only the class
struggle are not yet Marxists; they may be found to be still within
the bounds of bourgeois thinking and bourgeois politics. To
confine Marxism to the theory of the class struggle means curtailing
:\Iarxism, distorLing it, reducing it to something acceptable to the
bourgeoisie. A Marxist is solely someone who extends the recognition of the class struggle to the recognition of the dictatorship
of the proletariat. This is what constitutes Lho moot profound
distinction between the Marxist and the ordinary petty (as well
as big) bourgeois. This is the touchstone on which the real undersLanding and recognition of Marxism should be tesLPd. And
iL is not surprising that when the history of Europe brought
the working class face to face with this question as a practical
issue, not only all the opportunists and reformists, but all the
Kautskyites (people who vacillate between reformism and
:\larxism) proved to be miserable philistines and petty-bourgeois
democrats repudiating the dictatorship of the proletariat. Kautsky's
pamphlet, The Dictatorship of the Proletariat, published in August
1918, i.e., long after the first edition of the present book, is a perfect
cxnmple of petty-bourgeois distortion of Marxism and base
renunciation of it in deeds, while hypocritically recognising it
in words (see my pamphlet, The Proletarian Revolution and the
Renegade Kautsky, Petrograd and Moscow, 1918).
Opportnnism today, as represented by its principal spokesman,
the ex-Marxist Karl Kautsky, lits in completely with Marx's
characterisation of Lhe bourgeois position quoted above, for this
opµortunism limits recognition of the class struggle to the sphere
of bourgeois relations. (Within this sphere, within its framework,
not a single educnted liberal will refuse to recognise the class
struggle "in principle"'!) Opportunism does not extend recognition
of the class struggle to the cardinal point, to the period of transition from capitalism to communism, of the overthrow and the
complete abolition of the bourgeoisie. In reality, this period
~nevitably is a period of an unprecedentedly violent class struggle
1u unprecedentedly acute forms, and, consequently, during this
Period the state must inevitably be a state that is democratic
in a new way (for the proletariat and the propertyless in general)
and dictatorial in a new way (against the bourgeoisie).
Further. The essence of Marx's theory of the state has been
mastered only by those who realise that the dictatorship of a
35•
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single class is necessary not only for every class society in general,
not only for the proleto,riat which has overthrown the bourgeoisie,
but also for the entire historical period which separates capitalism
from "classless ·society", from communism. Bourgeois states are
most varied in form, but their essence is the same: all these states,
whatever their form, in the final analysis are inevitably the
dictatorship of the bourgeoisie. The transition from capitalism
to communism is certainly bound to yield a tremendous abundance
and variety of political forms, buL the essence will inevitably
bl' the same: the dictatorship of the proletariat.

Chapt.er III
TUE STATE AND REVOLUTION.
EXPERIENCE OF THE PARIS COMMUNE OF 1871. MARX'S ANALYSIS

t. What Made the Communards' AU.empt Heroic?

l t is well known that in the autumn of 1870, a few months
before the Commune, Marx warned the Paris workers that any
attemFt to overthrow the government would be the folly of despair33 . But when, in March 1871, a decisive battle was forced
upon the workers and they accepted il, when the uprising had
become a fact, Marx greeted the proletarian revoluliou with
the greatest enthusiasm, in spite of unfavourable auguries. Marx
did not persist in the pedantic attitude of condemning an "untimely" movement as did the ill-famed Hussian renegade from
lllarxism, Plekhanov, who in November 1905 wrote encouragingly
about the workers' and peasants' struggle, but after December
1905 cried, liberal fashion: "They should not have taken up arms."
l\farx, however, was not only enthusiastic about the heroism
of the Communards, who, as he expressed it, "stormed heaven." 332
Although the mass revolutionary movement did not achieve
its aim, he regarded it as a historic experience of enormous
importance, as a certain advance of the world proletarian revolution, as a practical step that was more important than hundreds
of programmes and arguments. Marx endeavoured to analyse
this experiment, to draw tactical lessons from it and re-examine
his theory in the light· of it.
The only "correction" Marx thought it necessary to make to
the Communist M anlfesto he made on the basis of the revolutionary
experience of Lhe Paris Communards.
The last preface to the new German edition of the Communist
Manifesto, signed by both its authors, is dated June 24, 1872.
In this preface the authors, Karl Marx and Frederick Engels,
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that the programme of the Communist Mvnifesto "has in some
details become out-of-date", and they go on to say:
" ... One thing especially was proved by the Commune,
viz., that 'the working class cannot simply lay hold of the
ready-made state machinery and wield it for its own purposes' .... "333
The authors took the words that are in single quotation marks
in this passage from l\larx's book, The Civil War in France. 384
Thus, Marx and Engels regarded one principal and fundamental
lesson of the Paris Commune as being of such enormous importance
that they introduced it as an important correction into the
Communist Manifesto.
l\iost characteristically, it is this important correction that
has been distorted by the opportunists, and its meaning probably
is not known to nine-tenths, if not ninety-nine-hundredths, of the
readers of the Communist Manifesto. We shall deal with this distortion more fully farther on, in a chapter devoted specially to distortions. Here it will be sufficient to note that the current, vulgar
"interpretation" of :Vlarx's famous statement just quoted is that
Marx here allegedly emphasises the idea of slow development
in contradistinction to the seizure of power, and so on.
As a matter of fact, the exact opposite is the case. Marx's idea
is that the working class must break up, smash the "ready-made
~tate machinery", and not confine itself merely to laying hold
of it.
On April 12, 1871, i.e., just at the time of the Commune, Marx
wrote to Kugelmann;
"II you look up the last chapter of my Eighteenth
Brumaire, you will find that I declare that the next
attempt of the FL"ench Revolution will be no longer,
as before, to transfer the bureaucrntic-military machine
from one hand to another, but to smash it [Marx's
italics-the original is zerbrechen], and tliis is the precondition for every real people's revolution on the Continent,
And this is what our heroic Party comrades in Paris
are attempting" (NeueZeit, Vol. XX, 1, 190t-02, p. 709.).
(The letters of Marx to Kugelmann have appeared in
Russian in no less than two editions, one of which I
edited and supplied with a preface.) 335
The words, "to smash the bureaucratic-military machine",
ht·iefly express the principal lesson of Marxism l'egarding the
tasks of the proletariat during a revolution in relation to the state,
Aud it is this lesson that has been not only completely ignored,
hut positively distorted by the prevailing, Kautskyite, "interpretation"' of Marxism!
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As for Marx's reference to The Eighteenth Brumaire, we have
quoted the relevant passage in full above.
It is interesting to note, in particular, two points in the above.
quoted argument of Marx. First, he restricts his conclusion to the
Continent. This was understandable in 1871, when Britain was
still the model of a purely capitalist country, but without a mili·
tarist clique and, to a considerable degree, without a bureaucracy,
Marx therefore excluded Britain, where a revolution, even a people's revolution, then seemed possible, and indeed was possible,
without tbe precondition of destroying the "ready-made state
machinery".
Today,' in 1917, at the time of the first great imperialist war,
this restriction made by Marx is no longer valid. Both Britain
and America, the biggest and the last representatives-in the
whole world-of Anglo-Saxon "liberty", in the sense that they
had no militarist cliques and bureaucracy, have completely sank
into the all-European filthy, bloody morass of bureaucraticmilitary institutions which subordinate everything to themselves,
and suppress everything. Today, in Britain and America, too,
"the precondition for every real people's revolution" is the smashing,
the destruction or the "ready-made state machinery" (made and
brought up to "European"', general imperialist, perfection in those
countries in the years 1914-17).
Secondly, particular attention should be paid to .Marx's extremely profound remark that the destruction of the bureaucraticmililary state machine is "the precondition for every real peop/,e's
revolution''. This idea of a "people's'' revolution seems strange
coming from Marx, so that the Russian Plekhanovites and Mensheviks, those followers of Struve who wish to be regarded as Marxists, might possibly declare such an expression to be a "slip of
the pen" on Marx's part. They have reduced Marxism to such a state
of wretchedly liberal distortion that nothing exists for them
beyond tbe antithesis between bourgeois revolution and proletarian revolution, and even this antithesis they interpret in an
utterly lifeless way.
If we take the revolutions of the twentieth century as examples
we shall, of course, have to admit that the Portuguese and the
Turkish revolutions are both bourgeois revolutions. Neither of
them, however, is a "people's" revolution, since in neither does
the mass of tho people, their vast majority, come out actively,
independently, with their own economic and political demands
to any noticeable degree. By contrast, although the Russian
bourgeois revolution of 1905-07 displayed no such "brilliant"
successes as at times fell to the Portuguese and Turkish revolutions,
it was undoubtedly a "real people's" revolution, since the mass
of the people, their majority, the very lowest social groups,
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~rushed by oppression and exploitation, rose independently and
~lamped on the entire course of the revolution the imprint of

their own demands, their attempts to build in their own way
new society in place of the old society that was being destroyed.
In Europe, in 1871, the proletariat did not constitute the
111ajority of the people in any country on theConLinent. A "people's''
revolution, one actually sweeping the majority into its st.ream,
eould be such only if it embraced both the proletariat and the
peasants. These two classes then constituted the "people". These
two classes are united by the fact that the "bureaucratic-military
sLate machine" oppresses, crushes, exploits them. To smash
this machine, to break it up, is truly in the interest of the "people'',
of their majority, of the workers and most of the peasanls, is "the
precondition'' for a free alliance of the poor peasants and the
proletarians, whereas without such an alliance democracy is
unstable and socialist transformation is impossible.
As is well known, the Paris Commune was actually working
its way toward such an alliance, although it did not reach
its goal owing to a number of circumstances, inLernal and
external.
Consequently, in speaking of a "real people's revolution··,
Marx, withouL in the leasL discounting the special features of the
petty bourgeoisie (he spoke a great deal about them and often),
took strict account of the actual balance of class forces in mosL
of the continental countries of Europe iu 1871. On the oLher ·
hand, he stated that the "smashing·• of the state machine was
required by the interests of both the workers and the peasants,
that it united them, that iL placed before them the common
task of removing the "parasite" and of replacing it by someLhing new.
By what exactly?
11

2. What Is to Replace the Smashed State Machine?
ln 1847, in the Communist lltfanifesto, l\Iarx's answer to this
question was as yet a purely abstract one; to be exact, iL was an
answer that indicated the tasks, but not the ways of accomplishing
them. The answer given in the Communist Manifesto was thaL
this machine was to be replaced by "the proletariat organised
as lhe ruling class", by the "winning of the batLle of democracy''. 3 :1s
Marx did not indulge in utopias; he cxpecLed the experience
of the mass movement to provide the reply to the question as to
the specific forms this organisation of the proleLariat as Lhe ruling
class would assume and as to the exact manner in which this orgauisation would be combined with the most complete, most
consistent "winning of the battle of democracy".
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Marx subjected the experience of the Commune, meagre as it ~
was, to the most careful analysis in The Civil War in France. 1
Let us quote the most important pas~ages of this work.
Originating from the ~.Jiddle Ages, there developed in the
nineteenth century "the centralised state power, with its
ubiquitous organs of standing army, police, bureaucracy,
clergy, and judicature"'. With the development of class
antagonisms between capital and labour, "state power
assumed more and more the character of a public force
for the suppression of the working class, of a machine
of class rule. After every revolution, which marks an
advance in the class struggle, the purely coercive character
of the state power stands out in bolder and bolder relief".
After the revolution of 1848-49, state power became "the
national war instrument of capital against labour". The
Second Empire consolidated this.
"The direct antithesis to the empire was the Commune."
It was the "specific form" of "a republic that was not
only to remove the monarchical form of class rule, hut
class rule itself.. .. "
What was this "specific" form of the proletarian, socialist
republic? What was the slate it began to create?
" ... The l\rsl decree of the Commune ... was the suppression of the standing army, and its replacement by the \
armed people .... "
This demand now figures in the programme of every party
calling itself socialist. The real worth of their programmes,
however, is best shown by the behaviour of our SocialistRevolutionaries and Mensheviks, who, right after the revolution of February 27, actually refused to carry out this demand!
"The Commune was formed of the municipal councillors,
chosen by universal suffrage in the vario11s wards of Paris,
responsible and revocable at any time. The majority
of its members were naturally working men, or acknowledged representatives of the working class.... The police,
which until then had been the instrument of the Government, was at once stripped of its politicul attributes,
and turned into the responsible and at all times revocable
instrument of the Commune. So were the officials oI all
other branches of the administration. From Lite members
of the Commune downwards, public service had to be
done at workmen's wages. The privileges and the representalion allowances of the high dignitaries of st11te
disappeared along with the dignitaries themselves ....
Having once got rid of the standing army and the police,
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the instruments of the physical force of the old Government, the Commune proceeded at once to break the
instrument of spiritual suppression, the power of the
priests .... The judicial functionaries lost that sham independence ... they were thenceforward to be elective, responsible, aud revocable .... ,,337
The Commune, therefore, appears to have replaced the smashed
,;tate machine "only" by fuller democracy: abolition of the standing
c1rmy; all officials to be elected and subject to recall. But as a matter of fact this "only'' signifies a gigautic replacement of certain
institutions by other institutions of a fundamentally different
type. This is exactly a case of "quantity being transformed into
quality'': democracy, introduced as fully aud consistently as is at
all conceivable, is transformed from bourgeois into proletarian
democracy; from the state ( = a special force for the suppression
of a particular class) into something which is no longer the state
proper.
1t is still necessary to suppress the bourgeoisie and crush their
resistance. This was particularly necessary for the Commune;
and one of the reasons for its defeat was that it did not do this
with sufficient determination. The organ of suppression, however,
i,.; here the majority of the population, and not a minority, as was
;1lways the case under slavery, serfdom and wage-slavery. And
,.;i11ce the majority or the people itself suppresses its oppressors,
11 "special force'' for suppression is no longer necessary! ln this
~e11:;e, the slate begins to wither away. Instead of the special insti1ntions of a privileged minority (privileged officialdom, \.he
d1ids of the standing army), the majority itself can directly
1"11 lf"1l all these functions, and the more the functions of slate power
are performed by the people as a whole, the less need there is for
I lie existence of this power.
Jn this connection, the following measures of the Commune,
""lphasised by Marx, arc particularly noteworthy: the abolition
()f nll representation allowances, and of all monetary privileges
to oflicials, the reduction of the remuneration of all servants of the
'talc to the level of "workmen's wages'". This shows more clearly
t l1an anything else the turn from bourgeois to proletarian democracy. from the dPrnocracy of the oppressors to that of the oppressed
da~ses, from the state as a "special force" for the suppression of
a particular class to the suppression of the oppressors by the
~·e11eral force of the majority of the people-the workers and
the peasants. And it is on this particularly striking point, perhaps
tl1e 111ost important as far as the problem of the state is concerned,
ll1at the ideas of l\.Jan: have been most completely ignored! In
f!Oj11J!ar commentaries, the number of which is legion, this is not
n1entioned. The thing doue is to keep silent about it as if it were
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a piece of old-fashioned "naivete", just as Christians, after their
religion had been given the status of a state religion, "forgot''
the "naivete" of primitive Christianity wilh its democratic revolutionary spirit.
The reduction of the remuneration of high state officials seems
to be "simply"' a demand of naive. primitive democracy. One
-0f the "founders" of modern opportunism, the ex-Social-Democrat
Eduard Bernstein, has more than once repeated the vulgar bourgeois jeers at "primitive" democracy. Like all opportunists, and
like the present Kautskyites, he did not understand at all that,
first of all, the transition from capitalism to socialism is impossible without a certain "reversion"' to "primitive" democracy (for
how else can the majority. and then the whole population wilhout
exception, proceed to discharge state functions?); and that,
secondly, "primitive democracy" based on capitalism and capitalist culture is not the same as primitive democracy in prehistoric
or pre-capitalist times. Capitalist culture has created large-scale
production, factories, railways, the postal service, telephones,
etc., and on this basis the great majority of the functions of the
old "state power" have become so simplified and cau be reduced
to such exceedingly simple operations of registration, filing and
checking that they can be easily performed by every literate
person, can quite easily be performed for ordinary "workmen's
wages", and that these functions can (and rnusl} be stripped of
every shadow of privilege, of every semblance of"official grandeur".
All officials, without exception, elected and subject to recall
at any time, their salaries reduced to the level of ordinary "workmen's wages" -these simple and "self-evidenr democratic measures, while completely uniting the interests of the workers and the
majorily of the peasauts. at the same time serve as a bridge leading
from capitalism to socialism. These measures concern the reorganisation of Lhe state, the purely political reorganisation of society;
but, of course, they acquire their full meaning and significance
-011ly in connection with the "expropriation of the expropriators"
either being accomplished or in preparation, i.e., with the transformation of capitalist private ownership of the means of production into social ownership.
"The Commune," Marx wrote, "made that catchword
of all bourgeois revolutions, cheap government, a reality,
by abolishing the two greatest sources of expenditurethe army and the officialdom.'' 338
From the peasants, as from other sections of the petty bourgeoisie, only au insignificant few "rise to the top", "get on in the
world" in the bourgeois sense, i.e., become either well-to-do,
bourgeois, or officials in secure an<l privileged positions. In
every capitalist country where there are peasants (as there are
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in most capitalist countries), the vast majority of them are
oppressed by the government and long for its overthrow, long
for "cheap" government. This can be achieved only by the proletariat; and by achieving it, the proletariat at the same time takes
a step towards tbe socialist reorganisation of the state.
3. Abolition of Parliamentari.<1m
"The Commune," Marx wrote, "was to be a working,
not a parliamentary, body, executive and legislative at
the same time ....
"Instead of deciding once in three or six years which
member of the ruling class was to represent and repress
Iver- und zertreten] the people in parliament, universal
suffrage was to serve the people constituted in communes,
as individual suffrage serves every other employer in the
search for workers, foremen and accountants for his business .. nsst
Owing to the prevalence of social-chauvinism and opportunism,
this remarkable criticism of parliamentarism, made in 1871,
also belongs now to the "forgotten words" of Marxism. The professional Cabinet MiniRLers and parliamentarians, the traitors
to the proletariat and the "practical"' socialists of our day, have
left all criticism of parliamentarism to the anarchists, and, on this
wonderfully reasonable ground, they denounce all criticism of
parliamentarism as "anarchism"!! It is uot surprising that the
proletariat of the "advanced" parliamentary couutrieR, disgusted
with such "socialists'' as the Scheidemanns, Davids, Legiens,
Sembats, Renaudels, Hendersons, Vanderveldes, Staunings,
Brantings, Bissolatis and Co., has been with increasing frequency
giving its sympathies to anarcho-syndicalism, in spite of th1•
fact that the latter is merely the twin brother of opportunism.
For Marx, however, revolutionary dialectics was uever the
empty fashionable phrase, the toy rattle, which Plekhanov,
Kautsky and others have made of it. Marx knew how to break
with anarchism ruthlessly for its inability to mako use even
of the "pigsty" of bourgeois parliamentarism, especially when
the situation was obviously not revolutionary; but at the samt·
lime he knew how to subject parliamentarism to genuinely
1·evolutionary proletarian criticism.
To decide once every few years which member of the ruling
class is to repress and crush the people through parliamentthis is the real essence of bourgeois parliamentarism, not only
in parliamentary-constitutional monarchies, but also in the most
democratic republics.
But if we deal with the question of the state, and if we consider
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parliamcntarism as one of the institutions of the state, from the
point of view of the tasks of the proletariat in this field, what
is the way out of parliamentarism? How can it be dispensed with?
Once again we must say: the lessons of Marx, based on the
study of the Commune, have been so completely forgotten that
the present-day "Social-Democrat" (i.e., preseut-day traitor to
sociHlism) really cannot understand any criticism of parliamentarism other than anarchist or reactionary criticism.
The way out of parliamcntarism is not, of conrsc, the abolition
of representative institutions and the elective principle, but
the conversion of the representative institutions from talking
shops into "working·· bodies. "The Commune was to be a working,
not a parliamentary, body, executive and legislalive at the same
time."
"A working, not a parliamentary, body" -this is a blow straight
from the shoulder at the present-day parliamentarians and par·
liamentary "lap dogs" of Social-Democracy! Take any parliamcn·
tary country, from America to Switzerland, from France to
Britain, Norway and so forth-in these countries the real business
of "state" is performed behind the scenes and is carried on by
the departments, chancelleries and General Staffs. Parliament
is given up to talk for the special purpose of fooling the "common
people". This is so true that even in the Russian republic, a bourgeois-democratic republic, all these sins of parliamentarism came
out at once, even before it managed to set up a real parliament.
The heroes of rotten philistinism, such as the Skobelevs and
Tseretelis, the Cbcrnovs and Avksentyevs, have even succeeded
in polluting the Soviets after the fashion of the most disgusting
bourgeois parliamentarism, in converting them into meretalking
shops. In the Soviets, the "socialist" Ministers arc fooling the
credulous rustics wiLh phrase-mongering and resolutions. In the
government itself a sort of permanent shuffle is going on in
order that, on the one hand, as many Socialist-Revolutionaries
and Menshcviks as possible may in turn gel near the "pie'', the
lucr11tive and honourable posls, and that. on the other hand, the
"attention" of the people may be "engaged". Meanwhile the chancelleries and army staffs "do" the business of "sfatc"'.
JJyelo Naroda, 340 the organ of the ruling Socialist-llevolutionary
Party, recenLly admitted in a leading article-with the matchless
frankness of people of "good society"', in which "all" are engaged
in political prostitution-that even in the minislries headed
by the "socialists" (save the mark!}, the whole bureaucratic
apparatus is in fact unchauged, is working in the old way and
quite "freely" ~abotaging revolutionary measures! Even without
this admission, does not the actual history of the participation
of the Socialisl-Revolutionaries and Mensheviks in the govern-
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roent prove this? It is noteworthy, however, that in the ministerial company of the Cadets, the Chernovs, Rusanovs, Zenzinovs
and the other editors of Dyelo Naroda have so completely lost
all sense of shame as to brazenly assert, as if it were a mere bagatelle, that in "their'' ministries everything is unchanged!! Revolutionary-democratic phrases to gull the rural Simple Simons,
<I nd b11reaucracy and reel tape to "gladden the hearts'' of the
capitalists-that is the essence of the "honest'' coalition.
The Commune substitutes for the venal and rotten parliamentarism of bourgeois society institutions in which freedom of opinion
.nrd discussion does not degenerate into deception, for the parliamentarians themselves have to work. have to execute their own
laws, have themselves to test the results achieved irr reality,
and to account directly to their constituents. Representative
institutions remain, but Lhere is no parliamentarism here as
-l special system, as the division of labour between the legislative
'md the executive, as a privileged position for the deputies. We
cannot imagine democracy, even proletarian democracy, without
representative institutions, but we can and must imagine democracy wiLhout parliamentarism, if criticism of bourgeois society
is not mere words for us, if the desire to overthrow the rule of the
bourgeoisie is our earnest and sincere desire, and not a mere "elect.ion" cry for catching workers' votes, as it is wiLh the l\fonsheviks
>llld Socialist-Revolutionaries, and also the Scheidemanns and
Legiens, the Sembats and Vanderveldes.
It is extremely instructive to note that, in speaking o( the
functions of those officials who are necessary for the Commune
and for proletarian democracy, Marx compares them to the
workers of "every other employer'', that is, of the ordinary
capitalist enterprise, with its "workers, foremen and account.ants",
There is no trace of utopianism in Marx, in the sense that
h.e made up or invented a "new" society. No, he studied the
birth of the new society out of the old, and the forms of transition
from the latter to the former, as a natural-historical process. He
examined the actual experience of a mass proletarian movement
and tried to draw practical lessons from it. He "learnecl" from
the Commune, just as all the great revolutionary thinkers learned
unhesitatingly from the experience of great movements of the
oppressed classes, and never addressed them with pedantic
"homilies" (such as Plekhanov's: "They should not have taken
11p arms" or Tsereteli's: "A class must limit itself'').
Abolishing the bureaucracy at once, everywhere and completely,
is out of the question. It is a utopia. But to smash the old bureaucratic machine at once and to begin immediately to construct
a new one that will make possible the gradual abolition of 1111
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bureaucracy-this is not a utopia, it is the experience of the
Commune, the direct and immediate task of the revolutionary
proletariat.
Capitalism simplifies the functions of "state" administration;
it makl'S it possible to cast "bossing" aside and to confine the
whole matter to the organisation of the proletarians (as the ruling
class), which will hire "workers, foremen and accountants"' in the
name of the whole of society.
We arc not utopians, we do not "dream" of dispensing at once
with all administration, with all subordination. These anarchist
dreams, based upon incomprehension of the tasks of the proletarian
dictatorship, are totally alien to Marxism, and, as a matter of
fact, serve only to postpone the socialist revolution until people
arc different. No, we want the socialist revolution with people
as they are now, with people who cannot dispense with subordination, control and "foremen and accountants".
The subordination, however, must be to the armed vanguard
of all the exploited and working people, i.e., to the proletariat.
A beginning can and mnst be made at once, overnight, to replace
the specific "bossing" of state officials by the simple functions
of "foremen and accountants", fonctions which are already fully
within the ability of the average town dweller and can well be
performed for "workmen's wages".
We, the workers, shall organise large-scale production on the
basis of what capitalism has already created, relying on our
own experience as workers, establishing strict, iron discipline
bucked up by the state power of the armed workers. We shall
reduce the role of state officials to that of simply carrying out
our instructions as responsible, revocable, moclestly paid "foremen
and accountants" (of course, with the aid of technicians of all
sorts, types and degrees). This is our proletarian task, this is what
we can and must start with in accomplishing 1he proletarian
revolution. Such a beginning, on the basis of large-scale production, will of itself lead to Lhe gradual "withering away" of all
bureaucracy, to the gradual creation of an orrler-an order
wilhout inverted commas, an order bearing no similarity to wageslavery-an order unde1· which the functions of control and
accounting, becoming more and more simple, will be performed
by each in turn, will tben become a habit and will finally die·
out as the special functions of a special section of the population.
A witty German Social-Democrat of the seventies of the last
century called the postal service an example of the socialist.
economic system. This is very true. At present the postal service
is a business organised on the lines of a state-capitalist monopoly.
Imperialism is gradually transforming all trusts into organisations
of a similar type, in which, standing over the "common" people.
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who are overworked and starved, one has the same bourgeois
bureaucracy. But the mechanism of social management is here
,1lready to hand. Once we have overthrown the capitalists, crushed
the resistance of these exploiters with the iron hand of the armed
workers, and smashed the bureaucratic machine of the modern
state, we shall have a splendidly-equipped mechanism, freed
trom the "parasite", a mechanism which can very well be set
going by the united workers themselves, who will hire technicians,
foremen and accountants, and pay them all. as indeed all "slate''
oflicials in general, workmen's wages. Herc is a concrete, practical
Lask which can immediately be fulfilled in relation to all trnsts,
a task whose fulfilment will rid the working people of exploitation,
a task which takes account of what the Commune had already
begun to practise (particularly in building up the state).
To organise the whole economy on the lines of the postal service
so that the technicians, foremen and accountants, as well as
all officials, shall receive sulal'ies no higher than "a workman's
wage'', all under the control and leadership or the armed proletariat-this is our immediate aim. Thls is the state and this is the
economic foundation we need. This is what will bring about the
abolition of parliamenlarism and the preservation of representa1i ve institutions. This is what will rid the labouring classes of the
bourgeoisie's prostitution or these institutions.
4. Organisation of National Unity
"In a brief sketch of national organisation which the
Commune had no time to develop, it states explicitly
that the Commune was to be the political form of even
the smallest village ... .'' The communes were to elect the
"National Delegation'' in Paris.
" ... The few but important functions which would still
remain for a central government were nol to be suppressed, as has been deliberately mis-slated, but were to be
transferred to communal, i.e., strictly responsible, officials.
" ... :'llational unity was not to be broken, but, on the
contral'y, organised by the communal constitution; il was
to become a reality by the destruction of state power which
posed as the embodiment of that unity yet wanted to
he independent of, and superior lo, the nation, on whoso
body it was but a parasitic excrescence. 'While the merely
repressive organs of the old governmental powe!' were to
be ampulaled, its legitimate functions were to bo wrested
from an anthority claiming the righL to stand above
society, and restored lo the responsible servants of
society. "341
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The extent to which the opportunists of present-day SocialDemocracy have failed-perhaps it would be more true to say,
have refused-to understand these observations of Marx is best
shown by that book of Hcrostratean fame of the renegade Bernstein. The Premises of Socialism and the Tasks of the Social-Democrats. It is in connection with the above passage from Marx that
Bernstein wrote that "as far as its political content is concerned~,
this programme "displays, in all its essential features, the greatest
similarity to the federalism of Proudhon ... In spite of all the
other points of difference between Marx and the 'petty-bourgeois'
Proudhon !Bernstein places the word "petty-bourgeois'' in inverted commas to make it sound ironical] on these points, their
lines of reasoning run as close as could be'', Of course, Bernstein
continues, the importance of the municipalities is growing, but
"it seems doubtful to me whether the first job of democracy would
be such u dissolution [Aufliisung] of the modern states and such
a complete transformation [Umwandlung[ of their organisation
as is visualised by Marx and Proudhon (the formation of a National
Assembly from delegates of the provincial OI' district assemblies,
which, in their turn, would consist of delegates from the communes), so that consequently the previous mode of national representation would disappear." (Bernstein, Premises, German edition,
1899, pp. 1:14 and 136.)
To confuse Marx's views on the "destl'uction of state power,
a parasitic excrescence", with Proudhon's federalism is positively
monstrous! Ilut it is no accident, for it never occurs to the opportunist that Marx does not speak here at all about federalism as
-Opposed to centralism, but about smashing the old, bourgeois
state machine which exists in all bourgeois countries.
The only thing that does occur to the opportunist is what
'he sees around him, in an environment of petty-bourgeois philistinism and "reformist" stagnation, namely, only "municipalities"! The opportunist has even grown out of the habit of thinking
about proletarian revolution.
It is ridiculous. Ilut the remarkable thing is that nobody argued
with Bernstein on this point. Bernstein has been refuted by many,
especially by Plekhanov in Russian literature and by Kautsky
in European literature, but neither of them has said anything
about this distortion of Marx by Bernstein,
The opportunist has so much forgotten how Lo think in a revolutionary way and to dwell on revolution that he attributes
"''federalism" to Marx, whom he confuses with the founder of
anarchism, Proudhon. As for Kautsky and Plekhanov, who claim
to be orthodox Marxists and defenders of the theory of revolutionary Marxism, they are silent on this point! Here is one of
.the roots of the extreme vulgarisation of the views on the differ-
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pnce between Marxism and anarchism, which is characteristic
of both the Kautskyites and the opportuuists, and which we shall
di~cuss again later.
There is not a trace of federalism in Marx's above-quoted
observations on the experience of the Commune. Marx agreed
with Proudhon on the very point thaL the opportunist Bernstein
did not see. Marx disagreed with Proudhon on the very point
on which BernsLein found a similarity between them.
Marx agreed with Proudhon in that they both stood for the
"smashing" of the modern state machine. Neither the opportunists
nor the Kautskyites wish to see the similarity of views on this
point between Marxism and anarchism (both Proudhon and
Bakunin) because this is where they have departed from Marxism.
:Marx disagreed both wiLh Proudhon and Bakunin precisely
on the question of federalism (not to mention the dictatorship
of the proletariat). Federalism as a principle follows logically
from the petty-bourgeois views of anarchism. Marx was a centralist. There is no departure whatever from centralism in his observations just quoted. Only those who are imbued with the philistine
"superstitious belief" in the state can mistake the destruction
of the bourgeois state machine for the destruction of centralism!
Now if the proletariat and the poor peasants take state power
into their own hands, organise themselves quite freely in communes,
and unite the action of all the communes in striking at capital,
in crushing the resistance of the capitalists, and in transferring
the privately-owned railways, factories, land and so on to the
entire nation, to the whole of society, won't that be centralism?
Won't that be the most consistent democratic centralism and,
moreover, proletarian centralism?
Bernstein simply cannot conceive of the possibility of voluntary
centralism, of the voluntary amalgamation of the communes
into a nation, of the voluntary fusion of the proleLarian communes,
for the purpose of destroying bourgeois rule and the bourgeois
state machine. Like all philistines, Bernstein pictures centralism
as something which can be imposed and maintained solely from
above, and solely by the bureaucracy and the military clique.
As though foreseeing that his views might be distorted, Marx
expressly emphasised that the charge that the Commune had wantPd to destroy national unity, to abolish the central authority, was
u deliberate fraud. l\farx purposely used the words: "National unity
wa~ ... Lo be organised", so as to oppose conscious, democratic, proletarian centralism to bourgeois, military, bureaucratic centralism.
But there are none so deaf as those who will not hear. And
the very thing the opportunists of present-day Social-Democracy
do not want to hear abouL is the destruction of state power. tht•
amputation of the parasitic excrescence .
.<6-!087
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5. Abolition of the Parasite State
'Ve have alreacly quoted i\Iarx's words on this subject, aud
we must now supplement them.
" ... It is generally the fate of new historical creatious;•
he wrote, "to he mistaken for the counterpart of older
and even defunct forms of social life, to which they may
hear a certain likeness. Thus, this ucw Commune, which
breaks I bricht, smashes) the modern state power, has
been regarded as a revival of the medieval commuucs ...
as a federation or small states (as Montesquieu and
the Girondins'1~2 visualised it) ... as an exaggerated lorm
of the old struggle against over-centralisation ....
" ... The Communal Constitution would have restored
to the social body all the forces hitherto absorbed by
that parasitic excrescence, the 'state', feeding upon and
hampering the free movement of society. By this one act
it would have inil iatcd the regeneration of France ....
" ... The Communal Constitution would have brought
the rural producers under the intellectual lead of the
central towns or their districts, ancl lhcre secured to
them, in the town working men, the natural trustees
or their interests. The very existence of the Commune
involved, as a matter of course, local self-government,
bnt no longer us a counterpoise to state power, now become
supernuous. " 31:i
"Breaking state power"\ which was a "parasitic excrescence";
its "amputation"', its "smashing"; "state power, now become supcrfluous~-these arc the expressions llarx used in regard to the state
when appraising and analysing the experience of the Commune.
All this was written a little less than half a century ago; and
now one has to engage in excavations. as it were, in order to
bring undistorted .Marxism lo the knowledge of the mass of the
people. The conclusions drawn from the observation of the last
great revolution which Marx lived through were forgotten just
when the time for the next great proletarian revolutions had
arrived.
" ... The multiplicity of interpretations to which the
Cornmuue has been subjected, and the multiplicity of
interests which expressed themselves in it show that it
was a thoroughly flexible political form, while all previous
forms or government had been essentially repressive.
I ts true secret was this: it was essentially a working-class
government, the result or the struggle of the producing
against the appropriating class, the political form at
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last discovered under which the economic emancipation
of labour could be accomplished ....
"Except on this last condition. the Communal Constitution would have been an impossibility and a delusion .... tta4 •
The utopians busied themselves with "discovering" political
forms under which the socialist lrans[ormation of society was
to take place. The anarchists dismissed the question of political
Corms altogether. The opportunists of present-day Social-Democracy accepted lhe bourgeois political forms of the parliamentary
democratic slate as tho limit which should not be overstepped;
they battered their foroheads praying before this "model", and
denounced as anarchism every desire lo break these forms.
Marx deduced from the whole history of socialism and the
political strnggle that the state was bound lo disappear, and
that the transitional form o[ its disappearance (the transition
from state to non-slate) would be the "proletariat organised as
the ruling class". Marx, however, did not set out to discover
the political forms of this ful.nre stage. He limited himself to
carefully observing French history, to analysing it, and to drawing
the conclusion to which the year 1851 had led, namely, that
matters were moving towards the destruction of the bourgeois
state machine.
And when the mass revolutionary movement of theproletariat
burst forth, Marx, in spite of its failure, in spite of its short
life and patent weakness, began to study the forms it had discovered.

The Commune is the form "at last discovered" by the proletarian
revolution, under which the economic emancipation of labour
can take place.
The Commune is the first at.tempt by a proletarian revolution
to smash the bonrgeois state machine; and it is the political form
"at last discovered", by which the smashed state machine can
and must be replaced.
'We shall see further on lhat the Russian revol11tions of 1905
and 1917, in different circumstances and under different conditions,
continue the work of the Commune and confirm Marx's brilliant
historical" analysis.
Chapter V
THE ECONOMIC BASIS OF TJIB WITHERING AWAY OF THF. STATE

Marx explains this question mosL thorongbly in his Critique
of the Gotha Programme (Jetter to Hracke, May 5. 1875, which
was not published until 1891 when it was printed in Neue Zeil,
Vol.IX,1,!and which has appeared in Russian in a special edition) 345.
36•
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The polemical part of this remarkable work, which contains a criticism of Lassalleanism, has, so to speak, overshadowed its positive part, namely, the analysis of the connection between the
development of communism and the withering away of the state.

t. Presentation of the Question by Marx
From a superlicial comparison of Marx's letter to Bracke of
May 5, 1875, with Engels's letter to Behel of March 28, t875, 346
which we examined above, it might appear that Marx was much
more of a "champion of the state" than Engels, and that the difference of opinion between the two writers on the question of the
state was very considerable.
Engels suggested to Behel that all chatter about the state be
dropped altogether, that the word "sLate"' be eliminated from
the programme altogether and the word "community" substituted
for it. Engels even declared that the Commune was no longer
a state in the proper sense of the word. Yet Marx even spoke of
the "future state in communist society", i.e., he would seem to
recognise the need for the state even under communism.
But such a view would be fundamentally wrong. A closer
examination shows that Marx's and Engels's views on the state
and its withering away were completely identical, and that
Marx's expression quoted above refers to the state in the process
of withering away.
Clearly there can be no question of specifying the moment
of the future "withering away·•, the more so since it will obviously
be a lengthy process. The apparent difference between Marx
and Engels is due to the fact that they dealt with different subjects
and pursued different aims. Engels set out lo show Behel graphically, sharply and in broad outline the utter absurdity of the
current prejudices concerning the state (shared to no small degree
by Lassalle). Marx only touched upon this question in passing,
being interested in another subject, namely, the development
of communist society.
The whole theory of Marx is the application of the theory of
development -in its most consistent. complete. considered and
pithy form-to modern capitalism. Naturally, Marx was faced
with the problem of applying this theory both to the forthcoming
collapse of capitalism and to the future development of future
communism.
On the basis of what facts, then, can the question of the future
development of future communism be dealt with?
On the basis of the fact that it has its origin in capitalism,
that it develops historically from capitalism, that it is the result
of the action of a social force to which capitalism gave birth.
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There is no trace of an attempt on Marx's part to make up a
utopia, to indulge in idle guess-work aboutwhatcannot be known.
Marx treated the question of communism in the same way as
a naturalist would treat the question of the development of, say,
a new biological variety, once he knew that it had originated
in such and such a way and was changing in such and such a definite direction.
To begin with, Marx brushed aside the confusion the Gotha
Programme brought into the question of the relationship between
state and society. He wrote:
'"Present-day society' is capitalist society, which exists
in all civilised countries, being more or less free from
medieval admixture, more or less modified by the particular historical development of each country, more
or less developed. On the other hand, the 'present-day
state' changes with a country's frontier. It is different in
the Prusso-German Empire from what it is in Switzerland,
and different in England from what it is in the United
States. •The present-day state' is, therefore, a fiction.
"Nevertheless, the different states of the different
civilised countries, in spite of their motley diversity of
form, all have this in common, that they are based
on modern bourgeois society, only one more or less capitalistically developed. They have, therefore, also certain
essential characteristics in common. In this sense it is
possible to speak of the •present-day state', in contrast
with the future, in which its present root, bourgeois society,
will have died off.
"The question then arises: what transformation will
the state undergo in communist society? In other words,
what social functions will remain in existence there that
are analogous to present state functions? This question
can only be answered scientifically, and one does not get
a flea-hop nearer to the problem by a thousandfold combination of the word people with the word state. "3' 7
After thus· ridiculing all talk about a "people's state", Marx
formulated the question and gave warning, as it were, that those
seeking a scientific answer to it should use only firmly-established
scientific data.
The first fact that has been established most accurately by the
whole theory of development, by science as a whole-a fact
that was ignored by the utopians, and is ignored by the present-day
opportunists, who are afraid of the socialist revolution-is that,
historically, there must undoubtedly be a special stage, or a
special phase, of transition from capitalism to communism.
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2. The Transition from Capitalism to Communism
Marx continued:
"Dctwccn capitalist and communist society lies the
period of the revolutionary transformation of the one
into the other. Corresponding to this is also a political
transition period in which the state can be nothing but
the revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat. "348
Marx bases lhis conclusion on an analysis of the role played
by the proletariat in modern capitalist society, on the ,data concerning the development of this society, and on the irreconcilability of the antagonistic interests of the proletariat and the
bourgeoisie.
Previously the question was put as follows; to achieve its
emancipation, the proletariat must overthrow the bourgeoisie,
win political power and establish its revolutionary dictatorship.
Now the question is put somewhat differently: the transition
from capitalist society-which is developing towards communism-to communist 5ociety is impossible without a "polilical
transition period", and the state in this period can only be the
revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat.
What, then, is the relation of this dictatorship to democracy?
We have seen that the Communist Manifesto simply places
side by side the two concepts: "to raise the proletariat to the
position of the ruling class" and "to win the battle of democracy·•. 349
On the basis of all that has been said above, it is possible to
determine more precisely how democracy changes in the transition
from capitalism to communism.
In capitalisl society, providing it develops under the most
favourable conditions, we have a more or less complete democracy
in the democratic republic. llut this dcmoeracy is always
hemmed in by the narrow limits set by capitalist exploitation,
and consequently always remains, in ·effect, a democracy for
the minority, only for the propertied classes, only for the rich.
Freedom in capitalist society always remains about the same
as it was in lhe ancient Greek republics: freedom for the slaveowners. Owing to the conditions of capitalist exploitation. the
modern wage slaves arc so crushe<l by want nnu poverly that "lhey
cannot be bolhered wi lh democracy", "cannot be bothered with
politics··; irt the ordinary, peaceful course of evenls, the majority
of the population is debarred from participation in public and
political life.
The correctness of I.his statement is perhaps most clearly confirmed by Germany, because. constitutional legality steadily
endured there for a remarkably long time-nearly half a century
(1871-1914)-and during this period the Social-Democrats were
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able to achieve far more lhan in olher counlrics in Lhe way of
"ntilising legality", anrl organiserl a larger proportion of the
workers into a polilical party than anywhere else in the world.
What is this largest proporlion of politically conscious and
aclive wage slaves that has so far been recorded in capitalist
society? One million members of the Social-Democratic Partyout of fifteen million wage-workers! Three million organised in
trade unions-out or fifteen million!
Democracy for an insignilicant minorily, democracy for the
rich-Lhat is the democracy of capitalist society. If we look more
closely into the machinery of capitalist democracy, we sec everywhere. in Lhe "pctty"-supposcdly pclly-dclails of the suffrage
(residential qualification, exclusion of women, etc.), in the
technique of the rcprescntat.ivc institutions, in the actual obstacles
lo the right of assembly (public buildings are not for "paupers"!),
in the purely capitalist organisation of the daily press, etc.,
l'lc.-we see restriclion afler rcstriclion upon democracy. These
restrictions, exceptions, exclusions, obstacles for the poor seem
~light, especially in the eyes of one who has never known want
himself and has never been in close contact with the oppressed
!'lasses in their mass life (and niue out of Len, if not ninety-nine
ont or a hundred, bourgeois publicists and politicians come
under this category); but in their sum total these restrictions
('Xclnde and squeeze onl the poor from politics, from active
participation in democracy.
Marx grasped this essence of capilalist democracy splendidly
when, in analysing the experience of the Commune, he said that
Lhe oppressed are allowed once every few years lo decide which
particular representatives of Lhe oppressing class shall represent
and repress them in parliament! 350
Bnt from this capilalist rlemocracy-that is inevilably narrow
and steallhily pushes aside the poor, and is therefore hypocritical
and false through and through -forward development does not
proceed simply. directly and smoothly, Lowards "greater and
greater democracy", as the liberal professors and pelty-bonrgeois
opportunists would have us believe. No, forward development,
i.e.. development towards comnrnnism. proceeds through Lhe
d ic.latorship of the proletariat, and runnot do otherwise, for the
resistance of the capitalist exploiters cannot be broken by anyone
else or in any other way.
And the diclalorslrip of the prolclariat. i.e., the organisation
of the vangriard of the oppressed as the ruling class for lhe purpose
of suppressing the oppressors, cannot resnll mci"Cly in an expansion of democracy. Simuttaneou.~ly wilh an immense expansion
of democracy, which for the first time becomes democracy for Ure
poor, democracy for the people, and not democracy for the money-
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bags, the dictatorship of the proletariat imposes a series of restrictions on the freedom of the oppressors, the exploiters, the capitalists. We must suppress them in order to free humanity from wage.
slavery, their resistance must be crushed by force; it is clear that
there is no freedom and no democracy where there is suppre1<1<ion
and where there is violence.
Engels expressed this splendidly in his letter to Behel when
he said, as the reader will remember, that "the proletariat needs
the state, not in the interests of freedom but in order to hold
down its adversaries, and as soon as it becomes possible to speak
of freedom the state as such ceases to exist." 351
Democracy for the vast majority of the people. and suppression
by force, i.e., exclusion from democracy, of the exploiters and
oppressors of the people-this is the change democracy undergoes
during the transition from capitalism to communism.
Only in communist society, when the resistance of the capitalists has been completely crushed, when the capitalists have
disappeared, when there are no classes (i.e., when there is no
distinction between the members of society as regards their
relation to the social means of production), only then "the stale ...
ceases to exist'', and "it becomes possible to speak of freedom".
Only then will a truly complete democracy become possible
and be realised, a democracy without any exceptions whatever.
And only then will democracy begin to wither away, owing to the
simple fact that, freed from capitalist slavery, from the untold
horrors, savagery, absurdities, and infamies of capitalist exploitation, people will gradually become accustomed to observing the
elementary rules of social intercourse that have been known
for centuries and repeated for thousands of years in all copy-book
maxims. They will become accustomed to observing them without
force, without coercion, without subordination, without the special
apparatus for coercion called the state.
The expression "the state withers away" is very well chosen,
for it indicates both the gradual and the spontaneous nature
of the process. Only habit can, and undoubtedly will, have such
an effect; for we see around us on millions of occasions how readily
people become accustomed to observing the necessary rules
of social intercourse when there is no exploitation, when there
is nothing that arouses indignation, evokes protest and revolt,
and creates the need for suppression.
And so in capitalist society we have a democracy that is curtailed,
wretched, false, a democracy only for the rich, for the minority.
The dictatorship of the proletariat, the period of transition
to communism, will for the first time create democracy for the
people, for the majority, along with the necessary suppression
of the exploiters, of the minority. Communism alone is capable
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of providing really complete democracy, and the more complete
it is, the sooner it will become unnecessary and wither away
of its own accord.
ln other words, under capitalism we have the state in the proper
sense of the word, that is, a special machine for the suppression
of one class by another, and, what is more, of the majority by
the minority. Naturally, to he successful, such an undertaking
as the systematic suppression of the exploited majority by the
exploiting minority calls for the utmost ferocity and savagery
in the matter of suppressing, it calls for seas of blood, through
which mankind is actually wading its way in slavery, serfdom
and wage labour.
Furthermore, during the transition from capitalism to communism suppression is still necessary, but it is now the suppression of the exploiling minority by the exploited majority. A special
apparntus, a special machine for suppression, the "state", is still
necessary, but this is now a transitional state. It is no longer
a state in the proper sense of the word; for the suppression of the
minority of exploiters by the majority of the wage slaves of
yesterday is comparatively so easy, simple and natural a task
that it will entail far less bloodshed than the suppression of
the risings of slaves, serfs or wage-labourers, and it will cost
mankind far less. And it is compatible with the extension of
democracy to such an overwhelming majority of the population
that the need for a special machine of suppression will begin to
disappear. Naturally, the exploiters are unable to suppress the
people without a highly complex machine for performing this
task, but the people can suppress the exploiters even with a very
simple "machine", almost without a "machine", without a special
apparatus, by the simple organisation of the armed people (such
as the Soviets of Workers' and Soldiers' Deputies, we would
remark, running ahead).
Lastly, only communism makes the state absolutely unnecessary, for there is nobody to be suppressed-"nobody" in the sense
of a class, of a systematic struggle against a defmite section of
the population. We are not utopians, ·and do not in the least
deny the possibility and inevitability of excesses on the part
of individual persons, or the need to stop such excesses. In the
first place, however, no special machine, no special apparatus
of suppression, is needed for this; this will be done by the armed
people themselves, as simply and as readily as any crowd of
civilised people, even in modern society, interferes to put a stop
to a scuffle or to prevent a woman from being assaulted. And,
secondly, we know that the fundamental social cause of excesses,
which consist in the violation of the rules of social intercourse,
is the exploitation of the people, their want and their poverty.
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With the removal of this chief cause, excesses will inevitably
begin to "wither away". We do not know how quickly and in what
succession, but we do know they will wither away. With their
withering away the state will also wither away.
Without building utopias, Marx denned more fully what can
be defined now regarding this future, namely, the difference
between the lower and higher phases (levels, stages) or communist
society.
3. The First Phase of Communist Society
In the Critique of the Gotha Programme, Marx goes into detail
to disprove Lassalle 's idea that under socialism the worker will
receive the "undiminished" or "full product of his labour". Marx
shows that from the whole of the social labour of society there
must be deducted a reserve fund, a fund for the expansion of
production, a fund for the replacement of the "wear and tear"
of machinery, and so on. Then, from the means of consumption
must be deducted a fund for administrative expenses, for schools,
hospitals, old people's homes, and so on.
Instead of Lassalle's hazy, obscure, general phrase ("the full
product of his labour to the worker"), Marx makes a sober estimate
of exactly how socialist society will have to manage its affairs.
Marx proceeds Lo make a concrete analysis of the conditions of life
of a society in which there will be no capitalism, and says:
"What we have to deal with here [in analysing the programme of the workers' party] is a communist society,
uot as it has developed on its own foundations, but, on
the contrary, just as it emerges from capitalist society;
which is, therefore, in every respect, ecouom ically, morally
and intellectually, still stamped with the birthmarks
of the old society from whose womb it comes." 3" 2
It is this communist society, which has just emerged into the
light of day out of the womb or capitalism and which is
in every respect stamped with the birthmarks of the old society,
that .\1arx terms the "first"', or lower. phase of communist
society.
The means of production are no longer the private property
of individuals. 'l'he means of production belong to the whole
of society. Every member of society performing a certt1in part
of the socially-necessary work, receives a certificate from society
Lo the effect tht1t he has done a certain amount of work. And
with this certi!ict1tc he receives from the public store of consumer
goods a corresponding quantity of products. After a deduction is
made of the amount of labour which goes to the public fund,
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e,-ery worker, therefore, receives from society as much as he has
giYen to it.
"Equalily'' apparently reigns supreme.
But when Lassalle, having in view such a social order (usually
called socialism, but termed by :Marx the first phase of communism),
~nys that this is "equitable distribution", that this is "the equal
right of all to an equal product of labour", Lassalle is mistaken
nnd Marx exposes the mistake.
"Equal right," says Marx, we certainly do have here; but it is
still a "bourgeois right", which, like every right, implie.~ inequality.
Every right is an application of an equal measure to different
people who in fact are not alike, are not equal to one another.
That is why "equal right" is a violation of equality and an
injustice. In fact, everyone, having performed as much social
labour as another, receives an equal share of the social product
(after the above-mentioned deductions).
But people arc not alike: one is strong, another is weak; one
is married, another is not; one has more children, another has
less, and so on. And the conclusion Marx draws is:
"\Vith au equal performance of labour, and hence an
equal share in the social consumption fund, one will
in fact receive more than a11other, one will be richer
than another, and so on. To avoid all these defects,
right would have to be unequal rather thau equal."a 5:1
The first phase of commuuism, therefore, cannot yet provide
justice and equality: diflerences, and unjust differences, in wealth
will still persist, but the exploitation of mirn by man will have
become impossible because it will be impossible lo seize the
means of production-the factories, machines, land, etc.-and make
!.hem private property. ln smashing La~salle's petty-bourgeois,
vague phrases aboul. "equality'' and "justice" in general, Marx
shows the course of development of communist society, which is
compelled to abolish at first only the "injustice" of the means of
production seized by individuals, a111I whicl1 is unable at once
to eliminate the other injustice, which consists in the distribution
of consumer goods "according to the amount of labour performed"
(and not ·according to needs).
The vulgar economists, inclndiug the bourg~·oi8 professors and
"our" Tngau, constantly reproach the socialists with forgetting
the inequality or people and with "dreaming" of eliminating this
inequality. Such a reproach, as we see, only proves the extreme
ignorance of the bourgeois ideologists.
l\Iarx not only most scrupulously takes account of the inevi1able inequality o[ men, but he also takes into account the fact
that the mere couvl'l'sion of Lhe means of prodnclion into the
common properly of the whole of sociely (commonly called
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"socialism") does not remove the defects of distribution and the~
inequality of "bourgeois righL", which continues to prevail so long!
as products are divided "according to the amount of labour per-·~
formed". Continuing, Marx says:
·
"But these defects are inevitable in the first phase.
of communist society as it is when it has just emerged;;
after prolonged birth pangs, from capitalist society:·
Right can never be higher than~ the economic structure 1
of society and its cultural development conditioned·.
thereby."'"••
'
And so, in the first phase of communist society (usually called
socialism) "bourgeois right"' is not abolished in iLs entirety, but
only in part, only in proportion to the economic revolution so far .
attained, i.e., only in respect of the means of production. "Bourgeois right" recognises them as the private properly of individuals.
Socialism converts them into common property. To that extent-.
and to that extenL alone-"bourgeois right" disappears.
However, it persists as far as its other part is concerned; it
persists in the capacity of regulator (determining factor) in the
distribution of products and the allotment of labour among the
members of society. The socialist principle, "He who does not
work shall not eat", is already realised; the other socialist principle,
"An equal amount of products for an· equal amount of labour",
is also already realised. But this is not yet communism, and it
does not yet abolish "bourgeois right", which gives unequal
individuals, in return for unequal (really unequal) amounts
of labour, equal amounts of products.
This is a "defect", says Marx, but it is unavoidable in the
first phase of communism; for if we are not to indulge in utopianism, we must not think that having overthrown capitalism
people will at once learn to work for society without any standard
of right. Besides, the abolition cif capitalism does not immediately
create the economic prerequisites for such a change.
Now, there is no other standard than that of "bourgeois right".
To this extent, therefore, there still remains the need for a state,
which, while safeguarding the common ownership of the means
of production, would safeguard equality in labour and in the
distribution of products.
The state withers away insofar as there are no longer any
capiLalists, any classes, and, consequently, no class can be suppressed.
But the state has not yet completely withered away, since
there still remains the safeguarding of "bourgeois right", which
sanctifies actual inequality. For the state to wither away completely, complete communism is necessary.
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4. The Higher Phase of Communist Sociely
Marx continues:
"In a higher phase of communisL society, after the
enslaving subordination of the individual to the division of
labour and with it also the antithesis between mental
and physical labour has vanished, after labour has become
not only a livelihood but life's prime want, after the
productive forces have increased with the all-round
development of the individual, and aII the springs of
co-operath·e wealth flow more abundantly-only then
can the narrow horizon of bourgeois right be crossed in
its entirety and society inscribe on its banners: From
each according to his ability, to each according to his
needs." 355
Only now can we fuIIy appreciate the correctness of Engols'1.<
remarks mercilessly ridiculing the absurdity of combining the
words "freedom" and "state". So long as the state exists there
is uo freedom. When there is freedom, there wiII be no state.
The economic basis for the complete withering away of the
state is such a high stage of development of communism at
which the antithesis between mental and physical labour disappears, at which there consequently disappears one of the principal sources of modern social inequality-a source, moreover,
which cannot on any account be removed immediately by the
mere conversion of the means of production into public property,
by the mere expropriation of the capitalists.
This expropriation wiII make it possible for the productive
forces to develop to a tremendous extent. And when we see how
incredibly capitalism is alreaqy retarding this development, when
we see how much progress could be achieved on the basis of the
level of technique already attained, we arc entitled to say with
the fuIIest confidence that the expropriation of the capitalists
wiII inevitably result in an enormous development of the productive forces of human society. But how rapidly this development
wiII proceed, how soon it wiII reach the point of breaking away
from the division of labour, of doing away with the antithesis
between mental and physical labour, of transforming labour into
"life's prime want" -we do not and cannot know.
That is why we are~entitled to speak only of the inevitable
withering away of the state, emphasising the protracted nature
of this process and its dependence upon the rapidiLy of developrnent of the higher phase of communism, and leaving the question
of the time required for, or the concrete forms of, the withering
away quite open, because there is no material for answering these
questions.
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The slate will be able lo wither away completely when society
adopts the rule: "From each according to his ability, to each
according to his needs"', i.e., wheu people have become so 11ccus.
tomed to observing the fundaruenl11l rules of social intercourse
and when their labour has become so productive that they will
voluntarily work according to their ability. "The narrow horlzon
of bourgeois right". which coru pets one to calculate with the
heartlessness of a Shylock whether oue has not worked half
an hour more than somebody else, whether one is nol getting
less pay than somebody else-this narrow horizon will lheu be
crosser!. There will then be uo need for society, in distribuling
products, to regulate the quantity to be received by each; each
will take freely "according to his needs''.
From the bourgeols point of view, lt is easy to declare that
such a social order ls "sheer utopia" and to sneer 11t the socialists
for promising everyone the right to receive from society, without
any control over the labour of the individual citizen, any quantity
of tru[fies, cars, piauos, etc. Even to this day, most bourgeois
"savants" confine themselves to sneering in this way, thereby
betraying both their ignorance and their selfish defence of capitalism.
Ignorance-for il has never entered the head of any socialist
to "promise" that the higher phase of the development of communism will arrive; as for the great socialists' forecast that it will
arrive, il presupposes not the present productivity of labour
and not the present ordinary rnn of people, who, like the seminary
students in Pomyalovsky'i;i slories, 356 are capable of damaging
the stocks of public wealth "just for fun", and of demanding the
impossible,
Until the "higher" phase of communism arrives, tJie socialists
demand the strictest control by society and by the state over the
measure of labour and the measure of consumption; but this control
must start wlth the expropriallon of the capitalists, with the establishment of workers' control over the capitalists, and must be
exercised not by a state of bureaucrats, but by a state of armed
workers.
The selfish defence of capitalism by the bourgeols ldeologists
(and their haugers-ou, like the Tseretelis, Chernovs and Co.)
consists in that they substitute arguing and Lalk about the
distant future for the vital and burning question of present-day
poll tics, namely, the expropriation of the capitalists, the conversion of all citlzens into workers and otiler employees of one huge
"syndicate"-the whole state-and the complete subordinat.ion
of the entire work of this syndicate to a genuinely democratic stale, the state of the Sovtets of Workers' and Soldiers'
Deputies.
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hi fact, when a learned professor, followed by the philisLinc,
followed in turn by Lhe Tseretelis and Chcrnovs, talks of wild
111opias, of the demagogic promises or the T3olshcviks, of the
illlpossibility of "introducing" socialism, iL is the higher stage,
or phase, of communism he has in mind, which no one has ever
promised or even thoughL Lo "inLroducc'', because, generally
~pPaking, iL cannot be "introduced".
And this brings us Lo the question of the scienLific distinction
bPLween socialism and communism which Engels Louched on in
l1is above-quoted argument about the incorrectness or the name
"::lociul-DemocraL''. Politically, tl1e distinction beLween the first,
01· lower, and the higher phase of communism will in time,
probably, he tremendous. But iL would he ridiculous to recognise
this distinction now, under capitalism, and only individual
anarchists, perhaps, could invest it wilh primary importance
(i£ there still are people among the anarchists who have learned
11othing from Lhe "Plekhanov·· conversion of the Kropotkins,
of Grave, Cornelissen and oLher "stars" of anarchism inLo socialchuuvinists or "anarcho-trenchists", as Ghe, one of the few anarchists who have still preserved a sense of honour and a conscience,
has put iL).
But the scienLific distinction between socialism and communism
is clear. What is usually called socialism was termed by Marx
the "first'", or lower, phase of communist society. Insofar as the
means of production become common property, the word "communism" is also applicable here, providing we do nol forget thaL
this is not complete communism. The great significance of Marx's
l'xplanations is thal here, loo, he consistently applies materialist dialectics, the ~heory of development, and regards communism as something which develops out of capitalism. Instead of
scholastically invented, "concocted" definitions and fruitless
dispuLes over words (What is socialism? WhaL is communism?),
1\Jarx gives an analysis of whaL mighL be called the stages of
the economic maLurity of communism.
In its first phase, or first stage, communism cannot as yet be
fully mature economically and enLirely free from traditions
or vestiges of capitalism. Hence the interesting phenomenon
that communism in its first phase retains "the narrow horizon
of bourgeois right". Of course, bourgeois right in regard to the
distribution of consumer goods inevitably presupposes the existence
of the bollrgeois state, for right is nothing without an apparatus capable of enforcing the observance of the standards of
right.
IL follows that under communism there remains for a time
not only bourgeois right, but even the bourgeois state, without
the bourgeoisie!

576

V. I. LENIN

This may sound like a paradox or simply a dialectical conundrum, of which Marxism is often accused by people who have not
taken the slightest trouble to study its extraordinarily profound
content.
.
Hut in fact, remnants of the old, surviving in the new, confront
us in life at every step, both in nature and in society. And Marx
did not arbitrarily insert a scrap of "bourgeois" right into
communism, but indicated what is economically and politically
inevitable in a society emerging out of the womb of capitalism.
Democracy is of enormous importance to the working class
in its struggle against the capitalists for its emancipation. But
democracy is by no means a boundary not to be overstepped;
it is only one of the stages on the road from feudalism to capitalism. and from capitalism to communism.
Democracy means equality. The great significance of the proletariat's struggle for equality and of equality as a slogan will
be clear if we correctly interpret it as meaning the abolition of
classes. But democracy means only formal equality. And as soon
as equality is achieved for all members of society in relation
to ownership of the means of production, that is, equality of
labour and wages, humanity will inevitably be confronted with
the question of advancing farther, from formal equality to actual
equality, i.e. to the operation of the rule "from each according
to his ability, to each according to his needs". By what stages,
by means of what practical measures humanity will proceed
to this supreme aim we do not and cannot know. But it is impor-·
tant to realise how infinitely mendacious is the ordinary bourgeois
conception of socialism as something lifeless, rigid, fixed once
am\ for all, whereas in reality only socialism will be the beginning
of a rapid, genuine, truly mass forward movement, embracing
first the majority and then the whole of the population, in all
·
spheres of public and private life.
Democracy is a form of the state, one of its varieties. Consequently, it, like every state, represents, on the one hand, the
organised, systematic use of force against persons; but, on the
other hand, it signifies the formal recognition of equality of.
citizens, the equal right of all to determine the structure of, and
to administer, the state. This, in turn, results in the fact that,
at a certain stage in the development of democracy, it first welds
together the class that wages a revolutionary struggle against
capitalism-the proletariat, and enables it to crush, smash to
atoms, wipe off the face of the earth the bourgeois, even the republican-bourgeois, state machine, the standing army, the police and
the bureaucracy and to substitute for them a more democratic
state machine, but a state machine nevertheless, in the shape of
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i1rrncd workers who proceed to form a militia involving the entire
population.
Here "quantity turns into quality": such a degree of democracy
implies over~tepping the boundaries of bourgeois society and
beginning its socialist reorganisation. If really all take part
in the administration of the state, capitalism cannot retain its
hold. The development of capitalism, in turn, creates the preconditions that enable really "all" to take part in the administration
of the state. Some of these preconditions arc: universal literacy,
which has already been achieved in a number of the most advanced capitalist countries, then the "training and disciplining"
of millions of workers by the huge, complex, socialised apparatus
of the postal service, railways, big factories, large-scale commerce,
hanking, etc., etc.
Given these economic preconditions, it is quite possible, after
the overthrow of the capitalists and the bureaucrats, to proceed
immediately, overnight, to replace them in the control over
production and distribution, in the work of keeping account
of labour and products, by the armed workers, by the whole of the
armed population. (The question of control and accounting should
not be confused with the question of the scientifically trained
staff of engineers, agronomists and so on. These gentlemen are
working today in obedience to the wishes of the capitalists,
and will work even better tomorrow in obedience to the wishes
of the armed workers.)
Accounting and control-that is mainly what is needed for
the "smooth working", for the proper functioning, of the first
phase of communist society. All citizens are transformed into
hired employees of the state, which consists of the armed workers.
All citizens become employees and workers of a single countrywide state "syndicate". All that is required is that they should
work equally, do their proper share of work, and get equal pay.
The accounting and control necessary for this have been simplified
by capitalism to the utmost and reduced to the extraordinarily
simple operations-which any literate person can perform-of
supervising and recording, knowledge of the four rules of
arithmetic, and issuing appropriate receipts.*
When the majority of the people begin independently and
everywhere to keep such accounts and exercise such control
over the capitalists (now converted into employees) and over
the intellectual gentry who preserve their capitalist habits, this
• When the more imJJortant functions of Llw slate a1·e 1·educed to such
uccounting and control by the workers themselve~, it will cease to be a
'·political state" and '"J;luhlic functions will lose their political character
and become mere admimstrativc functions" (cf. above, Chaplcr IV, 2, Engels's
controversy with the anarchists).
37-1087
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control will really become universal, general and popular; and
there will be no getting away from it, there will be "nowhere
to go''.
The whole of society will have become a single office and a single
factory, with equality of labour and pay.
B11t this "factory" discipline, which the proletariat, after
defeating Lhe capitalists, after overthrowing the exploiters, will
ex Lend to the whole of society, is by no means our ideal, or our
ultimate goal. IL is only a necessary step for thoroughly cleaning
society of all the infamies and abominations of capitalist exploitation, and for further progress.
From the moment all members of society, or at least the
vast majority, have learned to administer the state themselves,
have taken this work into their own hands, have organised control
over the insignificant capitalist minority, over the gentry who
wish to preserve their capitalist habits and over the workers who
have been thoroughly corrupted by capitalism-from this moment
the need for government of any kind begins to disappear altogether. The more complete the democracy, the nearer the moment
when it becomes unnecessary. The more democratic the "state"
which consists of the armed workers, and which is "no longer
a state in the proper sense of the word", the more rapidly every
form of state begins to wither away.
For when all have learned to administer and actually do independently administer social production, independently keep
accounts and exercise control over Lhe parasites, the sons of
the wealthy, the swindlers and other "guardians of capitalist
traditions", the escape from this popular accounting and control
will inevitably become so incredibly difficult, such a rare exception, and will probably be accompanied by such swift and severe
punishment (for the armed workers are practical men and not
sentimental intellectuals, and they will scarcely allow anyone
to trifle with them), that the necessity of observing the simple,
fundamental rules of the community will very soon become a
habit.
Then the door will be thrown wide open for the transition from
the first phase of communist society to its higher phase, and with
it to tho complete withering away of the state.
WriLten in August-September 1917,
§ 3 of Chapter II-prior to

December 17, 1918
Published as a pamphlet in
Petrograu in 1918 by Zhizn i
Znaniye PnblishPrs

Collected Works, Vol. 25, pp. 385432, 4.16-74

MARXISM MD INSURRECTION
A Letter to the Central Committee of the R.S.D.L.P.(B.)

One of the most vicious and probably most widespread distortions of Marxism resorted to by the dominant "socialist" parties
is the opportunist lie that preparation for insurrection, and
generally the treatment of insurrection as an art, is "Blanquism".
Bernstein, the leader of opportunism, has already earned
himself unfortunate fame by accusing Marxism of Blanquism,
and when our present-day opportunists cry Blanquism they do
not improve on or "enrich" the meagre "ideas'' of Bernstein one
little bit.
Marxists are accused of Blanquism for treating insurrection
as an art. Can there be a more flagrant perversion of the truth,
when not a single Marxist will deny that it was Marx who expressed himself on this score in the most definite, precise and
categorical manner, referring to insurrection specifically as an art,
saying that it must be treated as an art, that you must win the
first success and then proceed from success to success, never
ceasing the offensive against the enemy, taking advantage of his
confusion, etc., etc.?
To be successful, insurrection must rely not upon conspiracy
and not upon a party, but upon the advanced class. That is the
first point. Insurrection must rely upon a revolutionary upsurge
of the people. That is the second point. Insurrection must rely
upon that turning-point in the history of the growing revolution
when the activity of the advanced ranks of the people is at its
height, and when the vacillations in the ranks of the enemy and
in the ranks of the weak, half-hearted and irresolute friends of the
revolution are strongest. That is the third point. And these three
conditions for raising the question of insurrection distinguish
M arxlsm from B lanquism.
Once these conditions exist, however, to refuse to treat insurrection as an art is a betrayal of Marxism and a betrayal of the
revolution.
37•
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To show that it is precisely the present moment that tire party
must recog1rise as the one in which the entire course of events
has objectively placed insurrection on the order of the day and
that insurrection must be treated as an art, it will perhaps be best
to use the method of comparison, and to draw a parallel beLween
July 3-4307 and the September days.
On July 3-4 it could have been argued, without violating the
truth, that the correct thing to do was to take power, for our
enemies would in any case have accused us of insurrection and
ruthlessly treated us as rebels. However, to have decided on this
acconnt in favour of taking power at Lhat time would have been
wrong, because the objective conditions for the victory of the
insurrection did not exist.
(1) We still lacked the support of the class which is Lhe vanguard
of the revolution.
We still did not have a majority among the workers and soldiers
of Petrograd and Moscow. Now we have a majority in both
Soviets. It was created solely by the history of July and August,
by the experience of the "ruthless treatment"' meted out to the
Bolsheviks, and by the experience of the Kornilov revolt. 868
(2) There was no country-wide revolutionary upsurge at that
time. There is now, after the Kornilov revolt; the situation in the
provinces and assumption of power by the Soviets in many
localities prove this.
(3) At that time there was no vacillation on any serious political scale among our enemies and among the irresolute petty
bourgeoisie. !'\ow the vacillation is enormous. Our main enemy,
Allied and world imperialism (for world imperialism is headed
by the "Allies"), has begun to waver between a war to a victorious
finish and a separate peace directed against Russia. Our pettybourgeois democrats, having clearly lost their majority among
the people, have begun to vacillate enormously, and have
rejected a bloc, i.e., a coalition, with the Cadets.
(4) Therefore, an insurrection on July 3-4 would have been
a mistake; we could not have retained power either physically
or politically. We could not have retained it physically even
though Petrograd was at times in our hands, because at that time
our workers and soldiers would not have fought and died for Petrograd. There was not at the time that "savageness", or fierce hatred
both of the Kerenskys and of the Tseretelis and Chernovs. Our
people had still not been tempered by the experience of the persecution of the Bolsheviks in which the Socialist-Revolutionaries
and Mensheviks participated.
We could uot have retained power politically on July 3-4
because, before the Kornilov revolt, the army and the provinces
could and would have marched against Petrograd.
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Now the picture is entirely different.
We have the following of the majority of a class, the vanguard
of the revolution, the vanguard of the people, which is capable
of carrying the masses with it.
We have the following of the majority of the people, because
Chernov's resignation, while by no means the only symptom,
is the most striking and obvious symptom that the peasants
will not receive land from the Socialist-Revolutionaries' bloc
(or from the Socialist-Revolutionaries themselves). And that is the
chief reason for the popular character of the revolution.
We arc in the advantageous position of a party that knows
for certain which way to go at a time when imperialism as a whole
and the Menshevik and Socialist-Hevolutionary bloc as a whole
are vacillating in an incredible fashion.
Our victory is assured, for the people are close to desperation,
and we are showing the entire people a sure way out; we demonstrated to the entire people during the "Kornilov days" the value
of our leadership, and then proposed to the politicians of the
bloc a compromise, which they rejected, although there is no let-up
in their vacillations.
It would be a great mistake to think that our offer of a compromise had not yet been rejected, and that the Democratic Conferencc369 may still accept it. The compromise was proposed by a
party to parties; it could not have been proposed irr any other
way. lt was rejected by parties. The Democratic Conference
is a conference, and nothing more. One thing must not be forgotten,
namely, that the majority of the revolutionary people, the poor,
embittered peasants, are not represented in it. lt is a conference
of a minority of the people-this obvious truth must not be forgotten. It would be a big mistake, sheer parliamentary cretinism
on our part, if we were to regard the Democratic Conference as
a parliament; for even if it were to proclaim itself a permanent
and sovereign parliament of the revolution, it would nevertheless
decide nothing. The power of decision lies outside it, in the workingclass quarters of Petrograd and ~foscow.
All the objective conditions exist for a successful insurrection.
We have the exceptional advantage of a situation in which only
our victory in the insurrection can put an end to that most painful
thing on earth, vacillation, which has worn the people out;
in which only our victory in the insurrection will give the peasants
land immediately; a situation in which only our victory in the
insurrection can foil the game of a separate peace directed against
tho revolution -foil it by publicly proposing a fuller, juster and
earlier peace, a peace that will benefit the revolution.
Finally, our Party alone can, by a victorious insurrection,
save Petrograd; for if our proposal for peace is rejected, if we do
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not secure even an armistice, then we shall become "defencists",
we shall place ourselves at the head of the war parties, we shall
be the war party par excellence, and we shall conduct the war
in a truly revolutionary manner. We shall take away all the bread
and boots from the capitalists. We shall leave them only crusts
and dress them in bast shoes. \Ve shall send all the bread and
footwear to the front.
Aud then we shall save Petrograd.
The resources, both material and spiritual, for a truly revolutionary war in Russia are still immense; the chances are a hundred
to one that the Germans will grant us at least an armistice. And
to secure an armistice now would in itself mean to win the whole
world.

*
Having recognised the absolute necessity for an insurrection
of the workers of Petrograd and Moscow in order to save the
revolution and to save Russia from a "separate" partition by the
imperialists of both groups, we must first adapt our political
tactics at the Conference to the conditions of the growing insurrection; secondly, we must show that it is not only in words
that we accept Marx's idea that insurrection must be treated as
an art.
At the Conference we must immediately cement the Bolshevik
group, without striving after numbers, and without fearing to
leave the waverers in the waverers' camp. They are more useful
to the cause of the revolution there than in the camp of the resolute
and devoted fighters.
We must draw up a brief declaration from the Bolsheviks,
emphasising in no uncertain manner the irrelevance of long
speeches and of "speeches" in general, the necessity for immediate
aclion to save the revolution, the absolute necessity for a complete
break with the bourgeoisie, for the removal of the present government, in its entirety, for a complete rupture with the AngloFrench imperialists, who are preparing a "separate" partition
of Russia, and for the immediate transfer of. all power to revolutionary democrats, headed by the revolutionary proletariat.
Our declaration must give the briefest and most trenchant
formulation of this conclusion in connection with the programme
proposals of peace for the peoples, land for the peasants, confiscation of scandalous profits, and a check on the scandalous
sabotage of production by the capitalists.
The briefer and more trenchant the declaration, the better.
Only two other highly important points must be clearly indicated
in it, namely, that the people are worn out by the vacillations,
that they are fed up with the irresolution of the Socialist-Revo-
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Jutionaries and Mensheviks; and that we are definitely breaking
with these parties because they have betrayed the revolution.
And another thing. By immediately proposing a peace without
annexations, by immediately breaking with the Allied imperialists
,1nd with all imperialists, either we shall at once obtain an armistice, or the entire revolutionary proletariat will rally to the
defence of the country, and a really just, really revolutionary
war will then be waged by revolutionary democrats under the
leadership of the proletariat.
Having read this declaration, and having appealed for decisions
and not talk, for action and not resolution-writing, we must
dispatch our entire group to the factories and the barracks. Their
place is there, the pulse of life is there, there is the source of
salvation for our revolution, and there is the motive force of the
Democratic Conference.
There, in ardent and impassioned speeches, we must explain
our programme and put the alternative: either the Conference
adopts it in its entirety, or else insurrection. There is no middle
course. Delay is impossible. The revolution is dying.
Ily putting the question in this way, by concentrating our
entire group in the factories and barracks, we shall be able to
determine the right moment to start the insurrection.
In order to treat insurrection in a Marxist way, i.e., as an art,
we must at the same time, without losing a single moment,
organise a headquarters of the insurgent detachments, distribute
our forces, move the reliable regiments to the most important
points, surround the Alexandrinsky Theatre, occupy the Peter
and Paul Fortress, 360 arrest the General Staff and the government,
and move against the officer cadets and the Savage Division3 61
those detachments which would rather die than allow the enemy
to approach the strategic .points of the city. We must mobilise
the armed workers and call them to fight the last desperate fight,
occupy the telegraph and the telephone exchange at once, move
our insurrection headquarters to the central telephone exchange
and connect it by telephone with all the factories, all the regiments,
all the points of armed fighting, etc.
Of course, this is all by way of example, only to illustrate
the fact that at the present moment it is impossible to remain
loyal to Marxism, to remain loyal to the revolution unless insurrection is treated as an art.
N. Lenin
Written September 13-14 (26-27),
1nt7
First published in 1921
in the magazine
Proletarskava Revolutsia No. 2

Collected Works, Vol. 26, pp. 22-27

From ROUGH OUTLINE OF THE DRAFT PROGRAMME
FOR THE EXTRAORDINARY SEVENTH CONGRESS
OF THE!R.C.P.(B.)

The consolidation and development of Soviet power as the form
of the dictatorship of the proletariat and poor peasantry
(semi-proletarians), a form already tested by experience and
brought to the fore by the mass movement and the revolutionary
struggle.
The consolidation and development must consist in the accomplishment (a broader, more general and planned accomplishment)
of those tasks which historically devolve on this form of state
powur, on this new type of state, namely:
(1) union and organisation of the working and exploited masses
oppressed by capitalism, and only them, i.e., only the workers
and poor peasantry, semi-proletarians, with auLomatic exclusion
of the exploiting classes and rich representatives of the petty
bourgeoisie;
(2) union of the most vigorous, active, class-conscious part
of the oppressed classes, their vanguard, which must educate
every member of the working population for independent participation in the management of the state, not theoretically but
practically;
(4) (3) abolition of parliamentarism (as the separation of legislative
from executive activity); union of legislative and executive state
activity . .Fusion of administration with legislation;
(3) (1) closer connection of the whole apparatus of state power
and state administration with the masses than under previous
forms of democracy;
(5) creation of au armed force of workers and peasants, one
least divorced from the people (Soviets = armed workers
and peasants). Organised character of nation-wide arming of the
people, as one of the first steps towards arming the whole
people;
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(6) more complete democracy, through less formality and
making election and recall easier;
(7) close (and direct) connection with occupations and with
productive-economic units (elections based on factories, and on
local peasant and handicrafL areas). This close connection makes
it possible to carry out profound socialist changes;
(8) (partly, if not wholly, covered by the preccding)-the
possibility of getting rid of bureaucracy, of doing without it,
the beginning of the realisation of this possibility;
(9) transfer of the focus of attention in questions of democracy
from formal recognition of a formal equality of the bourgeoisie
and the proletariat, of poor and rich, to the practical feasibility
of the enjoyment of freedom (democracy) by the working and
exploited mass of the population;
(10) the further development of the Soviet organisation of the
state must consist in every member of a Soviet being obliged to
carry out constant work in administering the state, alongside
participation in meetings of the Soviet;-and furthermore in each
and every member of the population being drawn gradually both
into taking part in Soviet organisation (on the condition of subordination to organisations of the working people) aml into serving
in state administration.
The Fulfilment of These Tasks Requires
a) in the political sphere: development of the Soviet Republic.
Ad
t
f S . t (Prosveshchentye, pp. 13-14)
van ages o ov1c s
(six items(
;
extension of the Soviet ConsLitution in so far as the resistance
of the exploiLers ceases to the whole population;
federation of nations, as a transition to a conscious an<l closer
unity of the working people, when they have learnL voluntarily
to rise above national dissension;
necessarily ruLhless suppression of Lhe resistance of the exploiters; standards of "general" (i.e., bourgeois) democracy are subordinate to this aim, give way to iL:
"Liberties·• and democracy not for all, but for Lhe working and
C\:ploited masses, to emancipate Lhem from exploitation; ruthless
snppression of exploiters;
:';B:
chief stress is shifted from formal recognition of liberties
($nch as existed under bourgeois parliamentarism) to actually
ensuring the enjoyment of liberties by the working people who
are overthrowing the exploiters, e.g., from recognition of freedom
of assembly Lo the handing over of all the best halls and premises
to the workers, from recognition of freedom of speech to the handi11g over of all the best printing presses to the workers, and so
forth.
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A brief enumeration of these "liberties" from the old }
minimum programme
1: Arming the workers and disarming the bourgeoisfil
Transition through the Soviet state to the gradual abolition
of the state by systematically drawing an ever greater number
of citfaens, and subsequently each and every citizen, into direct
and dail11 performance of their share of the burdens of administering the state.
{

Written in March, not later than
March 8, 1918
Published in tho magazine
Kommunist No. 5, March 9, 1918

Collected Works, Vol. 27, pp. 153-56

From THE IMMEDIATE TASKS
OF THE SOVIET GOVERNMENT

In bourgeois revolutions, the principal task of the mass of
working people was to fulfil the negative or destructive work
of abolishing feudalism, monarchy and medievalism. The positive
or constructive work of organising the new society was carried
out by the property-owning bourgeois minority of the population.
And the latter carried out this task with relative ease, despite
the resistance of the workers and the poor peasants, not only
because the resistance of the people exploited by capital was
then extremely weak, since they were scattered al;ld uneducated,
but also because the chief organising force of anarchically built
capitalist society is the spontaneously growing and expanding
national and international market.
In every socialist revolution, however-and consequently in the
socialist revolution in Russia which we began on October 25,
1917 -the principal task of the proletariat, and of the poor peasants which it leads, is the positive or constructive work of setting
up an extremely intricate and delicate system of new organisational relationships extending to the planned production and distrib11tion of the goods required for the existence of tens of millions
of people. Such a revolution can be successfu!Iy carried out only
if the majority of the population, and primarily the majority
of tho working people, engage in independent creative work as
lllakers of history. Only if the proletariat and the poor peasants
display sufficient c!ass-consciousne5s, devotion to principle, se!fsacrifice and perseverance, wi!I the victory of the socialist
revolution be assured. By creating a new, Soviet type of state,
which gives the working and oppressed people the chance to take
an active part in the independent building up of a new society,
we solved only a small part of this difficult problem. The principal difficulty lies in the economic sphere, namely, the introduction of the strictest and uniYersaI accounting and control of the
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production and distribution of goods, ra1smg the productivity·~
of labour and socialising production in practice ...•
Among the absurdities which the bourgeoisie arc fond of spreading,
about socialism is the allegation that socialists deny the importance
of competition. In fact, it is only socialism which, by abolishing
classes, and, consequently, by abolishing the enslavement of the
people, for the first time opens the way for competition on a really,
mass scale. And it is precisely the Soviet form of organisation,
by ensuring transition from the formal democracy of the bourgeois
republic to real participation of the mass of working people in
administration, that for the first Lime puts competition on a broad
basis. It is much easier to organise this in the political field than
in the economic field; but for the success of socialism, it is the
economic field that matters.
Take, for example, a means of organising competition such
as publicity.' The bourgeois republic ensures publicity only formally; in practice, it subordinates the press to capital, entertains
the "mob" with sensationalist political trash and conceals what
takes place in the workshops, in commercial transactions, contracts,
etc., behind a veil of "trade secrets", which protect "the sacred
right of property". The Soviet governmeut has abolished trade
secrets; it has taken a new path; but we have done hardly anything
to utilise publicity for the purpose of encouraging economic
competition. While ruthlessly suppressing the thoroughly mendacious and insolently slanderous bourgeois press, we must set to
work systematically to create a press that will not entertain
and fool the people with political sensation and trivialities, but
which will submit the questions of everyday economic life to the
people's judgement and assist in the serious study of these questions. Every factory, every village is a producers' and consumers'
commune, whose right and duty it is to apply the general Soviet
laws in their own way ("in tlieir own way·•, not in the sense of
violating them, but in the sense that they can apply them in
various forms) and in their owu way to solve the problem of accounting in the production and distribution of goods. Under capitalism,
this was the "private affair'' of the individual capitalist, landowner
or kulak. Under the Soviet system, it is not a private affair, but
a most important affair of state.
We have scarcely yet started on the enormous, difficult but
rewardiug task of organising competition between communes,
of introducing accounting and publicity in the process of the
production of grain, clothes and other things, of transforming
dry, dead, bureaucratic accounts into living examples, some
repulsive, others attractive. Under the capitalist mode of production, the significance of individual example, say the example
of a co-operative workshop, was inevitably very much
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restricted, and only those imbued with petty-bourgeois
illusions could dream of "correcting" capitalism th:rough
the example of virtuous institution~. After political power
has passed to the proletariat, after the expropriators have been
expropriated, the situation radically changes and-as prominent
socialists have repeatedly pointed out-force of example for
the first time is able to influence the people. Model communes
must and will serve as educatori;, teachers, helping to raise the
backward communes. The press musL serve as an instrument
of socialist construction, give publicity to the successes achieved
by the model communes in all their details, must study the
causes of these successes, the methods of management these communes employ, and, on the other hand, must put on the"black list"
those communes which persist in the "traditions of capitalism",
i.e., anarchy, laziness, disorder and profiteering. In capitalist
society, statistics were entirely a matter for"government servants",
or for narrow specialists; we must carry statistics to the people
and make them popular so that the working people themselves
may gradually learu to understand and see how long and in what
way it is necessary Lo work, how much time and in what way one
may rest, so thaL the comparison of the business results of the various
communes may become a matter of general interest and study,
and that the mosL outstanding communes may be rewarded
immediately (by reducing the working day, raising remuneration,
placing a larger amount of cultural or aesthetic facilities or values
at their disposal, etc.).
When a new class comes on to the historical scene as the leader
aud guide of society, a period of violent "rocking", shocks, struggle
and storm, on the ono hand, and a period of uncertain steps,
experiments, wavering, hesitation in regard to the selection
of new methods corresponding to new objective circumstances,
on the other, are inevitable. The moribund feudal nobility avenged
themselves on the bourgeoisie which vanquished them and took
their place, not only by conspiracies and attempts at rebellion
and restoration, but also by pouring ridicule over the lack of skill,
the clumsiness and the mistakes of the "upstarts" and the "insolent"
who dared to take over the "sacred helm" of state without the
centuries of training which the princes, barons, nobles and dignitaries had had; in exactly the same way the Kornilovi; and
Kerenskys, the Gotzes and Martovs, the whole of that fraternity
of heroes of bourgeois swindling or bourgeois scepticism, avenge
themselves on the working class of Russia for having had the
"audacity'' to take power.
Of course, not weeks, but long months and years are required
for a new social class, especially a class which up to now has been
oppressed and crushed by poverty and ignorance, to get used
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to its new position, look around, organise its work and promote
its own organisers. It is understandable that the Party which
leads the revolutionary proletariat has not been able to acquire
the experience and habits of large organisational undertakings
embracing million:;, and tens of millions of citizens; the remoulding
of the old, almost exclusively agitators' habits is a very lengthy
process. But there is nothing impossible in this, and as soon as
the necessity for a change is clearly appreciated, as soon as there
is firm determination to effect the change and perseverance in
pursuing a great and difficult aim, we shall achieve it. There
is an enormous amount of organising talent among the "people".
i.e., among the workers and the peasants who do not exploi~
the labour of others. Capital crushed these talented people in
thousands; it killed their talent and threw them on to the scrapheap. We are not yet able to find them, encourage them, put
them on their feet, promote them. But we shall learn to do
so if we set about it with all-out revolutionary enthusiasm,
without which there can be no victorious revolutions.
No profouml and mighty popular movement has ever occurred
in history without dirty scum rising to the top, without adventurers and rogues, boasters and ranters attaching themselves to the·
inexperienced innovators, without absurd muddle and fuss,
without individual "leaders" trying to deal with twenty matters
at once and not finishing any of them. Let the lap-dogs of bourgeois society, from Belorussov to ~lartov, squeal and yelp about
every extra chip that is sent flying in cutting down the big, old
wood. What else are lap-dogs for if not to yelp at the proletarian
elephant? Let them yelp. We shall go our way and try as carefully
and as patiently as possible to test and· discover real organisers.
people with sober and practical minds, people who combine
loyalty to socialism with ability without fuss (and in spite of
muddle and fuss) to get a large number of people working together
steadily and concertedly within the framework of Soviet
organisation. Only such people, after they have been tested
a dozen times, by being transferred from the simplest to the more
difficult tasks, should be promoted to the responsible posts of'
leaders of the people's labour, leaders of administration. We
have not yet learned to do this, but we shall learn ....
The resolution adopted by the recent :Moscow Congress of
Soviets advanced as the primary task of the moment the establishment of a "harmonious organisation", and the tightening of discipline. Everyone now readily "votes for"' and "subscribes to"
resolutions of this kind; but usually people do not think over
the fact that tho application of such resolutions calls for coercion coercion precisely in the form of dictatorship. And yet it would
be extremely stupid and absurdly utopian to assume that the·
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transition from capitalism to socialism is possible without coercion and without dictatorship. Marx's theory very definitely
opposed this petty-bourgeois-democratic and anarchist absurdity
long ago. And Russia of 1917-18 confirms the correctness of
Marx's theory in this respect so strikingly, palpably and imposingly
that only those who arc hopelessly dull or who have obstinately
decided to turn their backs on the truth can be under any misapprehension concerning this. Either the dictatorship of Koruilov
(if we take him as the Russian type of bourgeois Cavaignac),
or the dictatorship of tho proletariat-any other choice is out
of the question for a country which is developing at an extremely
rapid rate with extremely sharp turns and amidst desperate
ruin created by one of the most horrible wars in history. Every
solution that offers a middle path is either a deception of the
people by the bourgeoisie -for the bourgeosie dare not tell the
truth, dare not say that they need Kornilov -or an expression
of the dull-wittedness of the petty-bourgeois democrats, of tho
Chernovs, Tseretelis and Martovs, who chatter about the unity
of democracy, the dictatorship of democracy, the general democratic front, and similar nonsense. Those whom even the progress
of the Russian Revolution of 1917-18 has not taught that a middle
course is impossible, must be given up for lost.
On the other hand, it is not difficult to see that during every
transition from capitalism to socialism, dictatorship is necessary
for two main reasons, or along two main channels. Firstly, capitalism cannot be defeated and eradicated without the ruthless
suppression of the resistance of the exploiters, who cannot at once
be deprived of their wealth, of their advantages of organisation
and knowledge, and consequently for a fairly long period will
inevitably try to overthrow the hated rule of the poor; secondly,
every great revolution, and a socialist revolution in particular,
even if there is no external war, is inconceivable without internal
war, i.e., civil war, which is even more devastating than external
war, and involves thousands and millions of cases of wavering
and desertion from one side to another, implies a state of extreme
indefmitcncss, lack of equilibrium and chaos. And of course, all
the elements of disintegration of the old society, which are inevitably very numerous and connected mainly with Lhe petty bourgeoisie (because it is the petty bourgeoisie that every war and every
crisis ruins and destroys first), are bound to "reveal themselves"
during such a profound revolution. And these elements of disintegration cannot "reveal themselves·• otherwise than in an increase
of crime, hooliganism, corruption, profiteering and outrages of every
kind. To put these down requires time and requires an iron hand.
There has not been a single groat revolution in history in which
the people did uot instinctively realise this and did not show
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salutary firmness by shooting thieves on the spot. The misfortune
of previous revolutions was that the revolutionary enthusiasm
of the people, which sustained them in their state of tension
and gave them the strength to suppress ruthlessly the elements
of disintegration, did not last long. The social, i.e., the class,
reason for this instability of the revolutionary enthusiasm of the
people was the weakness of the proletariat, which alone is able
(if it is sufficiently numerous, class-conscious and disciplined)
to win over to its side the majority of the working and exploited
people (the majority of the poor, to speak more simply and
popularly) and retain power sufficiently long to suppress completely all the exploiters as well as all the elements of disintegration.
It was this historical experience of all revolutions, it was
this world-historic-economic and political-lesson that Marx
summed up when he gave his short, sharp, concise and expressive formula: dictatorship of the proletariat. And the fact that
the Russian revolution has been correct in its approach to this
world-historic task has been proved by the victoriou.'l progress of the
Soviet form of organisation among all the peoples and tongues
of Russia. For Soviet power is nothing but an organisational
form of the dictatorship of the proletariat, the dictatorship of
the advanced class, which raises to a new democracy and to independent participation in the administration of the state tens
upon tens of millions of working· and exploited people, who by
their own experience learn to regard the disciplined and classconscious vanguard of the proletariat as their most reliable
leader.
Dictatorship, however, is a big word, and big words should
not be thrown about carelessly. Dictatorship is iron rule, government that is revolutionarily bold, swift and ruthless in suppressing
both exploiters and hooligans. But our government is excessively
mild, very often it resembles jelly more than iron. We must not
forget for a moment that the bourgeois and petty-bourgeois element
is fighting against the Soviet system in two ways; on the one hand,
it is operating from without, by the methods of the Savinkovs,
Gotzes, Gegechkoris and Kornilovs, by conspiracies and rebellions,
and by their filthy "ideological" reflection, the flood of lies and
slander in the Constitutional-Democratic, Right Socialist-Revolutionary and Menshevik press; on the other hand, this element
operates from within and takes advantage of every manifestation
of disintegration, of every weakness, in order to bribe, to increase
indiscipline, laxity and chaos. The nearer we approach the complete military suppression of the bourgeoisie, the more dangerous
does the element of petty-bourgeois anarchy become. And the
fight against this element cannot be waged solely with the aid
of propaganda and agitation, solely by organising competition
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and by selecting organisers, The struggle must also be waged
by means of coercion ....
Take the psychology of the average, ordinary representative
of the toiling and exploited masses, compare iL with the objective,
material conditions oI his life in society. Before the October
Hevolution he did not see a single instance of the propertied, exploiting classes making any real sacrifice for him, givi 11g np anything
for his beneliL. He did not sec them giving him the land and liberty
that had been repeatedly promised him, giving him peace, sacri1icing "Great Power"' interests and the interests of Great Power
sPcret treaties, sacrificing capital and prof1ts. He saw this only
rifter October 25, 1917, when ho Look iL himself by force, and had
to defend by force what he had taken, against the Kerenskys,
Gotzes, Gegechkoris, Dutovs and Kornilovs. ::\fatnr<tlly, for
a certain Lime, all his attention, all his thoughts, all his spiritual
~tre ngth, were concentrated on taking a breath, on unbending
his back, on straightening his shoulders, on taking the blessings
of life that were there for the Laking, and that had always been
rlcnied him by the now overthrown exploiters. 0£ course, a certain
amount of time is required to enable the ordinary working man
not only to see for himself, not only to become convinced, but
"lso to feel that he cannot simply "Lake"', snatch, grab things,
that this leads to i.ncreased disruption, to ruin, to the return
of the Kornilovs. The corresponding change in the conditions
oI life (and consequently in the psychology) of the orclinary working
men is only just beginning. And our whole task, the task of the
< :omnumist Party (Bolsheviks), which is the class-conscious spokcsurnn for the strivings of the exploited for emancipation. is to
.rppreciaLe this change, to nndersLand that it is necessary, to
<Land at the head of the exhausted people who are wearily seeking
.1 way out and lead them· along the tme path, along the path
,,[ labour discipli11e, along the path of co-orrlir1ating the task
of arguing at mass meetings a.bout the conrlitions of work with
1 he task of unquestioningly obeying Lhe will oI the Soviet leader,
,,f the dictator, during the work.
The "mania for meetings" is an object of the ridicule, and still
rnore often of the spiteful hissing of the bourgeoisie. the l\lenshe\"iks, the Nova.ya Zhizn people. 3" 2 who see only the chaos, the
•'onfusion and the ouLbnrsts of small-proprietor egoism. But
witho11L t.hc diocussions at public meetings the mass of the oppr~ssed could never have changed from the discipline forced upon
rlwm by the exploiters to conscious, voluntary discipline. The
.1irirrg of questions at public meetings is the genuine democracy
"i the working people. their way of unbending their backs, their
. wakening to a new life, their first steps along the road which
: Irey themselves ha Ye cleared of vipers (the exploiters. the imperial.' - I OS7

594

V. I. LENIN

ists, the landowners and capitalists) and which they want to learn
to build themselves, in their own way, for themselves, on the principles of their own Soviet, and not alien, not aristocratic, Hot
bourgeois rule. It required precisely the October victory of the
working people over the exploiters, it required a whole historical
period in which the working people themselves could first of an
discuss the new conditions of life and the new tasks, in order to make
possible the durable transition to superior forms of labour discipline, to the conscions appreciation of the necessity for the dictatorship of the proletariat, to unquestioning obedience to the
orders of individual representatives of the Soviet government
during the work ....
The socialist character of Soviet, i.e., proletarian, democracy,
as concretely applied today, lies first in the fact that the electors
are the working and exploited people; the bourgeoisie is excluded.
Secondly, it lies in the fact that all bureaucratic formalities and
restrictions of elections are abolished; the people themselves
determine the order and time of elections, and are completely
free to recall any elected person. Thirdly, it lies in the creation
of the best mass organisation of the vanguard of the working
people, i.e., the proletariat engaged in large-scale indnstry,
which enables it to lead the vast mass of the exploited, to draw
them into independent political life, to educate them politically
by their own experience; therefore for the first time a start is made
by the entire population in learning the art of administration,
and in beginning to administer.
These are the principal distinguishing features of the democracy
now applied in Russia, which is a higher type of democracy, a break
with the bourgeois distortion of democracy, transition to socialist
democracy and to the conditions in which the state can begin
to wither away.
It goes without saying that the clement of petty-bourgeois
disorganisation (which must inevitably be apparent to some extent
in every proletarian revolution, and which is especially apparent
in our revolution, owing to the petty-bourgeois character of our
country, its backwardness and the consequences of a reactionary
war) cannot but leave its impress upon the Soviets as well.
We must work unremittingly to- develop the organisation of the
Soviets and of the Soviet government. There is a petty-bourgeois
tendency to transform the members of the Soviets into "parliamentarians", or else into bureancrats. We must combat this by drawing
all the members of the Soviets into the practical work of administration. In many places the departments of the Soviets are gradually merging with the Commissariats. Our aim is to draw
the whole of the poor into the practical work of administration,
and all stops that are taken in this direction-the more varied
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they are, the better-should be carefully recorded, studied,
systematised, tested by wider experience and embo<lied in law.
Our aim is to ensure that every toiler, having finished his eight
hours' "task" in productive labour, shall perform state duties
without pay; the transition to this is particularly difficult, but
this transition alone can guarantee the fmal consolidation of
socialism. Naturally, the novelty and difficulty of the chang&
lead to an abundance of steps being taken, as il were, gropingly.
to an abundance of mistakes. vacillation-without this, any
marked progress is impossible. The reason why the present position
seems peculiar to many of those who would like to be regarded
as socialists is that they have been accustomed to contrasting
capitalism with socialism abstractly, anrl that they profoundly
put between the two the word "leap" (some of them, recalling
fragments of what they have read of Engels's writings, still more
profoundly add the phrase "leap from the realm of necessity int<>
the realm of freedom" 363). The majority of these so-called socialists,
who have "read in books'' about socialism bnt who have never
seriously thought over the matter, are unable to consider that
by "leap" the teachers of socialism meant turning-points on a world
historical scale, and that leaps of this kind extend over decades
and even longer periods. Naturally, in such times, the notorious
"intelligentsia" provides an infinite number of mourners of the
dead. Some mourn over the Constituent Assembly, 364 others mourn
over bourgeois discipline, others again mourn over lhe capitalist
system, still others mourn over the cultured landowner, and
still others again mourn over imperialist Great Power policy.
etc., etc.
The real interest of the epoch of great leaps lies in the fact that
the abundance of fragments of the old, which sometimes accumulate more rapidly than the rudiments (not always immediately
discernible) of the new, calls for the ability to discern what
is most important in the line or chain of development. History
knows moments when the most important thing for the success
of the revolution is to heap up as large a quantity of the fragments
as possible, i.e., to blow up as many of the old institutions as
possible;· moments arise when enough has been blown up and the
next task is to perform the "prosaic" (for the petty-bourgeois
revolutionary, the "boring") task of clearing away the fragments;
and moments arise when the careful nursing of the rudiments
of the new system, which are growing amidst the wreckage on u soil
which as yet has been badly cleared of rubble, is the mosl important
thing.
It is not enough to be a revolutionary and an adherent of socialism or a Communist in general. You musl be able at each partic11Iar moment to !ind the particular link in lhc chain which you
38*
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must grasp with all your might in order to hold the whole chain
and to prepare liiu.iy for the transition to the next link; the order
of the links, their form, the manner in which they are linked
together, the way they differ from each other in the historical
chain of events. arc not as simple and not as meaningless as
those in an ordinary chain made by a smith.
The fight against the bureaucratic distortion of the Soviet form
of organisation is assured by the firmness of the connection between
the Soviets and the "people", meaning by that the working und
exploited people, and by the flexibility and elasticity of this
connection. E,·en in the most democratic capilulist republics
in the worl<l, the poor never regard the bourgeois parliament
as "their" institution. But the Soviets are "theirs" and not alien
institutions to the mass of workers and peasants. The modern
"Social-Democrats'' of the Scheidemanu or, what is almost the
same thing, of the Martov type are repelled by the Soviets, and
they are drawn towards the respectable bourgeois parliament,
or to the Constit11cnt Assembly, in the same way as Turgenev,
sixty years ago, was drawn towards a moderate monarchist and
noblemen's Constitution and was repelled by the peasant democracy
of Dobrolyubov and Chernyshevsky.
It is the closeness of the Soviets to the "people", to the working
• people, that creates the special forms of recall and other means
of control from below which must be most zealously developed now.
For example, the Councils of Public Education, as periodical
conferences of Soviet electors and their delegates called to discuss
and control the activities of the Soviet authorities in this field,
deserve full sympathy and support. Nothing could be sillier than
.to transform the Soviets into something congealed and self-contained. The more resolutely we now have to stand for a ruthlessly
firm government, for the dictatorship of individuals in definite
processes of work, in definite aspects of purely executive functions,
the more varied must be the forms and methods of control from
below in order to counteract every shadow of a possibility of
distorting the principles of Soviet government, in order repeatedly
and tirelessly to weed out bureaucracy.
Written between April 13 and 26,
1918
l'uhlishcd on April 28, 1918
>ll Pravda No. 83
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From SPEECH AT THE FIRST CONGRESS
OF ECONOMIC COUNCILS

MAY 26, 1918

With the transition of all power-this time not only political
and not even mainly political, but economic powc>r, that is, power
that affects the deepest foundations of everyday human existenceto a new class, and, moreover, to a class which for the first time
in the history of humanity is the leader of the overwhelming
majority of the population, of the whole mass of the working
and exploited people-our tasks become more complicated.
It goes without saying that in view of the supreme importance
and the supreme difficulty of the organisational tasks that confront us, when we must organise the deepest foundations of the
existence of hundreds of millions of people on entirely new lines,
it is impossible to arrange matters as simply as in the proverb
"measure thrice and cut once". \Ve, indeed, are not in a position
to measure a thing innumerable times and then cnt out and fix
what has been finally measured and fitted. We must build our
economic edifice as we go along, lrying out various institutions,
watching their work, testing them by the collectivP common
experience of the working people, 1rnd, above all, by the results
of their work. \\'e must do this as we go along, and, moreover.
in a situation of desperate struggle and frenzied rc>sistance by th1·
exploiters, whose frenzy grows the nearer we come to the lim~
when we can pull out the last bad teeth of capil.ali~t exploitation.
It is understandable that if even within a brief period we have
to alter the types, the regulations and the bodies of administration
in various branches of the national economy several times, there
are not the·slightest grounds for pessimism in these conditions,
although, of course, this gives considerable grounds for malicious
outbursts on the part of the bourgeoisie and the exploiters, whose
best feelings arc hurt. Of course, those who take too close and too
direct a part in this work, say, the Chief Water Board. do not
always find it pleasant to alter the regulations, the norms and
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the laws of a<lministration three times; the pleasure obtained
from work of this kiud cannot be great. Bnt if we abstract ourselves
somewhat from the direct urrpleasautrress o[ extremely frequent
altt•rat.ion of decrees, and if we look a little deeper and further
into the enormous world-historic task that the Russian proletariat has to carry out with the aid of ils own still inadequate
forc<'s, it will become immediately nndcrstandablc that even
far more m1merons alterations and testing in practice of various
systems of administration and various forms of discipline are
inevitable; that in such a gigantic task, we could never claim,
and no sensible socialist who has ever written on the prospects
of the future ever even thought, that we could immediately establish and compose the forms of organisation of the new society
accoriling to some pre<letermined instruction and at one stroke.
AH that we knew, all that the best experts on capitalist society,
the greatest minds who foresaw its development, exactly indicated
to us was that transformation was historically inevitable and
must proceed along a certain main line, that private ownership
of the means of production was doomed by history, that it
would burst, that tho exploiters would inevitably be expropriated. This was established with scientific precision, and we knew
this when we grasped the banner of socialism, when we declared
ourselves socialists, when we fouml!!d &ocialist parties, when we
transformed society. We knew this when we took power for the
purpose of proceeding with sociali&t reorganisation; but we could
not know the forms of transfonnation, or the rate of development
of the concrete reorganisation. Collective experience, tho experience
of millions can alone give us decisive guidance in this respect,
precisely becau&e. for our task, for the task of building socialism,
the experience of the hµudreds and hundreds of thousands of those
upper sections which have made history up to now in feudal
society and in capitalist society is insufficient. We cannot proceed
iu this way precisely because we rely on joint experience, on the
experience of millions of working people.
We know, therefore, that organisation, which is the main and
fundamental task of the Soviets, will inevitably entail a vast
number of experiments, a vast number o[ steps, a vast number
of alterations. a vast number of difficulties, particularly in regard
to the question of how to fit every person into his proper place,
because we have no experience of Lhis; here we have to devise
every step ourselves, and the more serious the mistakes we make
on this paLh, the more the certaiuty will grow that with every
increase in the membership of the trade unions, with every additional thonsantl, with every additional hundred thousand that
come over from the camp of working people, of exploited, who
have hitherto lh·ed according to tradiLion and habit, into the
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carnp of the builders of SovieL organisations, Lhc number of people
who should prove suitable and organise the work on proper lines
is increasing.
Take one of the secondary tasks that the Economic Councilthc Supreme Economic Council-comes up against with particular
frequency. the task oI utilising bourgeois experts. We all know,
at leasL those who take their stand on the basis of science and
socialism, that this task can be fulfilled only when-that this
task can be fulfilled only to the extent that international capiLalism
has developed Lhe material and technical prerequisites of labour,
organised on an enormous scale and based on science, and hence
on the trai11ing of an enormous number of scientifically educated
specialists. We know that wiLhout this socialism is impossible.
If we reread the works of those socialists who have observed the
developmenL of capiLalism duringthe last half-century, and who have
again and again come to the conclusion that socialism i& inevitable,
we shall find thaL all of them without exception have pointed out
that socialism alone will liberaLe science from its bourgeois
feLtcrs, from its enslavement to capital, from its slavery to the
interesLs of dirLy capitalist greed. Socialism alone will make
possible the wide expansion of social production and distribution
on scientific lines and their actual subordination to the aim of
casing the lives of the working people and of improving their
welfare as much as possible. Socialism alone can achieve this.
And we know that it must achieve this, and in the understanding
of this truth lies the whole complexity and the whole strength
of Marxism.
We must achieve this while relying on elements which are
opposed to it, because the bigger capital becomes the more the
bourgeoisie suppresses the workers. Now that power is in the
hands of the proletariat and the poor peasants and the government
is setting itself tasks with the support of the people, we have
to achieve these socialist changes with the help of bourgeois
experts who have been trained in bourgeois society, who know
no oLher conditions, who cannot conceive of any other social
system. Hence, even in cases when these experts are absolutely
sincere and loyal to their work they arc filled with thousands of
bourgeois prejudices, they are connected by thousands of ties.
imr1erceptible to themselves, wiLh bourgeois socieLy, which is
dying and decaying and is therefore putLing up furious resistance.
We cannot conceal these difficulties of endeavour and achieve1ne11L from ourselves. Of all the socialists who have written about
this, 1 cannot recall the work of a single socialisL or the opinion
of a single prominent socialist on future socialist society, which
pointed to this concrete, practical difficulty that would confront
the working class when it took power, when it set itself the task

of turning the sum total of the very rich, historically inevitabbi
and necrssary for us store of culture and knowledge and technique
accumulated by capitalism from an instrument of capitalism into
an instrument of socialism. 1t is easy to do this in a general formula, in abstract reasoning, bnt in the struggle against capita)..
ism, which docs not die at once but puts up increasingly furioua
resistance the clo5er death approaches, this task is one that calls
for tremendous effort. lf experiments take place in this field, if
we make repeated corrections of partial mistakes, this is inevitable
because we cannot, in this or that sphere of the national economy,
immediately turn specialists from servants of capitalism into
servants of the working people, into their advisers. lf we cannot
do this at once it should not give rise to the slightest pessimism.
because the task which we set onrselves is a task of world-historic
difficulty and significance. We do not shnt our eyes to the fact
that in a single country, even if it were a much less backward
country than Russia, even if we were living in better conditions
than those prevailing after four years of unprecedented, painful,
severe and ruinous war, we could not carry out the socialist revolution completely, solely by our own efforts. He who tnrns away
from the socialist revolution now taking place in Russia and
points to the obvious disproportion of forces is like the conservative "man in a muffler" who cannot see further than his nose,
who forgets that not a single historical change of any importance
takes place without there being several instances of a disproportion of forces. Forces grow in the process of the struggle, as the
revolution grows. When a country has taken the path of profound
change, it is to the credit of that country and the party of the
working class which achieved victory in that country, that they
should take up in a practical manner the tasks that were formerly
raised abstractly, theoretically. This experience will never be
forgotten. The experience which the workers now united in trade
unions and local organisations are acquiring in the practical work
of organising the whole of production on a national scale cannot
be taken away, no matter how difficult the vicissitudes the Russian 1·evol11Lion and the international socialist revolution may
pass through. lt has gone down in history as socialism's gain,
and on it the future world revolution will erect its socialist edifice.
Permit me to mention another problem, perhaps the most
difficult problem, for which the Supreme Economic Council has
to find a practical solution. This is the problem of labour discipline.
Strictly speaking, in mentioning this problem, we ought to admit
and emphasise with satisfaction that it was precisely the trade
unions, their largest organisations, namely, the Central Committee
of the Metalworkers' Union and the AU-Russia Trade Union
Council, the supreme trade un.ion organisations uniting millions
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of working people, thaL were tho first Lo set to work independently
lo solve this problem and this problem is of world-historic importance. In order to understand it wo must abstract ourselves from
those partial, minor failures, from the incredible difliculLies
which, if taken separately, seem to be ins11rmountable. We
must rise to a higher level and survey the historical change of
systems of social economy. Only from this angle will it be possible
to appreciate the immensity of the task which we have undertaken.
Only then will it he possible to appreciate the enormous significance of the fact that on this occasion, the most advanced representatives of society, the working and exploited people are, on
their own iuiLiative, taking on themselves the task which hitherto,
in feudal Russia, up to 1861, was solved by a handful of landed
proprietors, who regarded it as their own affair. At that time
it was their affair to bring about state integration and discipline.
We know how the feudal landowners created this discipline.
IL was oppression, humiliation and the incredible torments of
penal servitude for the majority of the people. Recall the whole
of this transition from serfdom to the bourgeois economy. From
all that you have witnessed-although the majority of you
could not have witnessed it-and from all that you have learned
from the older generations, you know how easy, historically,
seemed the transition to the new bourgeois economy after 1861,
the transition from the old feudal discipline of the stick, from
the discipline of the most senseless, arrogant and brutal humiliation and personal violence, to bourgeois discipline, to the discipline of starvation, to so-called free hire, which in fact was the
discipline of capitalist slavery. This was because mankind passed
from one exploiter to another; because one minority of plunderers
and exploiters of the people's labour gave way to another minority,
who were also plunderers ·and exploiters of the people's labour;
because the feudal landowners gave way to the capitalists,
one minority gave way to another minority, while the toiling and
exploited classes remained oppressed. And even this change from
one exploiter's discipline to another exploiter's discipliue took
years, if not decades, of effort; il extended over a transition period
of years, if not decades. During this period the old feudal landowners quite sincerely believed that everything was going to rack
and ruin, that it was impossible to manage the country without
sprfdom; while the new, capitalist boss encountered practical
difficulties at every step and gave up his enterprise r,s a bad job.
The material evidence, one of the substantial proofs of the difficnlty of this transition was that Russia aL that time imported
rnachincry from abroad, in order to have the best machinery to
use, and it turned out that no one was available to handle this
machinery, and there were no managers. And all over Russia
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'°ne could sec excellent machinery lying around unused, so difficult
was the transition from the old feudal discipline to the new,
bourgeois, capitalist discipline.
And so, comrades. if yon look at the matter from this angle,
yo11 will not allow yourselves to be misled by those people, by
those classes, by those bourgeoisie and their hangers-on whose
sole task is to sow panic, to sow despondency, to cause complete
despondency concerning the whole of our work, to make it appear
to be hopeless, who point to every single case of indiscipline and
corruption, and for that reason give up the revolution as a bad
job, as if there has ever been in the world, in history, a single
really great revolution in which there was no corruption, no loss
of discipline, no painful experimental steps, when the people
were creating a new discipline. We must not forget that this is
the first time that this preliminary stage in history has been
reached, when a new discipline, labour discipline, the discipline
-of comradely contact, Soviet discipline, is being created in fact
by millions of working and exploited people. We do not claim,
nor do we expect, quick successes in this field. We know that this
task will take an entire historical epoch. We have begun this
historical epoch, an epoch in which we are breaking up the
discipline of capitalist society in a country which is still bourgeois,
and we arc proud that all politically conscious workers, absolutely
all the toiling peasants are everywhere helping this destruction;
an epoch in which the people voluntarily, on their own initiative,
are becoming aware that they must-not on instructions from
above, but on the instructions of their own living experiencechange this discipline based on the exploitation and slavery of
the working people into the new discipline of united labour, the
discipline of the united, organised workers and working peasants
-of the whole of Rnssia, of a conntry with a population of tens
and hundreds of millions. This is a task of enormous difficulty,
but it is also a thankful one, because only when we solve it
in practice shall we have driven the last nail into the coffin of
capitalist society which we are burying. (Applause.)
Published in 1918 in the book
Transactions of the First A !I-Russia
Congress of thr' Rconomic Councils.
Verbatim Jleport. :\foscow
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From THE PROLETARIAN REVOLUTION
AND THE RENEGADE KAUTSKY

HOW KAUTSKY TURN'ED MARX INTO A COMMON LIBERAL

The fundamental question that Kautsky discusses in his
pamphlet3 65 is that of the very essence of proletarian revolution,
namely, the dictatorship of the proletariat. This is a question
that is of the greatest importance for all countries, especially
for the advanced ones, especially for those at war, and especially
at the present time. One may say without fear of exaggeration
that this is the key problem of the entire proletarian class struggle.
It is, therefore, necessary to pay particular attention to iL.
Kautsky formulates the question as follows: "The contrast between the two socialist trends'' (i.e., the Bolsheviks and nonBolsheviks) "is the coutrast between two radically different
1nethods: the dictatorial and the democratic" (p. 3).
Let us point out, in passing, that when calling the non-Bolsheviks in Russia, i.e., the Mensheviks and Socialist-Revolutionaries,
".!Ocialists, Kautsky was guided by their name, that is, by a word,
aud uot by the actual place they occupy iu the struggle between
the proletariat and the bourgeoisie. What a wonderful understauding aud application of Marxism. But more of this later.
For the moment we must deal with the main point, namely,
with Kautsky's great discovery of the "fundamental contrast"
between "democratic and dictatorial methods". That is the crux
of the matter; that is the essence of Kautsky's pamphlet. And
that is such an awful theoretical muddle, such u complete reuunciation of .Marxism, that Kautsky, it must be confessed, has far
excelled Bernstein.
The question of the dictatorship of the proletariat is a question
of the relation of the proletarian state to the bourgeois state,
of proletarian democracy to bourgeois democracy. One would
think that this is as plain as a pikestaff. But Kautsky, like a
schoolmaster who has become as dry as dust from q110Ling the
.same old textbooks on history, peri.istenLly turns his back on
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the twentieth century and his face to the eighteenth century,]
and for the hundredth time, in a number of paragraphs, in an incred-:1
ibly tedious fashion chews the old cud over the relation or·
bourgeois democracy to absolutism and medievalisrn!
·
It sounds just like he were chewing rags in his sleep!
Hut this means he utterly fails to understand what is whatr
One cannot help smiling at Kautsky's effort to make it appeal"·
that there ure people who preach "contempt for democraey" (p. 11)
and so forth. That is the sort of twaddle Kautsky uses to befoir
and confuse the issue, for he talks like the liberals, speaking or
democracy in general, and not of bourgeois democraey; he even
avoids using this precise, class term, and, instead, tries to speak
about "pre-soeialist"' democracy. This windbag devotes almost
one-third of his pamphlet, twenty pages out of sixty-three, to
this twaddle, which is so agreeable to the bourgeoisie, for it is
tantamount to embellishing bourgeois democracy, and obscures
the question of the proletarian revolution.
But, after all, the title of Kautsky's pamphlet is The Dictatorship of the Proletariat. Everybody knows that this is the very
essence of Marx's doctrine; and after a lot of irrelevant twaddle
Kautsky was obliged to quote Marx's words on the dictatorship
of the proletariat.
But the way in which he the "Marxist'.' did it was simply farcicalf
Listen to this:
"This view" (which Kautsky dubs "contempt for democracy">
"rests upon a single word of Karl Marx's." This is what Kautsky
literally says on page 20. And on page 60 the same thing is repeated even in the form that they (the Bolsheviks) "opportunely recalled
the little word" (that is literally what he says-des Wortchensl!}
"about the dictatorship of the proletariat which Marx once used.
in 1875 in a letter".
Here is Marx's "little word":
"Between capitalist and communist society lies the period·
of the revolutionary transformation of the one into the other.
Corresponding to this is also a political transition period in which
the state can be nothing but the revolutionary dictatorship of theproletariat. "3 66
First of all, to call this classical reasoning of Marx's, which.
sums up the whole of his revolutionary teaching, "11 single
word" and even "a little word", is an insult to and completerennnciation of Marxism. It must not be forgotten that Kautsky·
knows .Marx almost by heart, and, judging by all he has written,
he has in his desk, or in his head, a number of pigeon-holes inwhich all that was ever written by Marx is most carefully filed
so as to be ready at hand for quotation. Kautsky mu.~t know
that both ,\farx and Engels, in their letters as well as in their
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published works, repeatedly spoke about the dictatorship of the
proletariat, before and especially after the Paris Commune.
Kautsky must know that the formula "dictatorship of the proletariat'' is merely a more historically concrete and scientifically
exact formulation of the proletariat's task of "smashing" the
hourgeois state machine, about which both Marx and Engels,
in summing up the experience of the Revolution of 1848, and,
•till more so, of 1871, spoke for forty years, between 1852 and 1891.
How is this monstrous distortion of Marxism by that :VIarxist
pedant Kautsky to be explained? As far as the philosophical roots
of this phenomenon are concerned, it amounts to the substit11tion
of eclecticism and sophistry for dialectics. Kautsky is a past
master at this sort of substitution, Regarded from the point of
view of practical politics, it amounts to subservience to the opportunists, that is, in the last analysis to the bourgeoisie. Since the
outbreak of the war, Kautsky has mado i11creasingly rapid progress
in this art of being a Marxist in words and a lackey of the bourgeoisie in deeds, until he has become a virtuoso at it.
One fePls even more convinced of this when examining the remarkable way in which Kautsky "interprets" Marx's "little word"
about the dictatorship of the proletariat. Listen to this;
"Marx, unfortunately, neglected to show us in greater detail how he con"eived this dictatorship .... " (This is an utterly mendacious phrase of a rene.;ade, for ~larx and Engels gave us, indeed, quite a number of most detailed
indications, whicll. Kautsky, the Marxist pedant, ll.as deliberately ignored.)
·Literally, thP word dictatorship means the abolition of democracy. But, of
··ourse, taken literally, this word also means the undivided rule of a single
person nnrestrirted by any laws-an autocracy, which di((ers from despotism
'lllly insoCar as it is not meant as a pcrlllanent state institutior1, but as a tran<ient emergency measure.
"The term, •dictatorship of the proletariat', hence not the dictatorship
·if a single individual, but of a class, ipso facto precludes the possibility that
Marx in this connection had iu mind' a dictatorship in the literal sense of the
term.
"lie speaks here not of a form of government. but of a condllion, which
must necessarily arise wherever the proletariat has gaine<l politir.•l power.
!'hat Marx in this case did not have in mind a form of government is proved
hy the fact that he was of the oyinion that in Britain and America the lrdnsi1ion might take place peaceful y, i.e., in a democratic way" (p. 20).

We hnve deliberately quoted this argument in full so that
the reader may clearly see the methods Kautsky the "theoretician"'
Pm ploys.
Kautsky. chose to approach the question in such a way as to
begin with a definition of the "word" dictatorship.
Very well. Everyone hus a ~acred right to approach a question
in whatever way he pleases. Ouc must only distinguish a serious
and honest approach from a dishonest one. Anyone who wants
lo he serious in approaching the question in this way ought to
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give his own definition of the "word", Then the question would b&
put fairly and squarely. But Kautsky does not do that. "Literally,"
he writes, "the word dictatorship means the abolition of democracy.~
ln the first place, this is not a definition. lf Kautsky wanted
to avoid giving a definition of the concept dictatorship, why
did he choose this particular approach to the question?
Secondly, it is obviously wrong. lt is natural for a liberal
to speak of "democracy" in general; but a Marxist will never
forget to ai;k; "for what class?" Everyone knows, for instance (and
Kautsky the "historian" knows it too), that rebellions, or even
strong ferment, among the slaves in ancient times at once revealed
the fact that the ancient state was essentially a dictatorship of
the slave-owners. Did this dictatorship abolish democracy among,
and for, the slave-owners? Everybody knows that it did not.
Kautsky the "Marxist" made this monstrously absurd and
untrue statement because he "forgot" the class struggle ....
To transform Kautsky's liberal and false assertion into a
Marxist and true one, one must say: dictatorship does not
necessarily mean the abolition of democracy for the class that
exercises the dictatorship over other classes; but it does mean
the abolition (or very material re~triction, which is also a form
of abolition) of democracy for the class over which, or against
which, the dictatorship is exercised.
But, however true this assertion may be, it does not give a
definition of dictatorship.
Let us examine Kautsky's next sentence;
"... But, of course, taken literally, this word also means the undivided
rulo of a single person unrestricted by any laws .. ,."

Like a blind puppy sniffing at random first in one direction
and then in another, Kautsky accidentally stumbled upon one
true idea (namely, that dictatorship is rule unrestricted by any
laws), nevertheless, he failed to give a delinition of dictatorship,
and, moreover, he made an obvious historical blunder, namely.
that dictatorship means the rulo of a single person. This is even
grammatically incorrect, since dictatorship may also be exercised
by a handful of persons, or by an oligarchy, or by a class, etc.
Kautsky then goes on to point out the difference between
dictatorship and despotism, but, although what he says is obviously
incorrect, we shall not dwell upon it. as it is wholly irrelevant
to the question that interests us. Everyone knows Kautsky's
inclination to turn from the twentieth century to the eighteenth,
and from the eighteenth century to classical antiquity, and we
hope that the German proletariat, after it has attained its dictatorship, will bear this inclination of his in mind and appoint
him, say, teacher of ancient history at some Gymnasium. To try
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to evade a defwition of the dictatorship of the proletariat by philosophising about despotism is either crass stupidity or very clumsy·
trickery.
As a result, we find that, having undertaken to discuss the
dictatorship, Kaut.sky rattled off a great deal of manifest lies,
but has given no definition! Yet, instead of relying on his mental
faculties he could have used his memory to extract from "pigeonholes" all those instances in which Marx speaks of dictatorship.
Had he done so, he would certainly have arrived either at the
following rlelinition or at one in substance coinciding with it:
Dictatorship is rule based directly upon force and unrestricted
by any laws.
The revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat is rule won
and maintained by the use of violence by the proletariat against
the bourgeoisie, rule that is unrestricted by any laws,
This simple truth, a truth that is as plain as a pikestaff to every
class-conscious worker (who represents the people, and not an
upper section of petty-bourgeois scoundrels who have been bribed
by the capitalists, such as are the social-imperialists of all countries), this truth, which is obvious to every representative of the
exploited classes fighting for their emancipation, this truth, which
is beyond dispute for every Marxist, has to be "extracted by force"
from the most learned Mr. Kautsky! How is it to be explained?
Simply by that spirit of servility with which the leaders of the
Second International, who have become contemptible sycophants
in the service of the bourgeoisie, are imbued.
Kautsky first committed a sleight of hand by proclaiming
the obvious nonsense that the word dictatorship, in its literal
sense, means the dictatorship of a single person, and then-on
the strength of this sleight of hand-he declared that "hence"
l\1arx's words about the dictatorship of a class were not meant
in the literal sense (but in one in which dictatorship does not
imply revolutionary violence, but the "peaceful" winning of
a majority under bourgeois -mark you -"democracy").
One must, if yon please, distinguish between a "conditiou"
and a "form of government". A wonderfully profound distinction;
it is like drawing a distinction between the "condition" of stupidity
of a man who reasons foolishly and the "form" of his stupidity.
Kautsky finds it necessary to interpret dictatorship as a "condition of domination" (this is the literal expression he uses on the
very next page, p. 21), because then revolutionary violence, and
violent revolution, disappear. The "condition of domination" is
a condition in which any majority finds itself under ... "democracy"!
Thanks to such a fraud, revolution happily disappears!
The fraud, however, is too crude and will not save Kautsky.
One cannot hide the fact that dictatorship presupposes and
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implies a ·'condition", one so disagreeable to renegades, of revolutionary violence of one class against another. It is patently absurd
to draw a disLiuction between a "condition" and a "form of government". To speak of forms of governmcut in this connection is
trebly stupid, for every schoolboy knows that monarchy and
republic are two different forms of government. It must be explained to Mr. Kautsky that both these forms of government, like
all transiLioual "forms of governmenL" under cnpiLalism, are
only variations of the bourgeoi.~ state, that is, of the dictatorship
of the bourgeoisie.
LasLly, to speak of forms of government is not only a sLupid,
but also a very crude falsification of Marx, who was very clearly
speaking here of this or that form or type of state, and noL of
forms of government.
The proletarian revolution is impossible without Lhe forcible
destruction of the bourgeois state machine and the substitution
for it of a new one which, in the words of Engels, is "no longer
a sLate in the proper sense of the word" ,367
Because of his renegade position, Kautsky, however, has to
befog and belie all this.
Look what wretched subterfuges he uses.
First subterfuge. "That Marx in this case did not have in mind
a form of government is proved by the fact that he was of the
opinion that in Britain and America the transition might take
place peacefully, i.e., in a democratic way."
The form of government has absolutely nothing to do with it,
for there are monarchies which are not typical of the bourgeois
state, such, for instance, as have no military clique, and there
are republics which are quite typical in this respect, such, for
instance, as have a military clique and a bureaucracy. This
is a universally known historical and political fact, and Kautsky
cannot falsify it.
If Kantsky had wanted to argue in a serious and honest manner
he would have asked himself: Are there historical laws relating
to revolution which know of no exception? And the reply would
have been: No, there are no such laws. Such laws only apply to
the typical. to what Marx once Lermed the "ideal", moaning
a,·erage, normal, typical capitalism.
Further, was there in the seventies anything which made
Eugland and America excepLional in regard to what we are now
discussing? It will be obvious to anyone at all familiar with
lhe requirements of science in regard to the problems of history
that this question must be put. To fail to put it is tantamount
to falsifying science, to engaging in sophistry. And, the question
having been put, there can be no doubt as to the reply: the revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat is violence against the
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bourgeosie; and the necessity of such violence is particularly
called for, as Marx and Engels have repeatedly explained in
detail (especially in The Civil War tn France and in the preface
to it), by the existence of militarism and a bureaucracy. But it is
precisely these institutions that were non-existent in Britain
and America in the se,·enties, when Marx made his observations
(they do exist in Ilritain and in America now)!
Kautsky has to resort to trickery literally at every step to
cover UJ> his apostasy!
And note how he inadvertently betrayed his cloven hoof when
he wrote: "peacefully, i.e., in a democratic way''!
In defining dictatorship, Kautsky tried his utmost to conceal
from the reader the fundamental feature of this concept, namely,
revolutionary violence. But now the truth is out: it is a question
of the contrast between peaceful and violent revolutions.
That is the crux of the matLer. Kautsky has to resort to all
these subterfuges, sophistries and falsifications only to excuse
himself from violent revolution, aJ;1d lo conceal his renunciation
of it, his desertion to the side of the liberal labour policy, i.e., to
the side of the bourgeoisie. That is the crnx of the matter.
Kautsky the "historian" so shamelessly falsifies history that
he "forgets" the fundamental fact that pre-monopoly capitalismwhich actually reached its zenith in the seventies-was by virtue
of its fundamental economic traits, which found most typical
expression in Britain and in America, disting11ished by a, relatively speaking, maximum fondness for peace and freedom.
Imperialism, on the other·hand, i.e., monopoly capitalism, which
finally matured only in the twentieth century, is, by virtue of its
fundamental economic traits, distinguished by a minimum fondness
for peace and freedom, and by a maximum and universal development of militarism. To "fail to notice·• this in discussing the
extent to which a peaceful or violent revolution is typical or
probable is to stoop to the level of a most ordinary lackey of the
hourgeoisie.
Second subterfuge. The Paris Commune was a dictatorship
of tho proletariat, but it was elected by universal suffrage, i.e.,
without depriving the bourgeoisie of the franchise, i.e., "democratically". And Kautsky says triumphantly: " ... The dictatorship
of the proletariat was for Marx'' (or; according to Marx) "a condition which necessarily follows from pure democracy, if the proleLariat forms the majority" (bei iiberwiegendem Proletariat, S. 21).
This argument. of Kautsky's is so mnnsing that one truly
suffers from a veritable embarras de richesses (an embarrassmeut
llue to tho wealth ... of objections that can be made to it). Firstly,
it is well known that the flower, the General Staff, tho upper sections of the bourgeoisie, had fled from Paris to Versailles. In
J9-1087
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Versailles there was the "socialist" Louis Illanc -which, by the
way, proves the falsity of Kautsky's assertion that "all trends"
of socialism took part in the Paris Commune. Is it not ridiculous
to represent the division of the inhabitants of Paris into tw()
belligerent camps, one of which embraced the entire militant
and politically active section of the bourgeoisie, as"pure democracy"
with "universal suffrage"?
Secondly, the Paris Commune waged war against Versailles
as the workers' government of France against the bourgeois
government. What havo "pure democracy" and "universal suffrage"
to do with it, when Paris was deciding the fate of France? When
Marx expressed the opinion that the Paris Commune had committed a mistake in failing to seize the bank, which belonged to the
whole of France, 368 did he not proceed from the principles and
practice of "pure democracy"?
In actual fact, it is obvious that Kautsky is writing in a country
where the police forbid people to laugh "in crowds'', otherwise
Kautsky would have been killed by ridicule.
Thirdly, I would respectfully remind Mr. Kautsky, who has
Marx and Engels off pat, of the following appraisal of the Paris
Commune given by Engels from the point of view of ... "pure
democracy":
"Have these gentlemen" (the anti-authoritarians) "ever seen
a revolution? A revolution is certainiy the most authoritarian
thing there is; it is an act whereby one part of the population
imposes its will upon the other by means of rifles, bayonets and
cannon -all of which are highly authoritarian means. And the
victorious party must maintain its rule by means of the terror
which its arms inspire in the reactionaries. Would the Paris
Commune have lasted more than a day if it had not used the
authority of the armed people against the bourgeoisie? Cannot
we, on the contrary, blame it for having made too little uso of
that authority?" 369
Here is your "pure democracy"! How Engels would have ridiculed the vulgar petty bourgeois, the "Social-Democrat" (in the
French sense of the forties and the general European sense of
1914-18), who took it into his head to talk about "pure democracy,.
in a class-divided society,
Dut that's enough. It is impossible to enumerate all Kautsky's
various absurdities, since every phrase he utters is a bottomless
pit of apostasy.
Marx and Engels analysed the Paris Commune in a most detailed
manner and showed that its merit lay in its attempt to smash,
to break up the "ready-made state machinery", 370 Marx and Engels
considered this conclusion to be so important that this was the
only amendment they introduced in 1872 into the "obsolete,.
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(in parts\ programme of the Communist Manifesto. 371 Marx a11d
Engels showed that the Paris Commune had abolished the army
and the bureaucracy, had abolished parliamentarism, had destroyed
"that parasitic excrescence, the state", etc. But the sage I\ autsky,
<lonning his nightcap, repeats the fairy-tale about "pure democracy",
which has been told a thousand times by liberal professors.
No wonder Rosa Luxemburg declared, on August 4, 1914,
that German Social-Democracy was a stinking corpse.
Third subterfuge. "When we speak of the dictatorship as a form
of government we cannot speak of the dictatorship of a class,
since a class, as we have already pointed out, can only rule but
not govern .... " lt is "organisations" or "parties" that govern.
That is a muddle, a disgusting muddle, Mr. "Muddleheaded
Counsellor"! Dictatorship is not a "form of government"; that
is ridiculous nonsense. And Marx does not speak of the "form of
government" but of the form or type of state. That is something
altogether different, entirely different. It is altogether wrong,
too, to say that a class cannot govern: such an absurdity could
only have been uttered by a "parliamentary cretin", who sees
nothing but bourgeois parliaments and notices nothing but
"ruling parties"'. Any European country will provide Kautsky
with examples of government by a ruling class, for instance, by
the landowners in the Middle Ages, in spite of their insufficient
organisation.
To sum up: Kautsky has in a most unparalleled manner distorted
the concept dictatorship of the proletariat, and has turned Marx
into a common liberal; that is, he himself has sunk to the level
of a liberal who utters banal phrases about "pure democracy",
embellishing and glossing over the class content of bourgeois
rlemocracy, and shrinking, above all, from the use of revolutionary
violence by the oppressed class. By so "interpreting" the concept
"revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat" as to expunge
the revolutionary violence of the oppressed class against iL~
oppressors, Kautsky has beaten the world record in the liberal
distortion of Marx. The renegade Bernstein h1.1s proved to be
a mere puppy compared with the renegade Kautsky.

BOURGEOIS AND PROLETARIAN DEMOCRACY
The question which Kautsky has so shamelessly muddled really
stands as follows.
Jf we are not Io mock at common sense and history, it is
obvious that we cannot speak of "pure democracy" as 'long as
differen~ classes exist; we can only speak of class democracy.
(LeL ns say in parenthesis that "pure democracy" is not only au
ignorant phrase, revealing a lack of understanding both of the
39*
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class struggle and of the nature of the state, but also a thriceempty phraRe, Hince in communist society democracy will wither
away in the process of changing and becoming a habit. but will
never be "pure" democracy.)
"Pure democracy" is the mendacious phrase of a liberal who
wants to fool the workers. History knows of bourgeois democracy
which takes the place of feudalism, and of proletarian democracy
which takes the place of bourgeois democracy.
When Kautsky devotes dozen~ of pages to "proving~ the truth
that bourgeoisdem ocracy is progressive com pared with medievalism,
and that the proletariat must unfailingly utilise it in its struggle
against the bourgeoisie, that in fact is just liberal twaddle intended
to fool the workers. This is a truism, not only for educated Germany, but also for uneducated Russia. Kautsky is simply throwing "learned~ dust in the eyes of the workers when, with a pompous
mien, he talks about Weitling and the Jesuits nf Paraguay and
many other things, in order to avoid telling about the bourgeois
essence of modern, i.e., capitalist, democracy.
Kautsky takes from Marxism what is acceptable tn the liberals,
to the bourgeoisie (the criticism of the Middle Ages, and the
progressive historical role of capitalism in general and of capitalist democracy in particular), and discards, passeR over in silence,
glosses over all that in Marxism which is unacceptable to the
bourgeoisie (the revolutionary violence of the proletariat against
the bourgeoisie for the latter's destruction). That is why Kautsky,
by virtue of his objective position and irrespective of what his
subjective convictions may be, inevitably proves to be a lackey
of the bourgeoisie.
Bourgeois democracy, although a great historical advance in
comparison with medievalism. always remains, and under capitalism is bound to remain, restricted, trnncated, false and hypocritical, a paradise for the rich and a snare and deception for the
exploited, for the poor. It is this truth, whichforrusa most essential
part of Marx's teaching, that Kautsky the "Marxist" has failed
to understand. On this-the fundamental issue-Kautsky offers
"delights"' for the hourgeoisie instead of a scientific crilicism of
those conditions which make every bourgeois democracy a democracy for the rich.
Let us first remind the most learned Mr. Kautsky of the theore1ical propositions of Marx and Engels which that pedant has so
disgracefully "forgotten" (to please the bourgeoisie), and then
explain the matter as popularly as possible.
Not only the ancient and feudal, but also "the modern representative state is an instrument of exploitation of wage-labour by
capital" (Engels, in his work on the state). 372 "As, therefore, the
state is only a transitional institution which is used in the
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struggle, in the revolution, to hold down one's adversaries by
force, it is sheer nonsense to talk of a •free people's state'; so
long as the proletariat still needs the stale. it docs not need it
in the iuterests of fwedom but in order to hold down its adversaries,
and as soon as it becomes possible to speak of freedom the stute
as such ceases to exist" (Engels, in his letter Lo Ilebel, March
28, 1875). 373 "In reality, however, the state is nothing but
a machine for the oppression of one class by another, and indeed
in the democratic republic no less than in the monarchy·• (Engels,
Introduction to The Civil War in Franee by Marx). 374 Uuiversal
suffrage is "the gauge of the maturity of the working class. It
cannot and never will be anything more in the present-day state"'.
(Engels, in his work on 1he state. 375 Mr. Kautsky very tediously
chews over the cud in the first part of this proposition, which
is acceptable to the bourgeoisie. But the second part, which we
have italicised and which is not acceptable to the bourgeoisie,
the renegade Kautsky passes over in silence!) "The Commune
was to be a working, not a parliamentary, body, executive and
legislative at the same time .... Instead of deciding once in three
or six years which member of the ruling class was to represent
and suppress (ver- und zertreten) the people in Parliament,
universal suffrage was to serve the people, constituted in Communes, as individual suifrage serves every other employer in the
search for workers, foremen aud accountants for his business"
(Marx, in his work on "the Paris Commune, The Civil War in
France). 376
Every one of these propositions, which arc excellently known
to the most learned Mr. Kautsky, is a slap in his face and lays
bare his apostasy. Nowhere in his pamphlet does Kautsky reveal
the slightest understanding of these trnths. His whole pamphlet
is a sheer mockery of Marxism!
Take the fundamental laws of modern states, take their administration, take freedom of assembly, freedom of the press, or "equality of all citizens before the law", and you will see at every turn
evidence of the hypocrisy of bourgeois democracy with wl1ich
every honest and class-conscious worker is familiar. There is not.
a single slate, however democratic, which has no loopholes or
reservations in its constitution guaranteeiug the bourgeoisil'
the possibility of dispatching troops against the workers, of
proclaiming martial law, and so forth, in case of u "violation of
public order·', anrl actually in case the exploited class "violates"
its position of slavery and tries to behave in a non-slavish manner.
Kaulsky shamelessly embellishes bourgeois democracy and omits
to mention, for instance. how the most deruocratic and republican bourgeoisie in America or Switzerland deal with workers on
strike.
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The wise and learned Kautsky keeps silent about these things!
That learned volitician does not realise that to remain silent
on this matter is despicable. He prefers to tell the workers nursery
tales of the kind that democracy means "protecting the minority",
It is increclible, but it is a fact! In lhe year of our Lord 1918,
in lhe fifth year of the world imperialist slaughter and the strangulation of internationalist minorities (i.e., those who have not
despicably betrayed socialism, like the Renaudels and Longuets,
the Scheidemanns and Kautskys, the Hendersons and Webbs
et al.) in all "democracies" of the world, the learned Mr. Kautsky
sweelly, very sweetly, sings the praises of "protection of the
minority". Those who are interested may read thi& on page
15 of Kautsky's pamphlet. And on page 16 this learned ... individual tells you about the Whigs and Tories=m in England in the
eighteenth century!
What wonderful erndilion! What refined serviliLy to the bourgeoisie! What civilised belly-crawling before the capitalists and
boot-licking! If l were Krupp or Scheidemann, or Clemenceau
or Renaudel, I would pay Mr. Kautsky millions, reward him
with Judas kisses, praise him before the workers and urge "socialist unity'' with "honourable" men like him ..To write pamphlets
against the dictatorship of the proletariat, to talk about the
Whigs and Tories in England in the eighteenth century, to assert
that democracy means "protecting the minority", and remain
silent about pogroms against internationalists in the "democratic"
republic of America-isn't this rendering lackey seryice to the
bourgeoisie?
The learned Mr. Kautsky has "forgotten" -accidentally forgollen, probably-a "trifle", namely, that the ruling party in a bourgeois democracy extends the protection of the minority only to
another bourgeois party, while the proletariat, on all serious,
profound and fundamental issues, gets martial law or pogroms,
instead of the "protection of the minority". The more highly developed a democracy is, the more imminent are pogroms or civil war
in connection with any profound political divergence which is dangerous to the bourgeoisie. The learned Mr. Kautsky could have studied
Lhis "law" of bourgeois democracy in connection with the Dreyfus
case378 in republican France, with the lynching of Negroes and
internationalists in the democratic republic of America, with
the case of Ireland and Ulster in democrnlic Britain, 379
wilh the baiting of the Bolsheviks and the staging of pogroms
against them in April 1917 in the democratic republic of
Russia. I have purposely chosen examples not only from wartime
but also from pre-war time, peacetime. But mealy-mouthed
Mr. Kautsky prefers to shut his eyes to these fuels of the twentielh
century and instead to tell the workers wonderfully new, remark-
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ably interesting, unusually edifying and incredibly important
!hings about the Whigs and Tories of the eighteenth century!
Take the bourgeois parliament. Can iL be that the learned
Kantsky has never heard that the more highly democracy is
developed, the more the bourgeois parliaments are subjected by
tho stock exchange and the bankers? This does not mean that
we must not make use of bourgeois parliament (lhe Bolsheviks
made better use of iL than probably any other party i 11 the world,
for in 1912-14 we won the entire workers' curia in the Fourth
Duma). But it does mean that only a liberal can forget the historical limitations and conventional nature of the bourgeois parliarnentary system as Kautsky does. EYen in the most democratic
bourgeois state the oppressed people at every step encounter the
crying contradiction between the formal equality proclaimed
by the "democracy'' of the capitalists and the thousands of real
limitations and subterfuges which turn the proletarians into
wage-slaves. It is precisely this contradiction that is opening
the eyes of the people to the rottenness, mendacity and hypocrisy
of capitalism. 1t is this contradiction that the agitators and
1iropagandists of socialism arc constantly exposing to the people,
in order to prepare them for revolution! And now that the era of
revolution has begun. Kautsky turns bis back upon it alll.I begins
to extol the charms of moribund bourgeois democracy.
Proletarian democracy, of which Soviet government is one of
the forms, has brought a development and expansion of democracy
unprecedented in the world, for the vast majority of the population, for the exploited and working people. To write a whole
pamphlet about democracy, as Kautsky did, in which two pages
are devoted to dictatorship and dozens to "pure democracy",
and fail to notice this fact, means completely distorting the subject
in liberal fashion.
Take foreign policy. In no bourgeois state, not even in the most
democratic, is it conducted openly. The people are deceived
everywhere, and in democratic France, Switzerland, America and
Britain this is done on an incomparably wider scale and in an
incomparably subtler manner than iu other countries. The Soviet
government ·has torn the veil of mystery from foreign policy
in a revolutionary manner. Kautsky has not noticed this, he
keeps silent about il, although in the era of predatory wars and
secret treaties for the "division of spheres of iufluence" (i.e., for
lhc pai'tition of the world among the capitalist bandits) this is of
cardinal importance. for on it depends the question of peace,
the life and death of tens of millious of people.
Take the structure of the state. Kautsky picks at all manner of
"l1·ifles", down to the argument that under the Soviet Constitution
elections are "indirect", but he misses the point. He fails to see
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the class nature of the state apparatus, of the machinery of state.
Under bourgeois democracy the capitalists, by thousands of
tricks-which are the more artful and effective the more "pure"
democracy is developed-drive the people away from administrative work, from freedom of the press, freedom of assembly,
etc, The Soviet government is the first in the world (or sLrictly
speakiug, the second, because the Paris Commune began to do
the same thing) to enlist the people, spccilically the exploited
people, in the work of administration. The working people are
barred from participation in bourgeois parliaments (they never
decide important qucsLions under bourgeois democracy, which
are decided by the stock exchange and the banks) by thousand&
of obstacles, and the workers know and feel, see and realise perfectly well that the bourgeois padiamenLs are institutions alien
to them, instruments for the oppression of the workers by the
bourgeoisie, institutions of a hostile class, of the exploiting
minority.
The Soviets arc the direct organisation of the working and
exploited people themselves, which helps them to organise and
administer Lhcir own staLe in every possible way. And in this
it is the vanguard of the working and exploited people, the urban
proletariat, that enjoys the advantage of being best united by the
large enterprises; it is easier for it than for all others to elect
and exercise control over those elected. The Soviet form of organisation automatically helps to unite all the working and exploited
people around their vanguard·, the proletariat. The old bourgeois
apparatus-the bureaucracy, the privileges of wealth, of bourgeois
education, of social connections, etc. (these real privileges are
the morn varied the more highly bourgeois democracy is developed)-all this disappears under the Soviet form of organisation.
Freedom of the llress ceases to be hypocrisy, because Lhe printiugplanLs and sLocks of paper arc taken away from the bourgeoisie.
The same thing applies to the best buildings, the palaces, the
mansions and manor houses. Soviet power took thousands upon
thousands of those best buildings from the exploiters at one sLroke,
and in this way made the right of assembly-without which
democracy is a fraud-a million times more democratic for the
people. Indirect elections Lo non-local SovieLs make it easier
to hold congresses of Soviets, they make the entire apparatus
less costly, more flexible, mm·e accessible to tho workers and
pcasanU. at a time when life is seething and it is necessary to be
able very quickly to recall one's local deputy or Lo delegate him
to a general congress of Soviets.
Proletarian democracy is a million times more democratic
than any bourgeois democracy; Soviet power is .a million times
moro democratic than the rno"t democratic bourgeois republic.
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To fail to see this one must eiLher deliberately serve the
bourgeoisie, or be politically as dead as a doornail, nnable to
see real life from behinrl the dusty pages of bourgeois books,
be thoroughly imbued with bourgeois-democratic prejudices, and
thereby objectively convert oneselI into a lackey of the bourgeoisie.
To fail to see this one mnst be incapable of presenting the question
Irom the point of view of the oppressed classes:
ls there a single country in the world, even among the most
democratic bonrgeois countries, in which the average rank-and{tle worker, the average rank-and-file farm labourer, or village
semi-proletarian generally (i.e., the representative of the oppressed,
of the overwhelming majority of the population), enjoys anything
approaching such liberty of holding meetings in the best buildings,
such liberty of using the largest printing-planls and biggest sLocks
of paper to express his ideas and to defend his interests, such
liberty of promoting men and women of his own class to administer
and to "knock inLo shape" the state, as in Soviet Russia?
lt is ridiculous to think that Mr. Kantsky could find in any
connLry even one out of a thousand of well-informed workers or
farm labourer8 who would have any doubts as to the reply.
Instinctively, from hearing fragment~ of admissions of the truth
in the bourgeois press, the workers of Lhe whole world sympathise
with the Soviet Republic precisely because they regard it as
a proletarian democracy, a democracy for the poor, and not a
democracy for the rich that every bourgeois democracy, even
Lhe besL, acLnally is.
We are governed (and our state is "knocked into shape") by
bourgeois bureaucrats, by bourgeois members of parliament, by
bourgeoi;, judges-such is the simple, obvious and indisputable
truth which tens and hundreds of millions of people belonging
to the oppressed classes in all bourgeois counLries, including the
mosL democratic, know from their own experience, foel and
realise every day.
ln Russia, however, the bureaucratic machine has been completely smashed, razed to the ground; the old judges have all
been sent packing, Lhe bourgeois parliament has been disperbeda1rd far more· accessible representation has been given to Lhe workers
and peasants; their Soviets have replaced the bureaucrats, or
their Soviets have been puL in control of the bureaucrats, and
their Soviets have been authorised to elect the judges. This fact
alone· is enough for all the oppressed classes to recognise that
Soviet power, i.e., the present form of the dicLatorslrip of the
proleLariat, is a million times more democratic than the most
<lemocratic bourgeois republic.
Kautsky does not understand this truth, which is so clear and
obvious Lo every worker, because he has "forgotten", "unlearned"
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to put the question: democracy for which class? He argues
from the point of view of "pure" (i.e., non-class? or above-class?)
democracy. He argues like Shylock; my "pound of fiesh·•aao and
nothing else. Equality for all citizens-otherwise there is no
democracy.
We must ask the learned Kautsky, the "Marxist" and "socialist"
Kautsky:
Can there be equality between the exploited and the exploiters?
It is dreadful. it is incredible that such a question should
have to be put iu discussing a hook written by the ideological
leader of the Second lnternationa1.ae1 But "having put your hand
to the plough, dou 't look back", and having undertaken to write
about Kautsky, l must explain to the learned man why there
can be no equality between the exploiter and the exploited.
Written October-not later than
November 10, 1918
Published in JldlllJ1hlct form
in 1918 by Kommunist Publishers,
Moscow

Collected Works, Vol. 28, pp. 231-50

From THE ACHIEVEMENTS AND DIFFICULTIES
OF THE SOVIET GOVERNMENT

The old utopian socialisLs imagined that socialism could be
built by men of a new type, that first they would train good, pure
and splendidly educated people, and these would build socialism.
We always laughed at this and said that this was playing with
puppets, that it was socialism as an amusement for young ladies,
but not serious politics.
We want to build socialism with the aid of those men and women
who grew up under capitalism, were depraved and corrupted
by capitalism, but steeled for the struggle by capitalism. There
are proletarians who have been so ha'rdened that they cau stand
a thousand times more hardship than any army. There are tens
of millions of oppressed peasants, ignorant and scaLtered, but
capable of unitiugaround the proletariat in the struggle, if the proletariat adopts skilful tactics. And there are scientific and technical
experts all thoroughly imbuecl with the bourgeois world outlook,
there are military experts 'who were trained under bourgeois
couditions-if they were only bourgeois it would not be so bad,
but there were also conditions of landed proprieLorship, serfdom
and the big stick. As far as concerns the economy, all the agronomists, engineers ancl school-teachers were recruited from the
propertied dass; they did not drop from the skies. Neither under
the reign of Tsar ~icholas nor under the Republican President
Wilson were the propertyless proletarians at the bench and the
pPasants al the plough able to get a university education.
Science and technology exist only for tho rich, for the propertied
class; capitalism provides culture only for the minority. We must
build socialism out of this culture, we have no other material.
We want to start building socialism at once out of the material
that capitalism left us yesterday to be used today, at this very
111oment, and not with people reared in hothouses. assuming
that we were to take this fairy-tAle seriously. We have bourgeois
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experts and r1othing else. We have no other bricks with which.
to build. Socialism must triumph, and we socialists and Communists must prove by deeds that we are capable of building socialism
with these bricks, with this material, that we are capable of"
building socialist society with the aid of proletarians who have
enjoyed the fruits of culture only to an insignificant degree, and
with the aid of bourgeois specialists.
If you do not build communist society with this material,
you will prove that you arc mere phrase-mongers and windbags.
This is how the question is presented by the historical legacy
of world capitalism. This is the difficulty that confronted us
concretely when we took power, when we set up the Soviet machinery of sta:te.
This is only half the task, but it is the greater half. Soviet
machinery of state means that the working people are united
in such a: wa:y as to crush capitalism by the weight of their mas;,
unHy. The masses did this. But it is not enough to crush capitalism. We must take the entire culture that capitalism left behind
and build socialism with it. We must take all its science, technology, knowledge and art. Without these we shall be unable t«>
build communist society. But this science, technology and art
are in the hands and in the heads of the experts.
This is the task that confronts us in all spheres. It is a task
with inherent contradictions, like the inherent contradictions
of capitalism us a whole. It is a most difficrrlt task, but a practicable
one. We cannot wait twenty years until we have trained pure,
communist experts, until we have trained the first generation
of Communists without blemish and without reproach. No, excuse
me, but we must build now, in two months and not in twenty
years' time, ;,o as to be able to .fight the bourgeoisie, to oppose
the bourgeois science and technology of the whole world. Here we
must achieve victory. It is difficult to make the bourgeois experts
serve us by the weight of our masses, but it is possible, and
if we do it, we shall triumph.
Published in pamphlet form
in 1919

Collected Works, Vol. 29, pp. 69-71

From A GREAT BEGINNING
(Heroism of the Workers in the Rear. "Communist Subbotniks")

Less political fireworks and more attention to the simplest
huL living facts of communist construcLion, taken from and tested
by actual life-this is the slogan which all of us, our writers,
agit.ators, propagandists, organisers, etc., should repeat unceasingly.
It was natural and inevitable in the first period after the
proletarian revolution that we should be engaged primarily
on the main and fundamental task of overcoming the resistance
of the bourgeoisie, of vanquishing the exploiters, of crushing
I heir conspiracy {like the "slave-owners' conspiracy" to surrender
Pclrograd, in which all from the Black Hundreds and Cadets
to the Mensheviks and Socialist-Revolutionaries were involved3 82 ).
But simultaneously with this task. another task comes to the
forefront just as inevitably and ever more imperatively as time
goes on, namely, the more important task of positive communisL
construction, the creation of new economic relations, of a new
society.
As I have had occasion to point out more than once, among
other occasions in the speech I delivered at a session of the
l'ct.rograd Soviet on March 12, the dictatorship of the proletariat
is noL only the use of force against the exploiLers, and noL even
mainly the use of force. The economic foundation of this use
of revolutionary force, the guarantee of its effectiveness and
success is the facL that the proletariat represents and creates
a higher type of social organisation of labour compared with
capitalism. This is what is important, this is the source of the
st.rength and the guarantee that the final triumph of communism
is inevitable.
The feudal organisation of social labour rested on the discipline
of the bludgeon, while the working people, robbed and tyrannised
by a handful of landowners, were utterly ignorant and downtrod-
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den. The capitalist organisation of social labour rested on the
discipline of hunger, and, notwithstanding all the progress of
bourgeois culture and bourgeois democracy, the vast mass of
the working people in the most advanced. civilised and democratic republics remained an ignorant and downtrodden mass of
wage-slaves or oppressed peasants, robbed and tyrannised by
a handful of capitalists. The communist organisation of social
labour, the first step towards which is socialism, rests, and
will do so more and more as time goes on, 011 the free and conscious
discipline of the working people themselves who have thrown
off the yoke both of the landowners and capitalists.
This new discipline doe& not drop from Lhe skies, nor is it
born from pious wishes; it grows out of the material conditions of
large-scale capitalist prodnction, and out of them alone. Without ·
them it is impossible. Aud the repository, or the vehicle, of these
material conditions is a definite hisLorical class, created, organised,
united, trained, educated and hardened by large-scale capitalism.
This class is the proletariat.
If we translate the Latin, scientific historico-philosophical term
"dictatorship of the proletariat" into simpler language, it means
just the following:
Only a definite class, namely, the urban workers and the factory,
industrial workers in general, is able to lead t.he whole mass of.
the working and exploited people. in the struggle to throw off
the yoke of capital, in actually carrying it out. in the struggle:
to maintain and consolidate the victory, in the work of creating·
the new, socialist social system and in the entire struggle for:
the complete abolition of classes. (Let us observe in parenthesis:
that the only scientific distinction between socialism and com-:
munism is that the first term implies the first stage of the new·
socieLy arising out of capitalism, while Lhe second implies the·
next and higher stage.)
The mistake the "Berne" yellow lnLernational3 83 makes is that·
its leaders accept the class struggle and the leading role of the
proletariat only in word and are afraid to think it out to its·
logical conclusion. They are afraid of that inevitable conclusion·
which particulurly terrifies the bourgeoisie, and which is absolutely unacceptable to them. They are afraid to admit that the'
dictatorship of the proletariat is also a period of class struggle,
which is inevitable as long a& classes have not been abolished,
and which changes in form, being particularly fierce and particularly peculiar in the period immediately following the overLhrow
of capital. The proletariat does uot cease the class struggle after
it has captut·ed political power, but continu£·s it until classes
are abolished -of course, under different circumstances, in different form uml by diff.erent means.
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And what does the "abolition of classes·· mean? All those who
call themselves socialists recognise this as the ultimate goal
of socialism, but by no means all give thought to iLs significance.
Classes are large groups of people differing from each other by the
place they occupy in a historically determined system of social
production, by their relation (in most cases fixed and formulated
in law) to the means of production, by their role in the social
organisation of labour, and, consequently, by the dimensions
of the share of social wealth of which they dis1iose and the mode
of acquiring it. Classes are groups of people one of which can
appropriate the labour of another owing to the different places
they occupy in a definite system of social economy.
Clearly, in order to abolish classes completely, it is not enough
to overthrow the exploiters, the landowners and capitalists,
not enough to abolish their rights of ownership; it is necessary
also to abolish all private ownership of the means of production,
it is necessary to abolish the distinction between town and
country, as well as the distinction between manual workers and
brain workers. This requires a very long period of time. In order
to achieve this an enormous step forward must be taken in developing the productive forces; it is necessary to overcome the
resistance (frequently passive, which is particularly stubborn
and particularly difficult to overcome) of the numerous survivals
of small-scale production; it is necessary to overcome the enormous
force of habi.t and conservatism which are connected with these
survivals.
The assumption that all "working people" are equally capable
of doing this work would be an empty phrase, or the illusion
of an antediluvian, pre-Marxist socialist; for this ability does not
come of itself, but grows historically, and grows only out of the
material conditions of large-scale capitalist production. This
ability, at the beginning of the road from capitalism to socialism,
is possessed by the proletariat alone. It is capable of fulfilling
the gigantic task that confronts it, first, because it is the strongest
and most advanced class in civilised societies; secondly, because
iu the most developed countries it constitutes the majority of the
population, .and thirdly, because in backward capitalist countries,
like Russia, the majority of the population consists of semiproletarians, i.e., of people who regularly live in a proletarian
way part of the year, who regularly earn a part of their means of
subsistence as wage-workers in capitalist enterprises,
Those who try to solve the problems involved in the transition
from capitalism to socialism on the basis of general talk about
liberty, equality, democracy in general, equality of labour
democracy, etc. (as Kautsky, Martov and oLher heroes of tlie
llerne yellow International do), thereby only reveal their petty-
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bourgeois, philistine nature and ideologically slavishly follow
in the wake of the bourgeoisie. The correct solution of this problem
can be found only in a concrete study of the specifrc relations
between the specific class which has conquered political power,
namely, the proletariat, and the whole non-proletarian, and also
semi-proletarian, mass of the working population-relations which
do not take shape in fantastically harmonious, "ideal" conditions,
but in the real conditions of the frantic resistance of the bourgeoisie which assumes many and diverse forms.
The vast majority of the population-and all the more so of the
working population-of any capitalist country, including Russia,
have thousands of times experienced, themselves and through
their kith and kin, the oppression of capital, the plunder and
every sort of tyranny it perpetrates. The imperialist war, i.e., the
slaughter of ten million people in order to decide whether British
or German capital was to have supremacy in plundering the whole
world, has greatly intensified these ordeals, has increased and
deepened them, and has made the people realise their meaning.
Hence the inevitable sympathy displayed by the vast majority
of the population, particularly the working people, for the proletariat, because iL is with heroic courage and revolutionary ruthlessues& throwing off the yoke of capital, overthrowing the exploiters, suppressing their resistance, and shedding its blood to pave
the road for the creation of the new society, in which there will
be no room for exploiters.
Great and inevitable as may be their petty-bourgeois vacillations and their tendency to go back to bourgeois "order", under
the "wing" of the bourgeoisie, the non-proletariarr and semiproletarian mass of the working population cannot but recognise
the moral and political authority of the proletariat, who are not
only overthrowing the exploiters and suppressing their resistance,
but are building a new and higher social boud, a social discipline,
the discipline of class-conscious and united working people,
who know no yoke and no authority except the authority of their
own unity, of their own, more class-conscious, bold, solid, revolutionary and steadfast vanguard.
In order to achieve victory, in order to build and consolidate
socialism, the proletariat must fulfil a twofold or dual task:
first, it must, by its supreme heroism in the revolutionary struggle
11gainst capital, win over the entire mass of the working and
exploited people; it must win them ov.;r, organise them and
lead them in the struggle to overthrow the bourgeoisie and utterly
suppress their resistance. Secondly, it must lead the whole mass
of the working and exploited people, as well as all Lhe pettybourgcois groups, on to the road of new economic development,
towards the creation of a new soci11l bond, a new labour discipline,
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a new organisation of labour, which will combine the last word
in science and capitalist technology with the mass association
of class-conscious workers creating large-scale socialist industry.
The second task is more difficult than the first, for it cannot
possibly be fulfilled by single acts of heroic fervour; it requires
the most prolonged, most persistent and most difficult mass
heroism in plain, everyday work. But this task is more esst>ntial
than the frrst, because, in the last analysis, the deepest source
of strength for victories over the bourgeoisie and the sole guarantee
of the durability and permanence of these victories can only he
;1 new and higher mode of social production, the subsLiLut.ion
of large-scale socialist production for capitalist and pettybourgeois production.

•

*

"Communist subbotniks'' are of such enormous historical
significance precisely because they demonstrate the conscious
and voluntary initiative of the workers in developing the productivity of labour, in adopting a new labour discipline, in creating
socialist conditions of economy and life.
l. Jacoby, one of the few, in fact it would be more correct
to say one of the exceptionally rare, German bourgeois democrats
who, after the lessons of 1870-71, went over not to chauvinism
or national-liberalism, bnt to socialism, once said that the formation of a single trade union was of greater historical importance than the battle of Sadowa. 38' This is true. The battle of
Sadowa decided the supremacy of one of two bourgeois monarchies,
the Austrian or the Prussian, in creating a German national
capitalist state. The formation of one trade union was a small
step towards the world victory of the proletariat over the bourgeoisie. And we may similarly·say that the first communist subbotnik, organised by the workers of the }loscow-Kazan Railway
in l\loscow on May 10, 1919, was of greater hisLorical significance
than any of the victories of Hindenburg, or of Foch and the British,
in the 1914-18 imperialist war. The victories of the imperialists
inean the slaughter of millions of workers for the sake of the profits
of the Anglo-American and French multimillionaires, they are
the atrocities of doomed capitalism, bloated with overeating
and rotting alive. The communist subbotnik organised by the
workers of the Moscow-Kazan Hailway is one of the cells of the
new, socialist society, which brings to all the peoples of the
l'arth emancipation from the yoke of capital and from wars.
The bourgeois gentlemen anrl their hangers-on, inclucling the
11en~lrl•\·iks and SocialisL-Ilevohrtionaries, who are wont to regard
tht>mseln•s as the representatives of "public opinion", naturally
jeer at the hopes of the Communists, call those hopes "a baobab
40-1087
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tree in a mignonette pot". sneer at the insignificance of the
numb('r of subbotniks compared with the vast number of cases
of thieving, idleness, lower productivity. spoilage of raw materials
and finished goods, etc. Our reply lo these gentlemen is that if the
bourgPois intellectuals harl dedicated their knowledge to assisting
the working people instea<l of giving it to the Russian and foreign
c11pitalists in order to restore their power, the revolution would
have proceeded more rapidly and more peacefully. But this
is utopian, for the issue is decided by the class struggle, and
the majority of the intellectuals gravitalo towards the bourgeoisie.
Not with the assistance of the intellectuals will the proletariat
achieve victory, hut in 8pite of their opposition (at least in the
majority of cases), removing those of them who are incorrigibly
bourgeois, reforming, rc-Nlucating mHl subordinating the waverers, and gradually winning ewr larger sections of them to its
side. Gloating over the difficulties and setbacks of the revolution,
sowing panic, preaching a return to the pasl-these arc all weapons
and methods of class slruggle of the bourgeois intellectuals.
The proletariat will not allow itself to be deceived by them.
If we get down to brass tacks, however, has it ever happened in
hislory lhat a now mo<le of production has taken root immediately, without a long succession of setbacks, blunders and relapses?
llalI a cenlury after the abolition of serfdom there were still
quite a number of survivals of serfdo'm in the Hussian countryside.
Half a century after the aboli lion of slarnry in America the position of the J\Pgroes '\Va8 still very oftC'n one of semi-slavery. The
bourgeois intellectuals, including the l\Iensheviks and SocialistRevolutionarics. are troe to themselves in serving capital nnd in
continuing to use absolutely false arguments-before the proletarian revolution they accusell us of being ulopian; afi.er the
revolution they demand that we wipe out a!l traces of the past
with fantastic rapidity.
\Ve arc not utopians. however, and we know the real value
of bonrgeois "argnments''; we also know that for some time after
the revolution traces of the old ethics will inevitably predominate
over the ycrnng shoots of the new. \Nhen the new has just been
horn the old nlways remains stronger than lt for some time~
this is always the case in nature and in social life. Jeering at the
feeblcmcss of the young shoots of the new order, cheap scepticism
of the intel!ec111als and the like---thesc are, essentially. methods
of bonrgeois class struggle against the proletariat, a defence of
capitnlism agninst socialism. We must carefully study the feeble
now shoots. we must rlevote the greatest attention to lliem. do
everything to promote their growth ancl "nurse" them. Some of
them will inevitably perish. We cannot vouch that precisely
the "commnnist subbolniks" will play a particularly importaut

A GREAT REGil\l\IN G

627

rolt'. Unt that is not the point. The point is to foster each and every
shoot of the new; and life will select the most viable. If the
.T a1w1ese scientist, in order to help maukind Yanquish syphilis,
had the patience to test six huudred and five preparations before
he developed a six hundred and sixth which met delinite requiremf'nt.s, then those who want to solve a more difficult problem,
namely, to vanquish capitalism, must have the perseverance
to try hundreds anrl thousands of new methods, means and weapons
of struggle in order to elaborate the most suitable of them.
Tue "commnni~t snbbotniks" are so important because they
were initiated by workers who were by no means placed in exceptionally good conditions, by workers of various specialities and
some with no speciality at .all, just ui:iski!led labourers,' who
are living under ordinary, 1.e., exceedingly hard, conditions.
We all know very well the main cause of the decline in the productivity of labour that is to be observed not only in Rnssia,
but all over the world; it is rnin and impoverishment, embitterment and weariness caused by the imperialist war, sickness and
malnutrition. The latter is first in importance. Starvation-that
is the cause. And in order to do away with starvation. productivity
of Jabour must be raised in agriculture, in transport and in
ind11stry. So, we get a sort of vicious circle; in order to raise
productiYity of Jabour we must save ourselves from starvation,
and in order to save ourselves from starvation we must raise
prod11ctivity of Jabour.
\Ye know that in practice such contradictions are solved by
breaking the vicions circle, by bringing about a radical change
in the temper of the people, by the heroic initiative of the indivi dual groups which often plays a decisive role against the backgm1rnrl of such a radical change. The unskilled labourers and
railway workers of ~Ioscow- (of course. we have in mind the
rnajority of them, and not a handful of profiteers, officials and
othe1· whiteguards) are working people who am living in desprrately hard conditions, They are constantly underfed, and now.
before the new harvest is gathered, with the general worsening
of the food situation, they are actually starving, And yet these
starviug workers, surrounded by the malicious counter-revolutionary
agitation of the bourgeoisie, the '.\1ensheviks mid the SocialistRcvolutiorrnries, are organising "rorn~nu~ist subbotniks", working
onrtirne without any pay, and aclnevmg an enormous increase
in the productivity of labour in spite of the fact that they arc
\wary. tormented, and exhausted by malnutrition, Is this 11ot
"11prcme heroirni? Js this not the beginning of a change of rnomcnlons

significance~

111 the last analysis. pro<lnctivit~, of labour is the most important. the principal thing for the Ylctory of the new social systeu 1 •
40"
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Capitalism created a productivity of labour unkuown under
serfdom. Capitalism can be utterly vanquished. and will be utterly
vanquished by socialism creating a new and much higher product.ivity of labour. This is a very difficult mutter anrl must take
a long time; but it has been started, uud that is the main thing.
If in starving Moscow, in the summer of 1919, the starving workers
who had gone throngh four trying years of iiuperialist war and
auothor year and a half of still more trying civil war could start
this great work, how will things develop lat.er whl'n we triumph
in the civil war and win peace?
Communism is the higher productivity of labour-compared
with that existing under capitalism-of voluntary, class-conscious
and united workers employing advaucetl technique5. Communist
subbotniks are extraordinarily valuable as the actual begirming
of communism; and this is a very rare thing, because we are in
a stage when "only the first steps in the transition from capitalism
to communism are being taken'' (as our Party Programme quite
rightly says).
Communism begins when the rank-and-file workers display an
enthusiastic concern that is undaunted by arduous Loil Lo increase
the productivity of labour, husband every pood of grain, coal, iron
and other products, which do not accrue to lhe workers personally
or to their "close" kith and kin, but Lo their "distanC kith and
kin, i.e., lo society as a whole, to teus uml hundreds of millions
-Of people united first in one socialist state, and then in a union
-0f Soviet republics.
Written on June 28, 1919
Published in July 1919 as a
·separate pamphlet in Moscow

Collected Works, Vol. 29, pp. 119-27
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THE STATE

A Lecture Delivered at the Sverdlov University
July 11, 1919

Comrades, according lo the plan you havo adopted and which
has been conveyed to me, the subject of today's talk is the state.
I do not know how familiar you are already with this subject.
If I am not mistaken your conrses have only just begun and this
is the first timo you will be tackling this subject systematically.
If that is so, then it may very well happen that in the first lecture
on this difficult subject I may not succeed in making my exposition
sufficiently clear and comprehensible to many of my listeners.
And if this should prove to be the case, I would request you not
to be perturbed by the fact. because the question of the state is a
most complex and diffic1dt one, perhaps one that more than any
other has been confused by bourgeois scholars, writers and philosophers. It should not therefore be expected that a thorough understanding of this subject can be obtained from one brief talk, at
a first sitting. After the first talk on this subject you should make
a note of the passages which you have not understood or which
arc not clear to you, and retnrn to them a second, a third and
a fourth time, so that what you have not understood may be
further supplemented and elucidated later, both by reading and
by various lectures and talks. l hope that we may manage to meet
once again and that we shall then be able to exchange opinions
on all supplementary questions and see what has remained most
unclear. 1 also hope that in addition to talks and lectures you
will devote some Lime to reading at least a few of the most important works of Marx and Engels. I have no doubt that these most
important works are to be fouud in the lists of books and in the
handbooks which are available in your library for the students
of the Soviet and Party school; and although, again, some of
you may at first be dismayecl by the difficulty of the exposition,
I must again warn you that you should not let this worry you;
what is unclear at a first reading will become clear at a second
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reading, or whe11 yon subsequently approach tlw question fr ·
a somewhat different angle. For l once more repeat that the questi
is so complex and has been so confused by bourgeois scholars a
writers that anybody who desires to study it seriously and mas
it independently must attack it several times, return to it aga ·
and again and consider it from various angles in order to att
a clear, sound understanding of it. Because it is such a fund·
mental, such a basic question in all politics, and because not onl
in such stormy and revolutionary times as the present, but ev
in the most peaceful times, you will come across it every
in any newspaper in connection with any economic or politi
question it will be all the easier to retul'n to it. Every da·
in one context or another, yon will be returning to the questio'
what is the state, what is its nature, what is its signifiea ·
and what is the attitude of our Party, the party that is fighti ·
for the overthrow of capitalism, the Communist Party-whi
is its attitude to the state? And the chief thing is that youshoul ..
acquire, as a result of your reading, as a result of the talks an '
lectures you will hear on the state, the ability to approach thi
question independently, since you will be meeting with it o ···
the most diverse occasions, in connection with the most tri ·
qnestions, in the mosL unexpected contexts and in discussioll9'
and disputes with opponents. Only when yon learn to find you:l
way about independently in this question may you consider'.
yourself sufficiently confirmed in your convictions and able--:.
with sufficient success to defend them against anybody and at·.
any time.
'
. ·~
After these brief remarks, l shall proceed to deal with the question:~
itself-what is the state. how did it arise and fundamentally1I
what attitude to the stale.should be displayed by the party of the':!
working class, which is fighting for the complete overthrow of.'
capitalism-the Communist Party?
:,
I have already said that you are not likely to find. a~other '.
question which has been so confused, deliberately and unwittmgly, ·
by representatives of bourgeois science, philosophy, jurisprudence,
political economy and journalism, as the question of the s~ate:
To this day it is very often confused with religious. questions,
not only those professing religious doctrines (it is qmtc natural
to expect it of them), but even people who consider themsel~es.
free from religious prejudice, very often confuse the specific
question of the state with questions of religion and e~deavo~r tf
build up a doctrine-very often a complex one, with an ide.ologica •
philosophical approach and argumentation-which claijs t~a~
the state is something divine, something supernat~a • iha t
it is a certain force by virtue of which mankind has lived, a
it is a force of divine origin which confers on people, or can confer
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on people, or which brings with it something that is not of man,
but is given him from without. And it must be sairl that this
doctrine is so closely bound np with the interests of the exploiting
classes-the landowners and the capitalists-so serves their
interests, has so deeply permeated all the customs, views and
science of the gentlemen who represent the bourgeoisie, that you
will meet wilh vestiges of it on every hand, even in the view
of the state held by the Mensheviks and Socialist-Revolutionaries,
although they are convinced that they can regard the state with
sober eyes and reject indignantly the suggestion that they are
1mder the sway of religious prejudices. This question has been so
confused and complicated because it affects the interests of the
ruling classes more than any other question (yielding place in this
respect only to the foundations of economic science). The doctrine
of the state serves to justify social privilege, the exisLence of exploitation, the existence of capitalism-and that is why it would
be the greatest mistake to expect impartiality on this question,
Lo approach it in the belief that people who claim to be scientifrc
can give you a purely scientific view on the subject. In the question
of the state, in the doctrine of the state, in the theory of the state,
when you have become familiar with it and have goue into it
deeply enough, you will always discern the sLruggle between
different classes, a struggle which is reflected or expressed in
a conflict of views on Lhe slate, in the estimaLe of the role and
significance of the slate.
To approach this questiou as scientifically as possible we must
cast at least a fleeting glance back on the hisLory of the state,
its emergence and developmenL. The most reliable thing in a question of social science, and one that is most necessary in order
really to acquire the habit of approaching this question correctly and not allowing oneself · to get lost in the muss of detail
or in the immense variety of conflicting opinion-the most
important thing if one is to approach this question scientifically
is not to forget the underlying historical connection, to examine
every question from the standpoint of how the gi\·en phenomenon
arose in history and what were the principal stages in its development, and, from the standpoint of its development, to examine
what it has become today.
I hope that in studying this question of the stale you will
acqtiainl yourselves with Engels's book The Origin of the Family,
Private Property and the State. This is one of the fundamental
works of modern socialism, every sentence of which can be
accepted with confidence, in the assurance that il has not been
said at random but is based on immense historical and political
material. Undoubtedly, not all the parts of this wcrk have been
expounded in an equally popular and comprehensible way;
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some of them presume a reader who already possesses a certain
knowledge of history and economics. But I again repeat that you
should noL be perturbed if on reading this work you do not understand it at once. Very Iew people do. But reLurning to it later,
when your interesL has been aroused, you will succeed in undersLanrling the greater parL, if not the whole of it. I refer to this
book because it gives Lhe correct approach Lo the quesLiorr in the
sense mentioned. It begins with a historical sketch of the origin
of the state.
This question. like every other-for example, thaL of Lire origin
of capitalism, the exploiLation of man by man, socialism, how
socialism arose, what condiLions gave rise to it-can be approached
soundly and confidently only if we cast a glance back on the
history of its development as a whole. In connection wiLh
this problem it should fJrsL of all be noted that the state has not
always existed. There was a time when there was no state. It
appears wherever and whenever a division of socieLy into classes
appears, whenever exploiters and exploited appear.
Hefore the first form of exploitation of man by man arose,
the first form of division into classes-slave-owners and slavesthere existed the patriarchal family, or, as it is sometimes called,
the clan family. (Clan-tribe; at the time people of one kin lived
together.) Fairly definite traces of these primitive times have
survived in the life of many primitive peoples; and if you take
any work wlratsoever on primitive civilisation, you will always
come across more or less definite descriptions, indicaLions and
recollections of the facL that there was a time. more or less similar
to primitive communism, when the division of society into slaveowners and slaves did not exist. And iu~thoso times there was
no state, no special apparatus for the sysLe1uatic application
of force and the subjugation of people by force. It is such arr
apparatus that is called the state.
In primitive society, when people lived in small family gronps
and were still at the lowest stages of development, in a condition approximating to savagery-an epoch from which modern,
civilised human society is separated by several thousand yearsthere were yet no signs of the existence of a state. We find the
predominance of custom, authority, respect, the power enjoyed
by the elders of the clan; we find this power sometimes accorded
to women-the position of women then was uot like the downtrodden and oppressed condition of women today-but nowhere do
we 1i!ld a special category of people set apart to rule others and
who, for the sake and purpose of rule, systematically and permanently have at their disposal a certain apparatus of coercion,
an apparatus of violence, such as is rcpre&ented at the present
time, as you all realise, by armed contingents of troops, prisons
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and other means of subjugating the will or others by force-all
that which conslitntes the essence of the state.
If we get away from what are known as religious teachings,
from the subtleties, philosophical arguments and variou:. opinious
advanced by bourgeois scholars, if we get away from Lhcse and
try to get at the real core of the matter, we shall find that the
state really docs amount to such an apparatus of rule which
slands outside society as a whole. When there appears such
a special group or mcu occupied solely with government. ar:rrl
who in order to rule need a special apparatus of coercion to subjugate tire will of others by force -pri~ons, special contingents of
111e11, armies, ctc.-then Lhere appear11 the state.
But there was a time when there was no state, when general
ties. the community itself, discipline and the ordering of work
were maintained by forcl' of cuslorn and tradiLion, by the authority
or Lhe respect enjoyed hy ~he elders of the clan or by womenwho in those times not only frequently enjoyed a sLatus equal to
that of men, but not infrequently enjoyed an even higher statusaud when Lhere was no special category of person~ who were specialists in ruling. History shov.11 that the state as a special apparatus for coercing people arose wherever and whenever there
appeared a division of society into classes, that is, a division
into groups of people some of which were permanently in a position to appropriate the labour of others, where some people
exploited others.
And this division of society into clas~es must always be clearly
borne in mind as a fundamental fact of history. The development
of all human societies for thousands of years, in all countries
without exception, reveals a general conformity to law, a regularity and consistency; so that at first we had a society without
classes-the original patriarchal, primitive society, in which
there were no aristocrats; then we had a society based on slaverya slave-owning society. The whole of modern, civilised Europe
has passed through this stage-slavery ruled supreme two thousand
years ago. The vast majority of peoples of the other parts of the
world also passed through this stage. Traces of slavery survive
to this day among the less developed peoples; you will find the
institution of slavery in Africa, for example, at the present time.
The division into slave-owners and slaves was the first important
class division. The former group not only owned all the means
of production-the land and the implements, however poor and
primitive they may have been in those times-but also owued
people. This group was known as slave-owners, while those who
laboured and supplied labour for others were known as slaves.
This form was followed in history by another-feudalism.
In the great majority of countries slavery in the course of its
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development evolved into serfdom. The fundamental clivision
of society was now into feudal lords and peasant serfs. The form of
relations between people changed. The slave-owners had regarded
the slaves as thnir property; the law had confirmed this view and
regarded the slave as a chattel completely owned by the slaveowner. As far as the peasant serf was concerned, class oppression
and depemlence remained, but it was not considered that the
feudal lord owned the peasants as chattels, but that he was
only entitled to their labour, to the obligatory performance
of certain services. In practice, as you know, serfdom, especially
in Russia where it survived longest of all and assumed the crudest
forms, in no way differed from slavery.
Further, with the development of trade, the appearance of the
world market and the development of money circulation, a new
class arose within feudal society-the capitalist class. From the
commodity, the exchange of commodities and the rise of the power
of money, there derived the power of capital. During the eighteenth
century, or rather, from the end of the eighteenth century and
during the nineteenth century, revolutions took place all over the
world. Feudalism was abolished in all the countries oI Western
Europe. Hussia was the last country in which this took place.
In 1861 a rarlical change took place in Russia as well; as a consequence of this one form of society w.as replaced by anotherfeudalism was replaced by capitalism, under.which division into
classes remained, as well as various traces and remnants of serfdom, but fundamentally the division into classes assumed a
different form.
The owners of capital, the owners of the land and the owners
of the factories in all capitalist countries constituted and still
constitute an insignificant minority of the population who have
complete command of the labour- oI the whole people, and,
consequently, command, oppress and exploit the whole mass
of labourers, the majority of whom arc proletarians, wage-workers,
who procure their livelihood in the process of production only
by the sale of their own worker's hands, their labour-power.
With the transition to capitalism, the peasants, who had been
disunited and downtrodden in feudal times, were converted
partly (the majority) into proletarians, and partly (the minority)
into wealthy peasants who themselves hired labourers and
who constituted a rural bourgeoisie.
This fundamental fact-the transition of society from primitive
forms of slavery to serfdom and finally to capitalism-you must
always bear in mind, for only by remembering this fundamental
fact, only by examining all political doctrines placed in this
fundamental scheme, will you be able properly to appraise these
doctrines and understand what they refer to; for each of these
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great periods in the history of mankind, slave-owning, feudal
and capitalist, ombraco5 scores and hundreds of centuries and
presents such a mass of political forms, such a variety of political
doctrines, opiuions and revolutions, that this extreme diversity
and immense variety (especially in connection with the politicnl,
philosophical and other doctrines of bourgeois scholars and politicians) can be understood only by firmly holding, as to a guiding
thread, to this division of society into classes, this change iu tho
forms of class rnle, and from this standpoint examining all social
questions-economic, political, spiritual, religious, etc.
If you examine the state from the standpoint of this fundamental division, you will find that before the division of society into
classes, as I have already said, no state existed. But as the social
division into classes arose and took firm root, as class society
arose, the state also arose and took firm root. The history of mankind knows scores and hundreds of countries that have passed
or are still passing through slavery, feudalism and capitalism.
In each of these countries, despite the immense historical changes
that have taken place, despite all the political vicissitudes and
all the revolutions due to this development of mankind, to the
transition from slavery through feudalism to capitalism and
to the present world-wide struggle against capitalism, you will
always discern the emergency of the state. It has always been
a certain apparatus which stood outside society and consisted
of a group of people engaged solely, or almost solely, or mainly,
in ruling. People are divided into the ruled, and into specialists
in ruling, those who rise above society and are called rulers,
statesmeu. This apparatus, this group of people who rule others,
always possesses certain means of coercion, of physical forco,
irrespective of whether this violence ovor people is expressed
in the primitive club, or in more perfected types of wcapous
in tho epoch of slavery, or in tho fire-arms which appeared in
the :Middle Ages, or, finally, in modern weapous, which in the
twentieth century are technical marvels and are based entirely
011 the latest achievements of modern technology. The methods
of violence changed, but whenever there was a state there existed
in every society a group of persons who ruled, who commanded,
who dominated and who in order to maintain their power possessed
au apparatus of physical coercion, an apparatus of violence, with
those weapons which corresponded to the technical level of the
given epoch. And by examining these general phenomena, by
asking ourselves why no state existed when there were no classes,
when thoro wero no exploitors and exploited, and why it appeared
when classes appcarod-only in this way shall we frnd a definite
answer to tho :question of what is the nature and significance of
Lhe state.
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The slate is a machine for maintaining the rule of one class
over another. When there were no classes in society. when, before
the epoch ol slavery, people laboured in primitive conditions
of greater equality, in conditions when the productivity of labour
was ~Lill at its lowest, and when primitive man could barely
procure the wherewithal for the crudest and most primitive
existence, a special group of people whose function is to rulr and
to dominate the rest of society, had not and could not yet have
emerged. Only when the fir~t form of the division of society into
classes appeared, only when slavery appeared, when a certain
class of people, by concentrating on the crudest forms of agricultural labour, could produce· a certain surplus, when this surplus
was not absolutely essential for the mosl. wretched existence
of the slave and passed into the hands of the slave-owner, when
in this way the existence of this class of slave-owners was securetheu iu order that it might take firm root it was necessary for
a state to appear.
And it did appear-the slave-owning state. an apparatus which
gave the slave-owners power and enabled them to rule over the
slaves. Both society and the state were then on a much smaller
scale than they are now, they possessed incomparably poorer
means of communication-the modern means of communication
did not then exist. Mountains. rivers. and seas were immeasurably
greater obstacles than they are now, and the state took shape
within far narrower geographical boundaries. A technically weak
state apparatus served a state confrned within relatively narrow
boundaries and with a narrow range of action. Nevertheless,
there did exist an apparatus which compelled the slaves to remain
in slavery, which kept one part of society subjugated to and
oppressed by another. lt is impossible to compel the greater part
of society to work systemat:c1tllY for the other part of society
without a permanent apparatus of coercion. So long as there were
no classes, there was no apparatus of this sort. When classes
appeared. everywhere and always, as the division grew and took
firmer hold, there also appeared a special institution-the state.
The forms of state were extremely varied. As early as the period
of slavery we find diverse forms of the state in the countries that
were the most advanced, cultured and civilised according to the
standards of the time-for example, in ancient Greece and
B.ome--which were based entirely on slavery. At that time there
was already a difference between monarchy and republic, between
aristocracy and democracy. A monarchy is the power of a single
person, a republic is the absence of any non-elected authority;
an aristocracy is the power of a relatively small minority,
a democracy is the power of the people (democracy in Gpeek
literally means the power of the people). All these differences
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aro!e in the epoch of slavery. Despite these differences, the statC'
of the slave-owning epoch was a slave-owning state, irrespect.ive
of whether it was a monarchy or a republic, aristocratic or democratic.
In every course on the history of ancient times, in any lcctun•
on this subject, you will hear about the struggle which was wag('d
between the monarchical and republican states. But the fundnmental fact is that the slaves were not regarded as human beings -not only were they not regarded as citizens, they wore not even
regarded as human bei11gs. Roman law regarded them as chattels.
The law of manslaughter, not to mention the other laws for the
protection of the person, did not extend to slaves. It defended
only the slave-owners, who were alone recognised as citizens with
full rights. But whether a monarchy was instituted or a republic,
it was a monarchy of the slave-owuers or a republic of the slaveowners. All rights wore enjoyed by the slave-owners, while the
slave was a chattel in the eyes of the law; and not only could any
sort of violence be perpetrated against a slave, but even tho killing
of a slave was not considered a crime. Slave-owning republic~
differed in their internal organisation, there were aristocratic
republics and democratic republics. In an aristocratic republic
only 11 small number of privileged persons took part in tho elections;
in a democratic republic everybody took part--but everybody
rneant only the slave-owners, that is, everybody except the slaves.
This fundamental fact must be borne in mind, because it throws
more light than any other on the question of the state and clearly
demonstrates the nature of tho state.
The state is a machine for the oppression of one class by another.
a machine for holding in obedience to one class other, subordinated
classes. There are various forms of this machine. The slave-owning
state could be a monarchy, an aristocratic republic or even a democratic republic. In fact tho forms of government varied extremely.
but their essence was always the same: the slaves enjoyed no
rights and constituted an oppressed class; they were not regarded
as hnman beings. We find the same thing in the feudal state.
The change in the form of exploitation transformed the slavcowning slate into the fendal state. This was ofimmense importance.
In slave-owning society the slave enjoyed no rights whatever
an~ was not regarded as a human being; in feudal society the
peasant was bound to the soil. The chief distinguishing feature
of serfdom was that the peasants (and at that time the peasants
constituted the majority; the urban population was still very
small) wore considered bound to the land-this is the very basis
of "serfdom". The peasant might work a definite number of days
for him~elf on the plot assigned Lo him by the landlord; on the
other clays the peasant serf workerl for his lord. The essence of class
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society remained-society was based on class exploitation. Only
the owners of the land could enjoy full rights; the· peasants had .
no rights at all. In practice their condition differed very little:
from the condition of slaves in the slave-owning state. Neverthe-·
le8s, a wider road was opened for their emancipation, for the emancipation of the peasants, since the peasant serf was not regarded
as the direct property of the lord. He could work part of his time'
on his own plot, could, so to speak, belong to himself to some
extent.; and with the wider opportunities for tho development
of exchange and trade relations the feudal system steadily disfn-·
tegrated and the scope of emancipation of the peasantry steadily
widrned. Feudal society was always more complex than slave
society. There was a greater development of trade and industry,
which even in those days led to capitalism. In the Middle Ages
feud~Jism predominated. And here too the forms of state varied,
here too we find both the monarchy and the republic, although
the latter was much more weakly expressed. But always the
fuudal lord was regarded as the only ruler. The peasant serfs
were depriYed of absolutely all political rights.
Neither under slavery nor under the feudal system could
a small minority of people dominate over the vast majority without
coercion. History is full of the constant attempts of the oppressed
classes Lo throw off oppression. The history of slavery contains
records of wars of emancipation from slavery which lasted for
decadrs. Incidentally, the narnll "Spartacist" now adopted by
the German Communists-the only German party which is really
fighting against the yoke of capitalism-was adopted by them
because Spartacus was one of the most prorninC'nt heroes of one
of the greatest revolts of slaves, which took place about two thousand years ago. For many years the seemingly omnipotent Roman
Empire, which rested entirely on slavery, experienced the shocks
and blows of a widespread uprising of slaves who armed and united
to form a vast army under the leadership of Spartacus. In the
end they wpre defeated. captured and put to torture by the
slave-owners. Such civil war~mark the whole history of the existence
of class society. 1 have just mentioned an examplo of the greate~1 of these civil wars in the c>poch of slavery. The whole epoch
of feudalism is likllwise marked !Jy constant uprisings of the peasant:-. For example, in Germany in the Middle Agrs the struggle
betwce11 the two classes-the landlords and Lho serfs-assumed
wide proportions and was transformed into a civil war of the
peasants against the landowners. You arc all familiar with similar
examples of repeated uprisings of the peasanLs against the feudal
landowuers in Russia.
In order lo maintain their rule and to prcsnve their power, the
feudal lords had to have an apparatus by which they could unite
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under their subjugation a vast number of people and subordinate
them to certain laws and regulations; and all these laws fundamentally amounted to one thing-the maintenance of the power
of the lords over the peasant serfs. And this was the feudal state,
which in Russia, for example. or in quite backward Asiatic
countries (where feudalism prevails to this day) differed in forrnit was either a republic or a monarchy. When the state was a
monarchy, the rule of one person was recognised; whe11 it was
a republic, the participatio11 of the elected representatives of
landowning society was i11 one degree or another recogniscdthis was in feudal society. Feudal society represented a division
of classes under which the vast majority-the peasant serfswere completely subjected to an insignificant minority-the
owners of the land.
The development of trade, the development of commodity
exchange, led to the emergence of a new class-the capitalists.
Capital took shape as such at the close of the Middle Ages, when,
after the discovery of America, world trade developed enormously,
when the quantity of precious metals increased, when silver and
gold became the medium of exchange, when money circulation
rnade it possible for individuals to possess tremendous wealth.
Silver and gold were recognised as wealth all over the world.
The economic power of the landowning class declined and the
power of the new class-the representatives of capital-developed.
The reconstruction of society was such that all citizens seemed
to be equal, the old division into slave-owners and slaves disappeared, all were regarded as equal before the law irrespective of what
capital each owned; whether he owned land as private property.
or was a poor man who owned nothing bnt his labour-power-all
were equal before the law. The law protects everybody equally;
it protects the property of those who have it from attack by the
masses who, possessing no property, possessing nothing bnt their
labour-power. grow steadily impoverished and ruined and become
converted into proletarians. Such is capitalist society.
1 ca11not dwell on it in detail. You will return to this when von
come to discuss the Programme of the Party-you will the11
hear a description of capitalist society. This society advanced
against serfdom, against the old feudal system, under the slogau
of liberty. But it was liberty for those who owned property. Aud
when feudalism was shattered, which occurred 11t the end of the
eighteenth century and the beginning of the ni11eteenth centnryin Russia it occurred later than in other countries, in i8fl1--thc feudal state was then superseded by the capitalist state, which
proclaims liberty for the whole people as its slogan, which declares
that it expresses the will of the whole people and denies that it
is a class state. And here there developed a struggle between the
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socialists, who are fighting for the liberty of the whole people,
and the capitalist state-a struggle which has led to the creation
of the Soviet Socialist Republic and which is going on throughout
the world.
To unclerstand the struggle that has been started against world
capiLal, to understand the nature of the capitalist state, we must
remember that when the capitalist state advanced against the
feudal state it entered the fight under the slogan of liberty. The
abolition of feudalism meant liberLy for the representatives
of the capitalist state and serYed their purpose, inasmuch as
serfdom was breaking down and the peasants had acquired the
opportunity of owning as their full property the land which they
had purchased for compensation or in part by quit-rent-this
clid not concern the state: it protected property irrespective of its
origin, because the state was founded on private properly. The
peasants became private owners in all the modern, civilised
stat!'S. Even when the landowner surrendered part of his land
to the peasant, the state protected private property, rewarding
t.he landowner by compensation, by letting him take money
for the land. The state as it were declared that it wonld fully
preserve private property, and it accorded it every support and
protection. The state recognised the property rights of every
merchant, industrialist and manufacturer. And this society,
based on private property, on the power of capital, on the complete
subjection of the propertyless workers ancl labouring masses of the
peasantry, proclaimed that its rule was based on liberty. Combating feudalism, it proclaimed freedom of property and was
particularly proud of the fact that the state had ceased, supposedly, to be a class state,
Yet the state continued to be a machine which helped the
capitalists to hold the poor peasants and the working class in
subjection. But in outward appeamnce it was free. It proclaimed
universal suffrage, and declared through its champions, preachers,
scholars and philosophers, that it was not a class state. Even
now, when the Soviet Socialist Republics have begun to fight
the state, they accuse us of violating liberty, of building a state
based on coercion, on the suppression of some by others, whereas
they represent a lJOpular, democratic state. And now, when the
world socialist revolution has begun, and when the revolution
has succeeded in some countries, when the fight against world
capital has grown partic11larly acute, this question of the state
has acquired the greatest importance and has become, one might
say, the most burning one, the focus of all present-day political
questions and political disputes.
Whichever party we take in Russia or in any of the more
civilised countries, we find that nearly aJl political disputes,
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disagreements and opinions now centre around the conception
of the state. Is the state in a capiLalist country, in a democratic
republic-especially one like Switzerland or the U.S.A.-in the
freest democratic republics, an expression of the popular will,
the sum total or the general dicisiou of the people, the expression
of the national will, and so forlh; or is the state a machine that
enables the capitalists of those countries to maintain their power
over Lhe working class and the peasantry? That is the fundamental
question around which all political disputes all over the world
now centre. What do they say about Bolshevism? The bourgeois
press abuses the Bolsheviks. You will not lind a single newspaper
that does not repeat the hackneyeu accusation that the Bolsheviks
violate popular rule. If our Mensheviks and Socialist-Revolutionaries in their simplicity of heart (perhaps it is not simplicity,
or perhaps it is the simplicity which the proverb says is worse
than robbery) think that they discovered and invented the accusation that the Bolsheviks have violated liberty and popular rule,
they are ludicrously mistaken. Today every one of the richest
newspapers in the richest countries, which spend tens of millions
on their distribution and disseminate bourgeois lies and imperialist policy in tens of millions of copies-every one of these
newspapers repeats these basic arguments and accusations against
Bolshevism, namely, that the U.S.A., Britain and Switzerland
are advanced states based on popular rule, whereas the Bolshevik
republic is a state of bandits in which liberty is unknown, and
that the Bolsheviks have violated the idea of popular rule and
have even gone so far as to disperse the Constituent Assembly.
These terrible accusations against the Bolsheviks are repeated
all over the world. These accusations lead us directly to the question-what is the sLate? In order to understand these accusations,
in order Lo study tl1em and have a fully inLelligent attitude towards
them, and not to examine them on hearsay but with a firm opinion
of our own, we must have a clear idea of what the state is. We
have before us capitalist states of every kind and all the theories
in defence of them which were created before the war. In order
to answer the question properly we must critically examine all
these theories and views.
I have already advised you to turn for help to Engels's book
The. Origin of the Family, Private Property and the State. This
book says thaL every state in which private ownership of the land
and means of production exists, in which capital dominates,
however democratic it may be, is a capitalist state, a machine
used by the capitalists to keep the working class and the poor
peasants in subjection; while universal suffrage, a Constituent
Assembly, a parliament are merely a form, a sort of promissory
note, which does not change the real state of afiairs.
41-1087
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The forms of domination of the state may vary: capital mani•,
fests its power in one way where one form exists, and in another
way where another form exists-but essentially the power is in.
the hands of capital, whether there are voting qualifications
or some other rights or not, or whether the republic is a democratic·
one or not-in fact, the more democratic it is the cruder and
more cynical is the rule of capitalism, One of the most democratic
republics in Lhe world is the United States of America, yet nowhere
(and those who have been there since 1905 probably know it) is
the power of capital, the power of a handful of multimillionaires
over the whole of society, so crude and so openly corrupt as
in America, Once capital exists, it dominates the whole of society,
and no democratic republic, no franchise can change its nature,
The democratic republic and universal suffrage were an immense
progressive advance as compared with feudalism: they have
enabled the proletariat to achieve its present unity and solidarity,
to form those firm and disciplined ranks which are waging a systematic struggle against capital. There was nothing even approximately resembling this among the peasant serfs, not to speak
of the slaves, The slaves, as we know, revolted, rioted, started
civil wars, but they could never create a class-conscious majority
and parties to lead the struggle, they could not clearly realise
what their aims were, and even in the most revolutionary moments
of history they were always pawns' in the hands of the ruling
classes, The bourgeois republic, parliament, universal suffrageall represent great progress from the standpoint of the world
development of society. Mankind moved Lowurds capitalism,
and it was capitalism alone which, thanks to urban culture,
enabled the oppressed proletarian class to become conscious
of itself and to create the world working-class movement, the
millions of workers organised all over the world in parties-the
socialist parties which are consciously leading the struggle of the
masses, Without parliamentarism, without an electoral system,
this development of the working class would have been impossible.
That is why all these things have acquired such great importance
in the eyes of the broad masses of people, That is why a radical
change seems to be so difftc11Jt, It is not only the conscious hypocrites, scientists and priests that uphold and defend the bourgeois
lie that the state is free and that it is its mission to defend the
interests of all; so also do a large number of people who sincerely
adhere to tho old prejudices and who cannot understand the
Lransition from the old, capitalist society to socialism, Not only
people who are directly dependent on the bourgeoisie, not only
those who live under the yoke of capital or who have been bribed
by capital (there are a large number of all sorts of scientists, artists,
priests, etc., in the service of capital), but even people who are
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simply under the sway of the prejudice of bourgeois liberty, have
taken up arms against Bolshevism all over the world because
when the Soviet Republic was fouuded it rejected these bourgeois
lies and openly declared: you say your state is free, whereas in
reality, as long as there is private property, your state, even if
it is a democratic republic, is nothing but a machine userl by
the capitalists to suppress the workers, aud the freer the state,
the more clearly is this expressed. Examples of this are Switzerland in Europe and the United States in America. Nowhere
does capital rule so cynically and ruthlessly, and nowhere is it so
clearly apparent, as in these countries, although they are democratic republics, no matter how prettily they are painted and notwith.o;tanding all the talk about labour democracy and the equality
of all citizens. The fact is that in Switzerland and the United
States capital dominates, and every attempt of the workers to
achieve the slightest real improvement in their condition is
immediately met by civil war. Thero are fewer soldiers, a smaller
standing army, in these countries-Switzerland has a militia
and every Swiss has a gun at home, while in America there was
no standing army until quite recently-and so when there is a strike
the bourgeoisie arms, hires soldiery and suppresses the strike;
and nowhere is this suppression of the working-class movement
accompanied by such ruthless severity as in Switzerland and the
U.S.A., and nowhere does the influence of capital in parliament
manifest itself as powerfully as in these countries. The power of
tapital is everything, the stock exchange is everything, while
parliament and elections are marionettes, puppets.... But the
eyes of tho workers are being opened more and more, and the idea
of Soviet government is spreading farther and farther afield, especially after the bloody carnage. we have just experienced. The neces-.
sity for a relentless war on the capitalists is becoming clearer
and clearer to the working class.
Whatever guise a republic may assume, however democratic
it may be, if it is a bourgeois republic, if it retains private ownership of the land and factories, and if private capital keeps the
whole o[ society in wage-slavery, that is, if the republic docs
not carry out what is proclaimed in the Programme of our Party
and in the Soviet Constitution, then this state is a machine for
the· suppression of some people by others. And we shall place this
rnachiue in the hands of the class that is to overthrow the power
of capital. We shall reject all the old prejudices about the state
meaning universal equality-for that is a fraud: as long as there
is exploitation there cannot be equality. The landowner cannot
be the equal of the worker, or the hungry man the equal of the
full man. This machine called the state, before which people
bowed in superstitious awe, believing the old tales that it means
41*
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popular rule, tales which the proletariat declares to be a bourgeois
lie -this machine Lhe proletariat will smash. So far we have
deprived the capitalists of this machine and have taken it over.
We shall use this machine, or bludgeon, to destroy all exploitation. And when the possibility of exploitation no longer exists
anywhere in the world, when there are no longer owners of land
and owners of factories, and when thel'e is no longer a situation
in which some gorge while others starve, only when the possibility
of this no longer exists shall we consign this machine to the
scrap-heap. Then there will be no state and no exploitation,
Such is the view of our Communist Party. I hope that we shall
return to this subject. in subsequent lectures, return to it again and
again.
First published in Pravda
No. 15, 1anuary 18, 1929

Collected Works, Vol. 29, pp. 470-88
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From ECONOMICS AND POLITICS IN THE ERA
OF THE DICTATORSHIP OF THE PROLETARIAT

Socialism means the abolition of classes. The dictatorship
of the proletariat has done all it could to abolish classes. But
classes cannot be abolished at one stroke.
And classes still remain and will remain in the era of the dictatorship of the proletariat. The dictatorship will become unnecessary
when classes disappear. Without the dictatorship of the proletariat they will not disappear.
Classes have remained, hut in the era of the dictatorship of the
proletariat every class has undergone a change, and the relations
between the classes have also changed. The class struggle does
not disappear under the dictatorship of the proletariat; it merely
assumes different forms.
Under capitalism the proletariat was an oppressed class, a class
which had been deprived of the means of production, the only
class which stood directly and completely opposed to the bourgeoisie, and therefore the only <!Ile capable of being revolutionary
to the very end. Having overthrown the bourgeoisie and conquered
political power, the proletariat has become the ruling class;
it wields state power, it exercises control over means of production
already socialised; it guides the wavering and intermediary clements and classes; it crushes the increasingly stubborn resistance
of the exploiters. All these are specific tasks of the class struggle,
tasks which tho proletariat formerly did not and could not have
set itself.
The class of exploiters, the landowners and capitalists, has
not disappeared and cannot disappear all at once under the dictatorship of the proletariat. Tho exploiters have been smashed, but
not destroyed. They still have an international base in the form
of international capital, of which they are a branch. They still
retain certain means of production in part, they still have money,
they still have vast social connections. Because they have been
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defeated, the energy of their resistance has increased a hundredantl a thousandfold. The "art" of state, military and economic
administration gives them a superiority, and a very great superiority, so that their importance is incomparably greater than
their numerical proportion of the population. The class sLruggle
waged by the overthrown exploiters against the victorious vanguard
of the exploited, i.e., the proletariat, has become incomparably
more bitter. And it cannot be otherwise in the case of a revolution,
unless this concept is replaced (as it is by all the heroes of the
Second International) by reformist illusions.
Lastly, the peasants, like the petty bourgeoisie in general,
occupy a half-way, intermediate position even under the dictatorship of the proletariat: on the one hand, they arc a fairly large
(and in backward ll.ussia, a vast) mass of working people, united
by the common interest of all working people to emancipate
themselves from the landowner and the capitalist; on the other
hand, they are disunited small proprietors, property-owners
and traders. Such an economic position inevitably causes them
to vacillate between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie. In view
of the acute form which the struggle between these two classes
has assumetl, in view of the incredibly severe break-up of all
social relations, and in view of the great attachment of the peasants
and the petty bourgeoisie generally to the old, the routine, and
the unchanging, it is only natural· that we sbould inevitably
find them swinging from one side to the other, that we should
find them wavering, changeable, uncertain, and so on.
In relation to this class-or to these social elements-the proletariat must· strive to establish its influence over it, to guide
it. To ~~give leadership to the vacillating and unstable -such
is the task of the proletariat.
If we compare all the basic forces or classes and their interrelations, as modified by the dictatorship of the proletariat,
we shall realise how unutterably nonsensical and theoretically
stupid is the common petty-bourgeois idea shared by all representatives of the, Second International,386 that the transition to
socialism is possible "by means of democracy" in general. The
fundamental source of this error lies in the prejudice inherited
from the bourgeoisie that "democracy" is something absolute
and above classes. As a matter of fact, democracy itself passes
into an entirely new phase under the dictatorship of the prole Lariat,
and the class struggle rises to a higher level, dominating over
each and every form.
General talk about freedom, equality and democracy is in fact
but a blind repetition of concepts shaped by tho relations of
commodity"production. To attempt to solve the concrete problc>ms
of tho dictatorship of the proletariat by such generalities is tanta-
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mount to accepting the theories and principles of the bourgeoisie
in their entirety. From the point of view of the proletariat, the
question can be put only in the following way: freedom from
oppression by which class? equality of which class with which?
democracy based on private property, or on a struggle for the
abolition of private property? -and so forth.
Long ago Engels in his Anti-Diihring explained that the concept
"equality" is moulded from the relations of commodity production;
t>quality becomes a prejudice if it is not understood to mean the
abolition of classes. 3se This elementary truth regarding the distinction between the bourgeois-democratic and the socialist conception of equality is constantly being forgotten. But if it is noi
forgotten, it becomes obvious that by overthrowing the bourgeoisie the proletariat takes the most decisive step towards the abolition of classes, and that in order to complete the process the prole1ariat must continue its class struggle, making use of the apparatus
of state power and employing various methods of combating,
influencing and bringing pressure to bear on the overthrown
bourgeoisie and the vacillating petty bourgeoisie.
Pravda No. 250, and Izvestia
No. 250, November 7, 1919

Collected Works, Vol. 30, pp. 1 H-17

From "LEFT-WING" COMMUNISM-AN INFANTILE
DISORDER

In the first months after the proletariat in Russia had won
political power (October 25 [November 71. 1917), it might have
seemed that the enormous difference between backward Hussia
and the advanced countries of Western Europe would lead to the
proletarian revolution in the latter countries bearing very little
resemblance to ours. We now possess quite considerable international experience, which shows very definitely that certain
fundamental features of our revolution have a significance that
is not local, or peculiarly national, or Russian alone, but international. I am not speaking here of international significance
in the broad sense of the term: not merely several but all the
primary features of our revolution, and many of its secondary
features, are of international significance in the meaning of its
effect on all countries. I am speaking of it in the narrowest sense
of the word, taking international significance to mean the international validity or the historical inevitability of a repetition,
on an international scale, of what has taken place in our country.
It must be admitted that certain fundamental features of our
revolution do possess that significance.
It would, of course, be grossly erroneous to exaggerate this
truth and to extend it beyond certain fundamental features of our
revolution. It would also be erroneous to lose sight of the fact
that, soon after the victory of the proletarian revolution in at
least one of the advanced countries, a sharp change will probably
come about: Russia will cease to be'the model and will once again
become a backward country (in the "Soviet'' and the socialist
sense).
At the present moment in history, however, it is the Russian
model that reveals to all countries something-and something
highly significant-of their near and inevitable future. Advanced
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workers in all lands have long realised this; more often than
not, they have grasped it with their revolutionary class instinct
rather than realised it. Herein lies the international "significance"
(in the narrow sense of the word) of Soviet power, and of the
fundamentals of Bolshevik theory and tactics. The "revolutionary"
leaders of the Second International, such as Kautsky in Germany
and Otto Bauer and Friedrich Adler in Austria, have failed to
understand this, which is why they have proved to be reactionaries and advocates of the worst kind of opportunism and social
treachery. Incidentally, the anonymous pamphlet entitled The
World Revolution (Weltrevolution), which appeared in Vienna
in 1919 (Sozialistische Biicherei, Heft 11; Ignaz Brand*), very
clearly reveals their entire thinking and their entire range of
ideas, or, rather, the full extent of their stupidity, pedantry,
baseness and betrayal of working-class interests -and that,
moreover, under the guise of "defending" the idea of "world
revolution" ....
It is, l think, almost universally realised at present that the
Bolsheviks could not have retained power for two and a half
months, let alone two and a half years, without the most rigorous
and truly iron discipline in our Party, or without the fullest and
unreserved support from the entire mass of the working class,
that is, from all thinking, honest, devoted and influential elements
in it, capable of leading the backward strata or carrying the latter
along with them.
The dictatorship of the proletariat means a most determined
and most ruthless war waged by the new class against a more
powerful enemy, the bourgeoisie, whose resistance is increased
tenfold by their overthrow (even if only in a single country), and
whose power lies, not only in the strength of international capital,
the strength and durability bI their international connections,
but also in the force of habit, in the strength of small-scale production.
Unfortunately, small-scale production is still widespread in the
world, and small-scale production engenders capitalism and the
bourgeoisie continuously, daily, hourly, spontaneously, and on
a mass scale. All these reasons make the dictatorship of the
proletariat necessary, and victory over tho bourgeoisie is impossible
without a long, stubborn and desperate life-and-death struggle
which calls for tenacity, discipline, and a single and inflexible
will.
I repeat: the experience of the victorious dictatorship of the
proletariat in llussia has clearly shown evon to those who are
incapable of thinking or have had no occasion to give thought
to the matter that absolute centralisation and rigorous discipline
• Ignaz Brand, Socialist Library, Vol. 11.-Ed.
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in the proletariat are an essential condition of victory over the
bourgeoisie.
This is often dwelt on. However, not nearly enough thought
is given to what it means, and under what conditions it is possible.
Would it not be better if the salutations addressed to the Soviets
and the Bolsheviks were more frequently accompanied by a profound
analysis of the reasons why the Bolsheviks have been able to build
up the discipline needed by the revolutionary proletariat?
As a currenL of political thought and as a political party,
Bolshevism has existed since 1903. Only the history of Bolshevism during the entire pe1·iod of its existence can satisfactorily
explain why it has been able to build up and maintain, under
most difficult conditions, the iron discipline needed for the
vie tory of the pro letariRt.
·
The first questions to arise are: how is the discipline of the
proletariat's revolutionary party maintained? How is it tested?
How is it reinforced? First, by the class-consciousness of the proletarian vanguard and by its devotion to the revolution, by its
tenaciLy, self-sacrifice and heroism. Second, by its ability to link
up, maintain the closest coutact, and-if you wish-merge,
in certain measure, with the broadest masses of the working
people-primarily with the proletariat, but also with the nonproletarian masses of working people. Third, by the correctness
of the political leadership exercised 15y this vanguard, by the
correctness of its political strategy and tactics, provided the broad
masses have seen, from their own experience, that they are correct.
Without these conditions, discipline in a revolutionary party
really capable of being the party of the advanced class, whose
mission it is to overLhrow the bourgeoisie and transform the whole
of society, cannot be achieved. Without these conditions, all
attempts to establish discipline iuevitably fall flat and end up
in phrase-mongering and clowning. On the other hand, these
conditions cannot emerge at once. They are created only by prolonged effort and hard-won experience. Their creation is facilitated
by a correct revolutionary theory, which, in its turn, is not a dogma, but assumes final shape only in close connection with the
practical activity of a truly mass and truly revolutionary
movement.
Tho fact that, in 1917-20, Bolshevism was able, under unprecedentedly dif.licult conditions, to build up and successfully
maintain the strictest central'!.sation and iron discipline was due
simply to a number of historical peculiarities of Russia.
On the one hand, Bolshevism arose in 1903 on a very firm
foundation of Marxist theory. The correctness of this revolutionary
theory, and of it alone, has been proved, not only by world experience throughout the nineLeenth century, but especially by the
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experience of the seekings and vacillations, the errors and disappointments of revolutionary thought in Russia. For about half
a century-approximately from the forties to the nineties of the
last century-progressive thought in Russia, oppressed by a most
brutal and reactionary tsarism, sought eagerly for a correct revolutionary theory, and followed with the utmost diligence and
thoroughnC'ss each and every "last word'' in this sphere in Europe
und America. Russia achieved Marxism-the only correct
revolutionary theory-through the agony she experienced in the
course of half a century of unparalleled torment and sacrifice,
of unparalleled revolutionary heroism, incredible ~nergy, devoted
searching, study, practical trial, disappointment, verification,
aud comparison with European experience. Thanks to the political emigration caused by tsarism, revolutionary Russia, in the
second half of the nineteenth century, acquired a wealth of international links and excellent information on the forms and theories
of the world revolutionary movement, such as no other country
possessed.
On the other hand, Bolshevism, which had arisen on this
granite foundation of theory, went through fifteen years of practical history (1903-17) unequalled anywhere in the world in its
wealth of experience. During those fifteen years, no other country
knew anything even approximating to that revolutionary experience, that rapid and varied succession of different forms of the
movement-legal and illegal, peaceful and stormy, underground
and open, local circles and mass movements, and parliamentary
and terrorist forms. In no other country has there been concentrated, in so brief a period, such a wealth of forms, shades, and
methods of struggle of all classes of modern society, a struggle
which, owing to the backwardness of the country and the severity
of the tsarist yoke, matured with exceptional rapidity, and assimilated most eagerly and successfully the appropriate "last word''
of American and European political experience ....
The mere presentation of the question-"dictatorship of the
party or dictatorship of the class; dictatorship (party) of the
leaders, or dictatorship (party) of the masses?fl -testifies to most
incredibly and hopelessly muddled thinking. These people
want to invent something quite out of the ordinary, and, in their
effo!'t to ''.be clever, make themselves ridiculous. It is common
knowledge that the masses are divided into classes; that the masses
can be contrasted with classes only by contrasting the vast majority
in general, regardless of division according to status in the
social system of production, with categories holding a definite
status in the social system of production; that as a rule and in
most cases-at least in present-day civilised countries-dasses
are led by political parties; that political parties, as a general
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rule, are run by more or less stable groups composed of the
most authoritative, influential and experienced members, who
are elected to the most responsible positions, and are called
leaders. All this is elementary. All this is clear and simple
Why replace this with some kind of rigmarole, some new Volapiik?
On the one hand, these people seem to have got muddled when
they found themselves in a predicament, when the party's abrupt
transition from legality to illegality upset the customary, normal
and simple relations between leaders, parties and classes. In
Germany, as in other European countries, people had become too
accustomed to legality, to tho free and proper election of "leaders"
at regular party congresses, to the convenient method of testing
the class composition of parties through parliamentary elections,
mass meetings, the press, the sentiments of the trade unions and
other associations, etc. When, instead of this customary procedure,
it became necessary, because of the stormy development of the
revolution and the development of the civil war, to go over
rapidly from legality to illegality, to combine the two, and
to adopt the "inconvenient" and "undemocratic" methods of selecting, or forming, or preserving "groups of leaders" -people lost
their bearings and began to think up some unmitigated nonsense.
Certain members of the Communist Party of Holland, who were·
unlucky enough to be boni in a small country with traditions·
and conditions of highly privileged. and highly stable legality,
and who had never seen a transition from legality to illegality, .
probably fell into confusion, lost their heads, and helped create
these absurd inventions.
On the other hand, one can see simply a thoughtless and incoherent use of the now "fashionable" terms: "masses'' and "leaders".
These peoplo have heard and memorised a great many attack&
on "leaders", in which the latter have been contrasted with the
"masses"; however, they have proved unable to think matter&
out and gain a clear understanding of what it was all about.
The divergence between "leaders" and "masses" was brought
out with particular clarity and sharpness in all countries at the .
end of the imperialist war aud following it. The principal reason
for this was explained many times by Marx and Engels between
the years 1852 and 1892, from the example of Britain. That country's exclusive position led to the emergence, from the "masses",
of a semi-petty-bourgeois, opportunist "labour aristocracy". The
leaders of this labour aristocracy were constantly going over
to the bourgeoisie, and were directly or indirectly on its paY
roll. Marx earned the'houour of incurring the hatred of these
disreputable persons by openly branding them as traitors. Presentday (twentieth-century) imperialism has given a few advanced
countries an exceptionally privileged position, which, every-
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where in the Second International, has produced a certain
type of traitor, opporttmist, and social-chauvinist leaders, who
champion the interests of their own craft, their own section of the
labour aristocracy. The opportunist parties have become separated
from the "masses··, i.e., from the broadest strata of the working
people, their majority, the lowest-paid workers. The revolutionary
proletariat cannot be victorious unless this evil is combated,
unless the opportunist, social-traitor leaders are exposed, discredited and expelled. That is the policy the Third lnternational387
has embarked on.
To go so far, in this connection, as to contrast, in general,
the dictatorship of the masses with a dictatorship of the leaders
is ridiculously absurd, and stupid. What is particularly amusing
is that, in fact, instead of the old leaders, who hold generally
accepted views on simple matters, new leaders are brought forth
(under cover of the slogan "Down with the leaders!"), who talk
rank stuff and nonsense. Such are Laufenberg, Wolffheim, Horner,
Karl Schroder, Friedrich Wendel and Karl Erler,* in Germany.
Erler's attempts to give the question more "profundity" and
to proclaim that in general political parties are unnecessary and
"bourgeois" are so supremely absurd that one can only shrug
one's shoulders. It all goes to drive home the truth that a minor
error can always assume monstrous proportions if it is persisted
in, if profound justifications are sought for it, and if it is carried
to its logical conclusion.
Repudiation of the Party principle and of Party discipline that is what the opposition has arrived at. And this is tantamount
to completely disarming the proletariat in the interests of the
bourgeoisie. It all adds up to that petty-bourgeois diffuseness and
instability, that incapacity for sustained effort, unity and organised action, which, if encouraged, must iuevitably destroy
any proletarian revolutionary movement. From the standpoint
of communism, repudiation of the Party principle means attempting to leap from the eve of capitalism's collapse (in Germany),
not to the lower or the intermediate phase of communism, but

* Karl Erle!', '·The Dissolution of the Party", Kommunistische Arbeiterzeitung, Hamburg, February 7, 1920, No. 32: "The working class cannot

ile~troy

Lhe bourgeois state without destrnying bourgeois democracy, and
it J>annot destroy bourgeois democracy without destroying parties."
The more muddle-headed of the syndicalists and anarchists in the Latin
countries may derive "satisfaction" from the fact that solid Germans, who
<'VidenLly consider themselves Marxists (by their articles in the aboveJnentioned paper K. Erler and K. Horner have shown most plainly that they
consider themselves sound Marxi•t•, hut talk incredible nonsmse in a most
ridiculous manner and reveal their failure to understand the ABC of Marxism), go to the length of making utterly inept statements. Mere acceptance
of Marxi•m does not save one from errors. We Russians know this especially
well, because Marxism has been very often the "fashion" in our country.

to the higher. ~e in Russia. (in the third year si!1ce the overthroa
of the bourgeolSle) are makmg the first steps m the transitio ·
from capitalism to socialism or the lower stage of communislll
Classes still remain, and will remain everywhere for years af
the proletariat's conquest of power. Perhaps in Britain, wheril
there is no peasantry (but where petty proprietors exist), t~
period may be shorter. The abolition of classes means, n ·
merely ousting the landowners and the capitalists -that i•
something we accomplished with comparative ease; it also meanar:
abolishing the small commodity producers, and they cannot bit:
ousted, or crushed; we must learn to live with them. They can (and'
must) be transformed and re-educated only by means of very
prolonged, slow, and cautions organisational work. They surround·
the proletariat on every side with a petty-bourgeois atmosphere,.
which permeates and corrupts the proletariat, and constantly.
causes among the proletariat relapses into peLty-bourgeois spin~
lessnoss, disunity, individualism, and alternating moods of exaltation and dejection. The strictest centralisation and discipline
are required wiLhin the political party of tho proletariat in order
to counteract this, in order that the organisational role of the
proletariat (and that is its principal role) may be exercised correctly,.
successfully and vicLoriously. The dictatorship of the proletariat
means a persistent struggle-bloody and bloodless, violent and
peaceful, military and economic, educational and administrativeagainst the forces and traditions of the old society. The force
of habit in millions and tens of millions is a most formidable
force. Without a party of iron that has been tempered in the struggle,· a party enjoying the confidence of all honest people in the
class in question, a party capable of watching and influencing
the mood of the masses, such a sLruggle cannot be waged successfully. It is a thousand times easier to vanquish the centralised
big bourgeoisie than to "vanquish" the millions upon million&
of petty proprietors; however, through their ordinary, everyday,
imperceptible, elusive and demoralising activities, they produce the very results which the bourgeoisie need and which
tend to restore the bourgeoisie. Whoever brings abouL even the
slightest weakening of tho iron discipline of the party of the proletariat (especially during its dictatorship), is actually aiding the
bourgeoisie against tho proletariat ....
In Western Europe aml America, parliament has become most
odious to the revolutionary vanguard of the working class. That
cannot be denied. It can readily be understood, for it is difficult
to imagine anything more infamous, vile or treacherous than the
behaviour of tho vast majprity of socialisL and Social-Democratic
parliamentary deputies during and after the war. It would, however, be not only unreasonable but actually criminal to yield to
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this mood when deciding how this generally recognised evil
should be fought. In many countries of Western Europe, the
revolutionary mood, we might say, is at present a "novelty''.
or a "rarity", which has all too long been vainly and impatiently
awaited; perhaps that is why people so easily yield to that mood.
Certainly, without a revolutionary mood among the ma5Ses,
and without conditions facilitating the growth of this mood,
revolutionary tactics will never develop into action. In Rnssia,
however, lengthy, painful and sanguinary experience has taught
us the truth that revolutionary tactics cannot be built on a revolutionary mood alone. Tactics must be based on a sober and 5trictly objective appraisal of all the class forces in a particular state
(and of the states that surround it, and of all states the world
over) as well as of the experience of revolutionary movements.
It is very easy to show one's "revolutionary" temper merely by
hurling abuse at parliamentary opportunism, or merely by repudiating participation in parliaments: its very ease, however,
cannot turn this into a solution of a difficult, a very difficult,
problem. It is far more difficult to create a really revolutionary
parliamentary group in a European parliament than it was in
llussia. That stands to reason. But it is only a particular expression of the general truth that it was easy for Russia, in the specific and historically unique situation of 1917, to start the socialist revolution, but it will be more difficult for Russia than for
Lhe European countries to continue the revolution and bring it to
its consummation. I had occassion to point this out already at
the beginning of 1918, and our experience of the past two years
has entirely confirmed the correctness of this view. Certain specific
conditions, viz., (1) the possibility of linking up the Soviet
revolution with the ending, as a consequence of this revolution,
of the imperialist war, which had exhausted the workers and
peasants to an incredible degree: (2) the possibility of taking
temporary advantage of the mortal conflict between the world's
two most powerful groups of imperialist robbers, who were unable
to unite against their Soviet enemy: (3) the possibility of enduring
a comparatively lengthy civil war, partly owing to the enormous
size of the country and to the poor means of communication:
(4) the existence of such a profound bourgeois-democratic revolutfonary movement among the peasantry that the party of the
proletariat was able to adopt the revolutionary demands of the
peasant party (the Socialist-Revolutionary Party, the majority
of whose members were definitely hostile to Bolshevism) and
realise them at once, thanks to tho conquest of political power by
the proletariat-all these specific conditions do not at present
exist in Western Europe, and 11 repetition of such or similar conditions will not occur so easily. Incidentally, apart from a number
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of other causes, that is why it is more difficult for Western Europe
to start a socialist revolution than it was for us. To attempt to
"circumvent"' this difficulty by "skipping" the arduous job of
utilising reactionary parliaments for revolutionary purposes
is absolutely childish. You want to create a new society, yet
you fear the difficulties involved in forming a good parliamentary
group made up of convinced, devoted and heroic Communists,
in a reactionary parliament! Is that not childish? If Karl Liebknecht in Germany and Z. Hi.iglund in Sweden were able, even
without mass support from below, to set examples of the truly
revolutionary utilisation of reactionary parliaments, why should
a rapidly growing revolutionary mass party, in the midst of the
post-war disillusionment and embitterment of the masses, be
unable to forge a communist group in the worst of parliaments?
It is because, in Western Europe, the backward masses of the
workers and-to an even greater degree-of the small peasants
are much more imbued with bourgeois-democratic and parliamentary prejudices than they were in Russia; because of that, it is
only from within such institutions as bourgeois parliaments that
Communists can (and must) wage a long and persistent struggle,
undaunted by any difficulties, to expose, dispel and overcome
these prejudices ....
The fundamental law of revolution, which has been confirmed
by all revolutions and especially by. all three Russian revolutions
in the twentieth century, is as follows: for a revolution to take
place it is not enough for the exploited and oppressed masses to
realise the impossibility of living in the old way, and demand
changes; for a revolution to take place it is essential that the
exploiters should not be able to live and rule in the old way.
It is only when the "lower classes"' do not want to live in the old way
and the "upper classes" cannot carry on in the old way that the
revolution can triumph. This truth can he expressed in other
words: revolution is impossible without a nation-wide crisis
(affecting both the exploited and the exploiters). 1t follows that,
for a revolution to take place, it is essential, first, that a majority
of the workers (or at least a majority of the class-conscious,
thinking, and politically active workers) should fully realise
that revolution is necessary, and that they should be prepared
to die for it; second, that the ruling classes should be going
through a governmental crisis, which draws eve11 the most backward masses into politics (symptomatic of any genuine revolution
is a rapid, tenfold and even hundredfold increase in the size of
the working and oppressed masses-hitherto apathetic-who are
capable of waging the political struggle), weakens the government,
and makes it possible,. for the revolutionaries to rapidly overthrow it ....
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But at the same time, the bourgeoisie secs practically only one
aspect of Bolshevism -insurrection, violence, and terror; it therefore strives to prepare itself for resistance and opposition primarily
in this field. It is possible that, in certain instances, in certain
countries, and for certain brief periods, it will succeed in this.
We must reckon with such an eventuality, and we have absolutely
nothing to fear if it docs sncceed. Communism is emerging in
positively every sphere of public life; its beginnings are to be
seen literally on all sides. The "contagion" (to use the favourite
metaphor of the bourgeoisie and the bourgeois police, the one
mostly to their liking) has very thoroughly penetrated the organism
and has completely permeated it. If special efforts are made
to block one of the channels, the "contagion" will find another
one, sometimes very unexpectedly. Life will assert itself. Let
the bourgeoisie rave, work itself into a frenzy, go to extremes,
commit follies, take vengeance on the Bolsheviks in advance,
and endeavour to kill off (as in India, Hungary, Germany, etc.)
more hundreds, thousands, and hundreds of thousands of yesterday's and tomorrow's Bolsheviks. In acting thus, the bourgeoisie
is acting as all historically doomed classes have done. Communists
should know that, in any case, the fnture belongs to them; therefore, we can (and must) combine the most intense passion in the
great revolutionary struggle, with the coolest and most sober
appraisal of the frenzied ravings of the bourgeoisie. The Russian
revolution was cruelly defeated in 1905; the Russian Bolsheviks
were defeated in July 1917; over 15,000 German Communists were killed as a result of the wily provocation and
cunning manoeuvres of Scheidemann and Noske, who were working
haad in glove with the bourgeoisie and the monarchist generals;
White terror is raging in Finland and Hungary. But in all cases
and in all countries, communism is becoming steeled and is
growing; its roots arc so deep that persecution does not weaken
or debilitate it, but only strengthens it. Only one thing is lacking
to enable us to march forward more confidently and firmly to
victory, namely, the universal and thorough awareness of all
Commnnists in all countries, of the necessity to display the
utmost flexibility in their tactics. The communist movement,
which is developing magnificently, now lacks, especially in the
advanced countries, this awareness and the ability to apply it in
practice.
That which happoned to such leaders of the Second International,
such highly erudite Marxists devoted to socialism as Kautsky,
Otto Bauer and others, could (and should) provide a useful
lesson. They fully appreciated the need for flexible tactics; they
themselves learned Marxist dialectic and taught it to others (and
much of what they have done in this field will always remain
42-IC87
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a valuable contribution to socialist literature); however, in the
application of this dialectic they committed such an error, or
proved to be so undialectical in practice, so incapable of taking
into acco11nt the rapid change of forms and the rapid acqnisition
of new content by the old forms, that their fate is not much more
enviable than that of Hyndman, Guesde and Plekhanov. The
principal reason for their bankruplcy was that they were hypnotised by a definite form of growt.h of the working-class movement
and socialism, forgot all abo11t the one-sidedness of that form,
were afraid to sec the break-up which objective conditions made
inevitable, and continued to repeat simple and, at firsl glance,
incontestable nxioms that had been learned by rote, like: "three
is more than two". But politics is more like algebra than arithmetic, and still more like higher than elementary mathematics. In
reality, all the old forms of the socialist movement have acquired
a new content, and, consequently, a new symbol, the "minus"
sign, has appeared in front of all the fignres; our wiseacres, however,
have stubbornly continued (and still continue) to persuade themselves and others that "minus three" is more than "minus two".
We must see to it that Communists do not make a similar
mistake, only in the opposite sense, or rather, we must see to
it that a similar mistake, only made in the opposite sense by
the "Left" Communists, is corrected as soon as possible and eliminated as rapidly and painlessly us pbssible. It is not only Right
doctrinairism that is erroneous; Left doctrinairism is erroneous
too. Of course, the mistake of Lefl doctrinairism in communism
is at present a thousand times less dangerous and less significant
than that of Right doctrinairism (i.e., social-chauvinism and
Kautskyism); but, after all, that is only due to the fact that
Left communism is a very young trend, is only just comiug into
being. lt is only for this reason that, under certain conditions,
the disease can be easily eradicated, and we must set to work
with the utmost energy to eradicate it.
The old forms burst asunder, for it turned out that their
new content-anti-proletarian and reactionary-had attained
an inordinate development. From the standpoinl of the development of international communism, our work today has such
a durable and powerful content (for Soviet power and the dictatorship of the proletariat) that it can and must manifest ilself in any
form, both new and old; it can and must regenerate, conquer
and subjugate all forms, not only the new, but also the old-not
for the purpose of reconciling itself with the old, but for the
purpose of making all and every form-new and old-a weapon
for the complete and irrevocable victory of communism.
The Communists mnst exert every effort to direct the worki11gclass movement and social development in general along the
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straightest and shortest road to the victory of Soviet power and
the dictatorship of the proletariat on a world-wide scale. That
is an incontestable truth. But it is enough to take one little step
farther-a step that might seem to be in the same directionanrl truth turns into error. We have only to say, as the German
and British Left Commnnists do, that we recognise only one road,
only the direct road, and that we will not permit tacking, conciliatory manoeuvres. or compromising-and it will be a mistake
which may cause, and in part has already caused a11d is causing,
very grave prejudice to communism. Right doctrinairism persisted
in recognising only the old forms, and became uUerly bankrupt,
for it did not notice the new content. Left doctrinairism persists
in the unconditional repudiation of certain old forms, failing
to see that the new content is forcing its way through all and
sundry forms, thaL it is our clnty as Communists to master all
forms, to learn how, with the maximum rapidity, to supplement
one form with another, to substitute one for another, and to adapt
our tactics to any such change that does not come from our class
or from our efforts.
World revolution has been so powerfully stimulated and accelerated by the horrors, vileness and abominations of the world
imperialist war and by the hopelessness of the situation created by
it, this revolution is developing in scope and depth with snch
splendid rapidity, with such a wonderful variety of changing
forms, with such an instructive practical refutation of all doctrinairism. that there is every reason to hope for a rapid and complete
recovery of the international communist movement from the
infantile disorder of "Left-wing" communism.
April 27, 1920
Written in April-May 1920
Published in pamphlet form,
in June 1920 in Petrograd
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A CONTRIBUTION TO THE IIISTORY
OF THE QUESTION OF THE DICTATORSHIP
(A Note)

The question of the dictatorship of the proletariat is the fundamental question of the modern working-class movement in all
capitalist countries without exception. To elucidate this question
fully, a knowledge of its history is required, On an international
scale, the history of the doctrine of revolutionary dictatorship
in general, and of the dictatorship of the proletariat in particular,
coincides with the history of revolutionary socialism, and especially with the history of .Marxism, Moreover-and this, of
course, is the most important thing .of all-the history of all
revolutions by the oppressed and exploited classes, against the
exploiters, provides the basic material and source of our knowledge
on the question of dictatorship. Whoever has failed to understand
that dictatorship is essential to the victory of any revolutionary
class has no nnderstandiug of the history of the revolutions, or else
does not want to know anything in this field,
\Vith reference to Russia, special importance attaches, as far
as theory is concerned, to the Programme of the Hussian
Social-Democratic Labour Party388 as drafted in 1902-03 by the
editorial board of Zarya and lskra, 3P9 or, more exactly, drafted
by G. Plekhanov, and edited, amended and endorsed by that
editorial board. In this Programme, the question of the dictatorship of the proletariat is stated in clear and definite terms, and,
moreover, is linked up with the struggle against Bernstein,
against opportunism. Most important of all, however, is of
course the experience of revolution, i.e., in the case of Russia,
tht> <>xperience of the year 1905.
The last three months of that year-October, November and
December -were a period of a remarkably vigorous and broad
mass revolutionary struggle, a period that saw a combination
of the two most powerful methods of that struggle: the mass
political strike and an armed uprising. (Let us note parenthetically that as far back as May 1905 the Bolshevik congress, the
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"Third Congress of the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party",
declared that "the task of organising the proletariat for dirrct
struggle against the autocracy by means of the armed uprising"
was "one of the major and most urgent tasks of the Party", and
instructed all Party organisations Lo "explain the role of mass
political strikes, which may be of great importance at the beginning and during the progress of the nprising".390)
For the first time in world history, the revolutionary struggle
attained such a high stage of development and such an impetus
that an armed uprising was combined with that specifically
proletarian weapon-the mass strike. This experience is clearly
of world significance to all proletarian revolutions. It was studied
by the Bolsheviks with the greatest attention and diligence
in both its political and its economic aspects. I shall mention
an analysis of the month-by-month statistics of economic and
political strikes in 1905, of the relations between them, aud
the level of development achieved by the strike struggle for
the first time in world history. This analysis was published by
me in 1910 and 1911 in the Prosveshcheniye journal, a summary
of it being given in Bolshevik periodicals brought out abroad at
the time. 391
The mass strikes and the armed uprisings raised, as a matter
of course, the question of the revolutionary power and dictatorship, for these forms of struggle inevitably led-initially on a local
scale-to the ejection of the old ruling authorities, to the seizure
of power by the proletariat and the other revolutionary classes,
to the expulsion of the landowners, sometimes to the seizure
of factories, and so on and so forth. The revolutionary mass
struggle of the time gave rise to organisations previously unknown
in world history, such as the Soviets of Workers' Deputies, followed
by the Soviets of Soldiers' Deputies, Peasants' Committees, and
the like. Thus the fundamental questions (Soviet power and
the dictatorship of the prolctariaL) that are now engaging the
minds of class-conscious workers all over the world were posed
in a practical form at the encl of 1905. While such outstanding
representatives of the revolutionary proletariat and of unfalsified
Marxism as Rosa Luxemburg, immediately realised the significance
of tbis practical experience and made a critical analysis of it
at ·meetings and in the press, the vast majority of the official
representatives of the official Social-Democratic and socialis\
parties -including both the reformists and people of the type
of the future "Kautskyites", "Longuetists", the followers of Hillquit in America, etc. -proved absolutely incapable of grasping
the significance o.f this experience and of performing their
duty as revolutionaries, i.e., of setting to work to study and
propagate the lessons of Lhis experience.
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Irr Russia, immediately after the defeat of the armed uprising
of December 1905, both the Bolsheviks and the Mensheviks set
to work to sum up this experience. This work was especially expedited by what was called the Unity Congress of the Russian
Social-Dernocr11tic Labour Party, held in Stockholm in April
1906, where both Merrsheviks arrd Bolsheviks392 were represented,
and formally united. The most energetic preparations for this
Congress were made by both these groups. Early in Hl06, prior
to the Congress, both groups pnblished drafts of their resolutions
on all the most important questions. These draft resolutions reprinted in my pamphlet, Report on the Unity Congress of the
R.S.D.L.P. (A Letter to the St. Petersburg Workers), Moscow,
19061(110 pages, nearly half of which are taken up with the draft
resolutions o[ both groups and with the resolutions finally adopted by the Congress) -provide the most important material for
a study of the question as it stood at the time.
By that time, the disputes as lo the significance of the Soviets
were already linked up with the qJiestioJI of dictatorship. The
Bolsheviks had raised the question of the dictatorship even prior
to the revolution of October 1905 (see my pamphlet Two Tactics
of Social-Democracy in the Democratic Revolution, Geneva, July
1905; reprinted iu u volume of collected articles entitled Twelve
Years). The Mensheviks took a negative stand with regard to the
"dictatorship" slogan; the Bolsheviks emphasised that the Soviets
of 'Vorkers' Deputies were"actually an embryo of a new revolutionary
power", as was literally said in the draft of the Bolshevik resolution (p. 92 of my Report). The .\1ensheviks acknowledged the
importance of the Soviets; they were in fayour of "helpiug to organise" them, etc., but they did not regard them as embryos of
revolutionary power, did not in general ~ay anything about
a "11ew revolutionary power"' of this or some similar type; and
flatly rejected the slogan of dictatorship. Tt will easily be seen that
this attitude to the question already contained the seeds of all
the present disagreements with the l\Iensheviks. It will also
be easily seen that. in their attitude to this question, the l\fensheviks (both Russia11 and non-Russian, such as the Kautskyites,
Louguelisls and the like) have been behaving like reformists
or opportunists, who recognise the proletarian revolution in word,
but in deed reject what is most essential arul furulamental in the
concept- of "revolution".
Even before the revoluLion of 1905, I analysed, in the aforementioned pamphlet, Two Tactics, th~ arguments of the .\fonsheviks, who accused me oI having "imperceptibly substituted
'dictatorship' for 'revolution'" (Twelve Years, p. 459). I showed
in detail thaL, by Lhis very accusation, Llm Mcnsheviks revealed
their opporlunism, their true political nature, as toadies Lo the
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liberal bourgeoisie and conductors of its influence in the ranks
of tlre proletariaL. When the revolution becomes an unquestioned
force, I said, even its opponents begin to "recognise the revolution";
arrd l pointed (irr the summer of 1905) to the example of the
Hussian liberals, who remained constitutional monarchists.
At presenL, in 1920, one might add that in Germany an<l ltaly
the liberal bo1Irgcois-or at least the most educated and adroit
of them-are ready to "recogrrise the revolution". Dut by "recognising" the revoluLion, and at the same time refusing to recognise
the dictatorship of a definite class (or of definite classes), the
Russian liberal$ and the Mensheviks of that time, arrd the presentday German and Italian liberals, Turatists and Kautskyites,
ha vc revealed their reformism, their absolute urrfitness to be revolntionaries.
lndeed, when the revolution has already become an urrquesLioned
force, when e\·en the liberals "recognise" it, and when the
ruling classes not only see but also feel the invincible might of the
oppressed masses, then the entire question-both to the theoreticians and the leaders of practical policy-reduces itself to an
exact class definition of the revolution. However, without the concept
of "dictatorship'', this precise class definition cannot be given.
One cannot be a rcvolt1tionary in fact unless one prepares for
<lictatorship. This truth was not understood in 1905 by the
Mcnsheviks, and it is not understood in 1920 by the Italian,
Gnman, French arrd other socialists, who are afraid of the severe
"conditions·· of Lhe Communist International3 93; this truth is
feared by people who are capable of recognising the dictatorship
in word, but are incapable of preparing for it in deed. IL will
therefore not be irrelevant to quote at length the explanation
of l\larx's views, which I published in July 1905 in opposition
lo the Russian Menslreviks,. but is equally applicable to the
West-European Mensheviks of 1920. (Irrstead of giving titles
of newspapers, etc., I shall merely indicate whether Mensheviks
or Dolsheviks arc referred to.)
"In his notes to Marx's articles in Die Neue Rheinische Zeitung
of 1848, }fohriug tells us that one of the reproaches levelled at
this newspaper by bourgeois publications was that it had allegedly
deimrnded 'the immediate introduction of a dictatorship as the
i;ole means of achieving democracy' (Marx, Nachlass, VoL III,
p. :i3). From tho vulgar bourgeois standpoint the terms of dictator~hip and democracy are mutually exclusive. Failing Lo urrderstaud the theory of class struggle and accustomed to seeing in the
political arena the petty squabbling of the various bourgeois
circles and coteries, the bourgeois understands by dictatorship
the annulment of all liberties and guarantees of democracy,
arbitrariness of every kind, and every sort of abuse of power,
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in a dictator's personal interests. In fact, it is precisely this
vulgar bourgeois view that is to be observed among our Mensheviks, who attribute the partiality of the Bolsheviks for the slogan
of 'dictatorship' to Lenin's 'passionate desire to try his luck'
(Iskra No. 103, p. 3, column 2). In order to explain to the Mensheviks the meaning of the term class dictatorship as distinct
from a personal dictatorship, and the tasks of a democratic
dictatorship as distinct from a socialist dictatorship, it would
not be amiss to dwell on the views of Die Neue Rheinische Zel.tung.
'"After a revolution,' Die Neue Rheinische Zeitung3 94 wrote
on September 14, 1848, •every provisional organisation of the
state requires a dictatorship, and an energetic dictatorship at that.
From the very beginning we have reproached Camphausen [the
head of the Ministry after March 18, 18481 for not acting dictato~
rially, for not having immediately smashed up and eliminated
the remnants of the old institutions. And while Herr Camphausen
was lulling himself with constitutional illusions, the defeated
party [i.e., the party of reaction) strengthened its positions in the
bureaucracy and in the army, and here and there even began to
venture upon open struggle. '395
"These words, Mehring justly remarks, sum up in a few propositions all that was propounded ill' detail in Die Neue Rheinische
Zeitung in long articles on the Camphausen Ministry. What do
these words of Marx tell us? That a provisional revolutionary
government must act dictatorially (a proposition which the
Mensheviks were totally unable to grasp since they were fighting
shy of the slogan of dictatorship), and that the task of such a dictatorship is to destroy the remnants of the old institutions (which is
precisely what was clearly stated in the resolution of the Third
Congress of the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party [Bolsheviks) on the struggle against counter-revolution, and
was omitted in the Mensheviks' resolution as shown above).
Third, and last, it follows from these words that Marx castigated the bourgeois democrats for entertaining •constitutional illusions' in a period of revolution and open civil war.
The meaning of these words becomes particularly obvious
from the article in Die Neue Rheinische Zeitung ·of June 6,
1848.
'"A Constituent National Assembly,' Marx wrote, 'must first
of all be an active, revolutionary active assembly. The Frankfurt
Assernbly,m however, is busying itself with school exercises
in parliamentarianism while allowing the government to act.
Let us assume that this learned assembly succeeds, after mature
consideration, in evolving the best possible agenda and the best
consLitution, but what is the use of the best possible agenda and
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of the best possible constitution, if the German governments have
in the meantime placed the bayonet on the agenda?' ·
"That is the meaning of the slogan: dictatorship ....
"Major questions in the life of nations are settled only by force.
The reactionary classes themselves arc usually the first to resort
to violence, to civil war; they are the first to •place the bayonet
on the agenda', as the Russian autocracy has systematically
and unswervingly been doing everywhere ever since January 9. 397
And since such a situation has arisen, since the bayonet has really
become the main point on the political agenda, since insurrection
has proved imperative and urgent-the constitutional illusions
and school exercises in parliamentarianism become merely a screen
for the bourgeois betrayal of the revolution, a screen to conceal
the fact that the bourgeoisie is 'recoiling' from the revolution.
l t is precisely the slogan of dictatorship that the genuinely revolutionary class must advance, in that case."
That was how the Bolsheviks reasoned on the dictatorship
before the revolution of October 1905.
After the experience of this revolution, I made a detailed study
of the question of dictatorship in the pamphlet, The Victory of
the Cadets and the Tasks of the Workers' Party, St. Petersburg,
1906 (the pamphlet is dated March 28, 1906). I shall quote the
most important arguments from this pamphlet, only substituting
for a number of proper names a simple indication as to whether
the reference is to the Cadets or to the Mensheviks. Generally
speaking, this pamphlet was directed against the Cadets, 398 and
partly also against the non-party liberals, the semi-Cadets, and
the semi-Mensheviks. Ilut, actually speaking, everything said
therein about dictatorship applies in fact to the Meusheviks,
who were coustantly sliding to the Cadets' position on this question.
"At the moment when the firing in Moscow was subsiding, and
when the military and police dictatorship was indulging in its
savage orgies, when repressions and mass torture were raging
all over Russia, voices were raised in the Cadet press against
the use of force by the Lefts, and against the strike committees organised by the revolutionary parties. The Cadet professors on the Dubasovs' pay roll, who are peddling their
science, went to the length of translating the word 'dictatorship' by the words 'reinforced security'. These •men of science'
even distorted their high school Latin in order to discreclit the
revolutionary struggle. Please note once and for all, you Cadet
gentlemen, that dictatorship means unlimited power, based on
force, and not on law. In civil war, any victorious power can
only be a dictatorship. The point is, however, that there is the
dictatorship of a minority over the majority, the dictatorship
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in a dictator's personal interests. In fact, it is
vulgar bourgeois view that is to be observed among our Men~
viks, who attribute the partiality of the Bolsheviks for the slog i i
of 'dictatorship' to Lenin's 'passionate desire to try his luekl
(Iskra No. 103, p. 3, column 2). In order to explain to the Me~
sheviks the meaning of the term class dictatorship as disti.nci
from a personal dictatorship, and the tasks of a democrati ·
dictatorship as distinct from a socialist dictatorship, it wou1l.
not be amiss to dwell on the views of Die Neue Rheinische Zdf
tung.
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'"After a revolution,' Die Neue Rheinische Zeitungaec wro~·
on September 14, 1848, 'every provisional organisation of the
state requires a dictatorship, and an energetic dictatorship at tha•i
From the very beginning we have reproached Camphausen [thf
head of the Ministry after March 18, 18481 for not acting dictate.!
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party [i.e., the party of reaction] strengthened its positions in t "
bureaucracy and in the army, and here and there even began iii
venture upon open struggle. '385
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"These words, Mehring justly remarks, sum up in a few pro~
sitions all that was propounded in· detail in Die Neue Rheiniichfl:.
Zeitung in long articles on the Camphausen :Ministry. What ~
these words of Marx tell us? That a provisional revolutiona~.
government must act dictatorially (a proposition which t~
Mensheviks were totally unable to grasp since they were fightiuf
shy of the slogan of dictatorship), and that the task of such a diet....,
torship is to destroy the remnants of the old institutions (which it'
precisely what was clearly stated in the resolution of the Th~
Congress of the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party [Bolii,;
sheviksl on the struggle against counter-revolution, and\
was omitted in the Mensheviks' resolution as shown above),,
Third, and last, it follows from these words that Marx casti,.
gated the bourgeois democrats for entertaining 'constitution-'
al illusions' in a period of revolution and open civil war"!
The meaning of these words becomes particularly obvioUll:
from the article in Die Neue Rheinische Zeitung ·of June 61··
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"'A Constituent National Assembly,' Marx wrote, •must firsi
of all be an active, revolutionary active assembly. The Frank~urS
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in parliamentarianism while allowing the government to ac;
Let us assume that this learned assembly succeeds, after matu •
consideration, in evolving the best possible agenda and the besd
constitution, but what is the use of the best possible agenda an
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of the best possible constitution, if the German governments have
in the meantime placed the bayonet on the agenda?' ·
"That is the meaning of the slogan: dictatorship ....
"Major questions in the life of nations arc settled only by force.
The reactionary classes themselves are usually the first to resort
to violence, to civil war; they are the first to 'place the bayonet
011 the agenda', as the Russian autocracy has systematically
nnd unswervingly been doing everywhere ever since January 9. 397
And since such a situation has arisen, since the bayonet has really
become the main point on the political agenda, since insurrection
has proved imperative and urgent -the constitutional illusions
and school exercises in parliamentarianism become merely a screen
for the bourgeois betrayal of the revolution, a screen to conceal
the fact that the bourgeoisie is 'recoiling' from the revolution.
It is precisely the slogan of dictatorship that the genuinely revolutionary class must advance, in that case."
That was how the Bolsheviks reasoned on the dictatorship
before the revolution of October 1905.
After the experience of this revolution, I made a detailed study
of the question of dictatorship in the pamphlet, The Victory of
the Cadets and the Tasks of the Workers' Party, St. Petersburg,
1906 (the pamphlet is dated March 28, 1906). I shall quote the
most important arguments from this pamphlet, only substituting
for a number of proper names a simple indication as to whether
the reference is to the Cadets or to the Mensheviks. Generally
speaking, this pamphlet was directed against the Cadets, 398 and
partly also against the non-party liberals, the semi-Cadets, and
the semi-Mensheviks. But, actually speaking, everything said
therein about dictatorship applies in fact to the Mensheviks,
who were constantly sliding to the Cadets' position on this question.
"At the moment when the firing in Moscow was subsiding, and
when the military and police dictatorship was indulging in its
savage orgies, when repressions and mass torture were raging
all over Russia, voices were raised in the Cadet press against
the use of force by the Lefts, and against the strike committees organised by the revolutionary parties. The Cadet professors on the Dubasovs' pay roll, who are peddli11g their
science, went to the length of translating the word 'dictatorship' by the words 'reinforced security'. These 'men of science'
q·eu distorted their high school Latin in order to discredit the
reyolutionary struggle. Please note once and for all, you Cadet
gentlemen, that dictatorship means unlimited power, based on
force, and not on law. Jn civil war, any victorious power can
0 ~ly be a dictatorship. The point is, however, that there is the
dictatorship of a minority over the majority, the dictatorship
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o[ a handful of police officials over the people; and there is the
dictatorship of the overwhelming majority of the people over
a handful of tyrants, robbers and usurpers of the people's power.
By their vulgar distortion of tho scientific concept 'dictatorship',
by their outcries against the violence of the Left at a time when
the Right are resorting to the most lawless and outrageous
violence the Cadet gentlemen have given striking evidence of the
position the 'compromisers' take in the intense revolutionary
struggle. When the struggle fl.ares up, the 'compromiser' cravenly
runs for cover. When the revolutionary people are victorious
(October 17), the 'compromiser' creeps out of his hiding-place,
boastfully preens himself, shouting and raving until he is hoarse:
•That was a "glorious~ political strike!' But when victory goes
to the counter-revolution, the 'compromiser' begins to heap
hypocritical admonitions and edifying counsel on the vanquished.
The successful strike was 'glorious'. The defeated strikes were
criminal, mad, senseless, and anarchistic. The defeated insurrection was folly, a riot of surging elements, barbarity and stupidity.
In short, his political conscience and political wisdom prompt
the 'compromiser' to cringe before the side that for the moment
is the strongest, to get in the way of the combatants, hindering
ftrst one side and then the other, to tone down the struggle and
to blunt the revolutionary consciousness of the people who are
waging a desperate struggle for freedum."
To proceed. It would be highly opportune at this point to quote
the explanations on tho question of dictatorship, directed against
Mr. R. Blank. In 1906, this R. Blank, in a newspaper actually
Menshevik though formally non-partisan,3 99 sot forth the Mensheviks' views and extolled their errorts "to direct the Russian
Social-Democratic movement along the path that is being followed
by the whole of the international Social-Democratic movement,
led by the great Social-Dcimocratic Party of Germany".
In other words, like the Cadets, R. Blank contraposed the
Bolsheviks, as unreasonable, non-Marxist, rebel, etc., revolutionaries, to the "reasonable" Monsheviks, and presented the
German Social-Democratic Party as a :Ylenshevik party as well.
This is the usual method of the international trend of socialliberals. pacifists. etc., who in all countries extol the reformists
uud opportunists, the Kaati<kyites and the Longuetists. as
'"reaoonable" socialists in contrast with the "madness" of the
Bol~heviks.

This is how I answered l\lr. R. Blank in the above-mentioned
pamphlet of 1906:
"Mr. Blank compares two periods of the Russian revolution.
The first period covers approximately October-December 1905.
This is the period of the revolutionary whirlwind. The second
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is the present period, which, of course, we have a right to call
the period of Cadet victories in the Duma elections, or, perhaps,
if we take the risk of running ahead somewhat, Ure period of
a Cadet Duma. 400
"Regarding this period, Mr. Blank says that the turn of intellect and reason has come again, and it is possible to res11me deliberate, methodical and systematic activities. On the other hand,
~lr. Blank describes Lhe first period as a period iu which theory
diverged from pracLice. All Social-Democratic principles and
ideas vanished; the taclics that had always been advocated by
the founders of Russian Social-Democracy were forgotten, and
even the very pillars of the Social-Democratic world outlook were
uprooted.
".\fr. Blank's main assertion is merely a statement of fact:
the whole theory of Marxism diverged from 'practice' in the
period of the re\·olutionary whirlwind.
"ls that true? Whut is the first and main '1>illar' of .\larxist
theory? It is that Lhe only thoroughly revoluUonary class in
modern society, and therefore, the advanced class in every revolution, is the proletariat. The quesLion is then: has Lhe revolutionary
whirlwind uprootecl this 'pillar' of the Social-Democratic world
outlook? On the coutrary, the whirlwind has vindicated it in the
mosL brilliant fashioIJ. IL was the proleLariat thut was the main
and, at first, almosL the only fighter in this period. For the fil'st
time in history. perhaps, a bourgeois revolution wus markecl by
the employment of a purely proletarian weapon, i.e .. the mass
political sLrike, on a scale unprecedented even in the most developed capitalisL countries. The proletariat marched iuto battle
that was definitely revolutionary, at a time when the Str·uves
and the Blanks were calling for participation in the Bulygin
D11ma'01 and when the Cadet professors were exhorting the stude11ts
Lo keep to their studies. With its proletarian weapon, the proletariat won for Russia the whole of that so-called 'constitution',
which since then has only been mutilated, chopped about and
curtailed. The proletariat in October 1905 employed those tactics
of struggle that six months before had been laid down in the resoluLion of the Bolshevik Third Congress of the Rus~ian Social-Democratic Labour Party, which had strongly emphasised the necessity
of combining the mass political sLrike with insurrection; and
it is this combinaLion that characterises the whole period of the
•revolutionary whirlwind', the whole of tho lust quarter of 1905.
Thus our ideologist of potty bourgeoisie has distorted reality
in the most brazen and glaring manner. He has not cited a Riuglo
fact to prove that :Marxist theory diverged from practical ex porience
in the period of the 'revolutionary whirlwind'; he has tried to
obscure the main feature of this whirlwind, which most brilliantly
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confirmed the correctness of 'all Social-Democratic principles
and ideas', of 'all the pillars of the Social-Democratic world
outlook'.
"But what was the real reason that induced Mr. Blank t1>
come to the monstrously wrong conclusion that all Marxist
principles and ideas vanished in the period of the 'whirlwind'?
It is very interesting to examine this circumstance; it still further
exposes the real nature of philistinism in politics.
"What is it that mainly distinguished the period of the 'revolutionary whirlwind' from the present •Cadet' period, as regards
the various forms of political activity and the various methods
by which the people make history? first and mainly it is that.
during the period of the 'whirlwind' certain special methods
of making history were employed which are foreign to other
periods of political life. The following were the inost important.
of these methods: 1) the 'seizure' by the people of political libertyits exercise without any rights and laws, and without any limitations (freedom of assembly, even if only in the universities, freedom of the press, freedom of association, the holding of congresses,
etc.); 2) the creation of new organs of revolutionary authoritySoviets of Workers', Soldiers', Railwaymen's and Peasants'
Deputies, new rural and urban authorities, and so on, and so
forth. These bodies were set up exclusively by the revolutionary
sections of the people, they were formed irrespective of all laws
and regulations, entirely in a revolutionary way, as a produc\
ofthe native genius of the people, as a manifestation of the independent activity of the people which had rid itself, or was ridding
itself, of its old police fetters. Lastly, they were indeed organs
of authority, for all their rudimentary, spontaneous, amorphous
and diffuse character, in composition and in activity. They acted
as a government, when, for example, they seized printing plants
(in St. Petersburg), and arrested police officials who were preventing the revolutionary people from exercising their rights (such
cases also occurred in St. Petersburg, where the new organ of
authority concerned was weakest, and where the old government
was strongest). They acted as a government when they appealed
to the whole people to withhold money from the old government.
They confiscated the old government's funds (the railway strike
committees in the South) and used them for the needs of the new,
the people's government. Yes, these were undoubtedly the embryos
of a new, people's or, if you will, revolutionary government.
In their social and political character, they were the rudiments
of the dictatorship of the revolutionary elements of the people.
This surprises you, l\fr. Blank and Mr. Kiesewetter. You do not
see here the 'reinforced security', which for the bourgeois is
tantamount to dictatorship? We have already told you that you
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have not the faintest notion of the scientific concept 'dictatorship'.
We will explain it to you in a moment; but first we will deal
with the third 'method' of activity in the period of the 'revolutionary whirlwind': the use by the people of force against those who
used force against the people.
"The org1ms of authority that we have described represented
'll dictatorship in embryo, for they recognised no other authority,
no law and no standards, no matter by whom established. Author•
ity-unlimited, outside the law, and based on force in the most
direct sense of the word-is dictatorship. But the force on which
this new authority was based, and sought to base itself, was
not the force of bayonets usurped by a handful of militarists,
uot the power of the 'police force', not the power of money, nor
the power of any previously established institutions. It was
nothing of the kind. The· new organs of authority possessed
ueitb.er arms. nor money, nor old institutions. Their power.can you imagine it, Mr. Blank and Mr. Kiesewetter? -had nothing
in common with the old instruments of power, nothing in common
with 'reinforced security', if we do not have in mind the reinforced
security established to protect the people from the tyranny of
;the police and of the other organs of the old regime.
"What was the power based on, then? It was based on the mass
'Uf the people. That is the main feature that distinguished this
new authority from all preceding organs of the old regime. The
latter were the instruments of the rule of the minority over the
people, over the masses of workers and peasants. The former
was an instrument of the rule of the people, of the workers and
peasanls, over the minority, over a handful of police bullies,
-0ver a handful of privileged nobles and government officials.
That is the difference between dictatorship over the people and
dictatorship of the revolutionary people: mark this well, Mr. Blank
and l\lr. Kiesewetter! As the dictatorship of a minority, the old
regime was able to maintain itself solely wilh the aid of police
devices, solely by preve11ting the masses of the people from taking
part in the government, 1md from supervising the government.
Thi! old authority persislently distrusted the masses, feared the
light. maintained itself by deception. As the dictatorship of the
overwhelming majority, the new authority maintained itself
and could 111/lintain itself solely because it enjoyed the confidence
of the vast masses, solely because it, in the freest, widest, and
most resolute manner, enlisted all the mass in the task of government. It concealed nothing, it had no secrets, no regulations,
no formalities. It said, in effect: are you a working man? Do you
waut to fight to rid Russia of the gang of police bullies? You
are our comrade. Elect your deputy. Elect him at once, immedi.ately, whichever way you think best. We will willingly and gladly
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accept him as a full member of our Soviet of Workers' Deputies, PC'asant Committee, Soviet of Soldiers' Deputies, and
so forth. It was all authority open to all, it carried out all its
functioJI.~ before tho eyes of the masses, was accessible to the
masses, sprang directly from the masses; and was a direct and!
immediate instrrrment of the popular masses, of their will.
Such was the new authority, or, to be exact, ils embryo, for the
victory of the old authority trampled down the shoots of this
young plant very soon.
"Perhaps, Mr. Blank or l\lr. Kiesewetter, you will ask: why
'dictatorship', why 'force'? Is it necessary for a vast mass to us&
force against a handful? Cun tens and hundreds of millions b&
dictators over a thousand or ten thousand?
"That question is usually put by people who for the first time
hear the term 'dictatorship' used in what to them is a new connotation. People are accustomed to see only a police authority and
only a police dictatorship. The idea that there can be goverIJment
without any police, or that dictatorship need uot be a police
dictatorship, seems strange to them. You say that millions.
need not resort to force against thousands? You are mistaken;.
anrl your mistake ar.ises from the fact that you do not regard
a phenomenon in its process of development. You forget that
the new authority does not drop from. the skies, but grows up,
arises parallel with, and in opposition to the old authority, in
struggle against it. Unless force is used against tyrants armed
with the weapons and instruments of power, the people cannot
be liberated from tyrants.
"Herc is a very simple analogy, Mr. Blank and '.\Ir. KiC'sewet.ter,
which will help you to grasp this idea, which seems so remote·
and •fantastic' to the Cadet mind. Let us suppose that Avramov
is injuring and torturing Spiridonova. Orr Spiridonova's side,
let us say, are tens and hundreds of unarmed people. On Avramov's.
side there is a handful of Cossacks. What would the people do·
if Spiridonova were being tortured, not in a dungeon but in public?·
They would resort to force againsl Avrumov and his body-guard.
Perhaps they would sacrifice a few of their comrades, shot down
by Avramov; but in the long run they would forcibly disarm
Avramov and his Cossacks, and in all probability would kill
on the spot some of these brutes in human form; they would
chip the rest into some gaol to prevent them from committing
any more outrages and lo bring them to judgement before the
people.
"So you see, Mr. Blank and Mr. Kiesewetter, when Avramov
and his Cossacks torlure Spiridouovu, that is military and police
dictatorship over the people. When a revolutionary people (that
is to say, a people ca1n1ble of fighting the tyrants, and not only·
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of(exhorting, admonishing, regretting, condemning, whining and
whimpering; not a philistine narrow-minded, but a revolutionary
people) resorts to force against Avramov and the Avramovs, that
is a dictatorship of Lhe revolutionary people. It is a dictatorship,
because it is the authority of the people over Avramov, an authority
unrestricted by any laws (the philistines, perhaps, would be
opposed to rescuing Spiridonova from Avrarnov by force, thinking
it to be against the 'law'. They would no doubt ask: Js there a 'law'
that permits the killing of A vramov? Have not some philistine
ideologists built up the 'resist not evil' theory?). The scientific
term 'dictatorship' means nothing more nor less than authority
untrammeled by any laws, absolutely unrestricted by any rules
whatever, and based dirt>ctly on force. The term 'dictator~hip'
has no other meaning but this-mark this well, Cadet gentlemen.
Again, in the analogy we have drawn, we sec the dictatorship
of the people, because the people, the mass of the population,
unorganiscd, 'casually' assembled at the given spot, itself appears
on the scene, exercises justice and metes out punishment, exercises
power and creates a new, revolutionary law. Lastly, it is the dictatorship of the revolutionary people. Why only of the revolutionary,
ancl not of the whole people? Because among the whole people,
co1Istantly suffering, and most cruelly, from the brutalities of
the Avramovs, there arc some who are physically cowed and
Lerrill:ed; I.here are some who are morally degraded by the 'resist
1IOt evil' theory, for example, or simply degraded not by theory,
but by prejudice, habit, routine; and there are indifferent people,
whom we call philistines, petty-bourgeois people who are more
inclined to hold aloof from intense struggle, to pass by or even
to hide themselves (for fear of getting mixed up in the fight and
getting hurt). That is why the dictatorship is exercised. not by
the whole people, but by the revolutionary people who, however,
do not shun the whole people, who explain to all the people
tlic motives of their actions in all their details. and who willingly
enlist the whole people not only in 'administering' the state,
but in governing it too, and indeed in organising the state.
"Thus oursimple analogy contains all the elements of the scientific
concept 'dictatorship of the revolutionary people', and also of
the concept •military and police dictatorship'. We can now pass
froin this simple analogy, which even a learned Cadet professor
can grasp, to the more complex clevelopmenLs of social life.
"HevoluLion, in the strict and direct sense of the word, is a period
in the life of a people when the anger accumulated during centuries
of Avramov brutaliLics breaks forth into actions, not merely into
words; aud into the action~ of millions of the people, noL merely
of individuals. Tho people awaken and rise up to rid themselves
of the Avramovs. The people rescue the countless numbers of
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Spiridonovas in Russia·n life from the Avramovs, use foree·
against the Avramovs, and establish their authority over the
Avramovs. Of course, this does not take place so easily, and no&.
•all at once', as it did in our analogy, simplified for Professor
Kiesewetter. This struggle of the people against the Avramovs ·.
a struggle in the strict and direct sense of the word, this act 0
the people in throwing the Avramovs off their backs, stretches·
over months and years of 'revolutionary whirlwind'. This act·
of the people in throwing the Avra mo vs off their backs is the real
content of what is called the great Russian revolution. This act
regarded from the standpoint of the methods of making history'.
takes place in the forms we have just described in discussing th~,
revolutionary whirlwind, namely: the people seize political free.·
dom, that is, the freedom which the Avramovs had prevented
them from exercising; the people create a new, revolutionary
authority, authority over tho Avramovs, over the tyrants of the
old police regime; the people use force against the Avramovs
in order to remove, disarm and make harmless these wild dogs,
all the Avramovs, Durnovos, Dubasovs, Mins, etc., etc.
"Is it good that the people should apply such unlawful, irregular,
unmethodical and unsystematic methods of struggle as seizing
their liberty and creating a new, formally unrecognised and revolutionary authority, that it should use force against the oppressors
of the people? Yes, it is very good. It is the supreme manifestation
of the people's struggle for liberty. It marks that great period
when the dreams of liberty cherished by the best men and women
of Russia come true, when liberty becomes the cause of the masses
of the people, and not merely of individual heroes. It is as good
as the rescue by the crowd (in our analogy) of Spiridonova from
Avramov, and the forcible disarming of Avramov and making
him harmless.
"But this brings us to the very pivot of the Cadets' hidden
thoughts and apprehensions. A Cadet is the ideologist of the
philistines precisely because he looks at politics, at the liberation
of the whole people, at revolution, through the spectacles of that
same philistine who, in our analogy of the torture of Spiridonova
by Avramov, would try to restrain the crowd, advise it not to
break the law, not to hasten to rescue the victim from the hands
of the torLnrer, since he is acting in the name of the law. In our
analogy, of course, that philistine would be morally a monster;
but in social life as a whole, we repeat, the philistine monster
is not an individual, but a social phenomenon, conditioned,
perhaps, by the deep-rooted prejudices of the bourgeois-philistine
theory of law.
"Why does Mr. Blank hold it as self-evident that all Marxist
principles were forgotten during the period of 'whirlwind ?

i·
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J3ocause he distorts Marxism into Brentanoism, 402 and thinks
that such 'principles' as the seizure of liberty, the establishment
of revolutionary authority and the use of force by the people are
not Marxist. This idea rnns through the whole of ;\fr. Illank's
article; and not only Mr. Blank's, but the articles of all the
Cadets, and of all the writers in the liberal and radical camp who,
today, are praising Plekhanov for his love of the Cadets; all of
them, right up to the Ilernsteinians of Bez Zaglaviya,m the
Prokopoviches, Kuskovas and tutti quanti.
"Let us see how this opinion arose and why it was bound to arise.
"It arose directly out of the Bernsteinian or, to put it more
broadly, the opportunist concepts of the West-European SocialDemocrats. The fallacies of these concepts, which Lhe 'orthodox'
Marxists in Western Europe have been systematically exposing
dl along the line, are now being smuggled into Russia 'on the
sly', in a different dressing and on a different occasion. The
13ernsLeinians accepted and accept Marxism minus its directly
revolutionary aspect. They do not regard the parliamentary
sLruggle as one of the weapons particularly suitable for definite
historical periods, but as the main and almost the sole form of
sLruggle making •force', 'seizure', •dictatorship' unnecessary.
H is this vulgar philistine distortion of Marxism that the
Blanks and other liberal eulogisers of Plekhanov are now smuggling
into Russia. They have become so accustomed to this distortion
that they do not even think it necessary to prove that Marxist
principles and ideas were forgotten in the period of the revolutionary
whirlwind.
"Why was such an opinion bound to arise? Because it accords
very well with the class standing and interests of the petLy bourgeoisie. The ideologists of 'purified' bourgeois society agree with
all the methods 1 sed by the Social-Democrats in their struggle
except those to which the revolutionary people resort in the period
of a 'whirlwind', and which revolutionary Social-Democrats
approve of and help in using. The inLerests of the bourgeoisie
demand that the proletariaL should take part ln the strnggle
against the autocracy, but only in a way that does not lead to the
supremacy of the proletariat and the peasantry, and does not
complcLely eliminate tho old, feudal-autocratic aml police organs
of state power. The bourgeoisie wants to preserve these organs,
only establishing its direct control over them. It needs them
against the proletariat, whose sLruggle wonld be too greatly
facilitated if they were compleLely abolished. That is why Lire
interests of the bourgeoisie as a class require both a monarchy
and an Upper Chamber, and the prevention of the dictaLorship
of the rcvoluLionary people. Fight the autocracy, the bourgeoisie
says to the proletariat, but do not touch the old organs of state
43-1087
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power, for I need them. Fight in a 'parliamentary' way, that is,
within the limits that we will prescribe by argeement with the '
monarchy. Fight with the aid of organisations, only not organisations like general strike commitces, Soviets of Workers', Soldiers•
Deputies, etc., but organisations that are recognised, restricte.t
antl made safe for capital by a law that we shall pass by agreement
with the monarchy.
"It is clear, therefore, why the bourgeoisie speaks with disdain,
contempt, anger and hatred about the period of the •whirlwind',
and with rapture, ecstasy and boundless philistine infatuation
for ... reaction, about the period of constitutionalism as protected
by Dubasov. It is once again that constant, invariable quality
of the Cadets: seeking to lean on the people and at the same time
dreading their revolutionary initiative.
"It is also clear why the bourgeoisie is in such mortal fear of
a repetition of the 'whirlwind', why it ignores and obscures the
elements of the new revolutionary crisis, why it fosters constitutional illusions and spreads them among the people.
"Now we have fully explained why Mr. Blank and his like
declare that in the period of the 'whirlwind' all Marxist principles
and ideas were forgotten. Like all philistines, Mr. Blank accepts·
Marxism minus its revolutionary aspect; he accepts Social-Democratic methods of struggle minus the most revolutionary and
directly revolutionary methods.
·
"Mr. Blank's attitude towards the period of 'whirlwind' is
extremely characteristic as an illustration of bourgeois failure
to understand proletarian movements, bourgeois horror of acute
and resolute struggle, bourgeois hatred for every manifestation
of a radical and directly revolutionary method of solving social
historical problems, a method that breaks up old [institutions.
Mr. Blank has betrayed himself and all his bourgeois narrowmindedness. Somewhere he heard and read that during the period
of whirlwind the Social-Democrats made 'mistakes' -and he
had hastened to conclude, and to declare with self-assurance,
in tones that brook no contradiction and require no proof, that
all the 'principles' of Marxism (of which he has not the least
notion!) were forgotten. As for these 'mistakes', we will remark:
Has there been a period in the development of the working-class
movement, in the development of Social-Democracy, when
no mistakes were made, when there was no deviation to the right
or the lort? ls not the history of the parliamentary period o[ the
struggle waged by the German Social-Democratic Party-the
period which all narrow-minded bourgeois all over the world
regard as the utmost limit-filled with such mistakes? If Mr. Blank
were not an utter ignoramus on problems of socialism, he would
easily call to mind Miilberger, Diihring, the Dampfersubvention404
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question, the •Youth', 40s and Bernsteiniad4°B and many, many more.
But Mr. Blank is not interested in studying the actual course
of development of the Social-Democratic movement; all he wants
is to minimise the scope of the proletarian struggle in order to
exalt the bourgeois paltriness of his Cadet Party.
"Indeed, if ·we examine the question in the light of the deviations
that the Social-Democratic movement has made from its ordinary,
'normal' course, we shall see that even in this respect there was
·more and not less solidarity and ideological integrity among
the Social-Democrats in the period of •revolutionary whirlwind'
than there was before it. The tactics adopted in the period of
•whirlwind' did not further estrange the two wings of the SocialDemocratic Party, but brought them closer together. Former
disagreements gave way to unity of opinion on the question of
armed uprising. Social-Democrats of both factions were active
in the Soviets of Workers' Deputies, these peculiar instruments
of embryonic revolutionary authority; they drew the soldiers
and peasants into these Soviets, they issued revolutionary manifestos jointly with the petty-bourgeois revolutionary parties.
Old controversies of the pre-revolutionary period gave way to
unanimity on practical questions. The upsurge of the revolutionary
tide pushed aside disagreement~, compelling Social-Democrats
to adopt militant tactics; it swept the question of the Duma into
the background and put the question of insurrection on the order
of the day; and it brought closer together the Social-Democrats
and revolutionary bourgeois democrats in carrying out immediate
tasks. In Severny Golos, the Mensheviks, jointly with the BolsheYiks, called for a general strike and insurrection; and they called
upon the workers to continue this struggle until they had captured
power. The revolutionary sitµation itself suggested practical
slogans. There were arguments only over matters of detail in the
appraisal of events: for example, Nachalo regarded the Soviets
of Workers' Deputies as organs of revolutionary local self-government, while Novaya Zhizn407 regarded them as embryonic organs
of revolutionary state power that united the proletariat with
the revolutionary democrats. N achalo inclined towards the dictatorship of the proletariat. Novaya Zhiz.n advocated the democratic
dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry. But have not
disagreements of this kind been observed at every stage of development of every socialist party in Europe?
"Mr. B1ank's misrepresentatiou of the facts and his gross
distortion of recent history arc nothing more nor less than
a sample of the smug bourgeois banality, for which periods
of revolutionary whirlwind seem folly ('all principles are forgotteu', •even intellect and reason almost vanish'), while periods
of suppression of revolution and philistine 'progress' (protected
43*
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by the Dubasovs) seem to be periods of reasonable, deliberate
and methodical activity. This comparative appraisal of two periods
(the period of •whirlwind' and the Cadet period) runs through
the whole of Mr. Blank's article. When human history rushes
forward with the speed of a locomotive, he calls it a 'whirlwind',
a 'torrent', the 'vanishing' of all 'principles and ideas'. When
history plods along at dray-horse pace, it becomes the very
symbol of reason and method. When the masses of the people
themselves, with all their virgin primitiveness and simple,
rough determination begin to make history, begin to put 'principles and theories' immediately and directly into practice, the
bourgeois is terrified and howls that 'intellect is retreating into
the background' (is not the contrary the case, heroes of philistinism? Is it not the intellect of the masses, and not of individuals,
that invades the sphere of history at such moments? Does not
mass intellect at such a time become a virile, effective, and not
an armchair force?). When the direct movement of the masses
has been crushed by shootings, repressive measures, floggings,
unemployment and starvation, when all the parasites of professorial science financed by Dubasov come crawling out of their
crevices and begin to administer affairs on behalf of the people,
in the name of the masses, selling and betraying their interests
to a privileged few-then the knights of philistinism think that
an era of calm and peaceful progress has set in and that 'the turn
of intellect and reason has come'. The bourgeois always and everywhere remains true to himself: whether you take Polyarnaya
Zvezda or Nasha Zhizn, 408 whether you read Struve or Blank, you
will always find this same narrow-minded, professorially pedantic
and bureaucratically lifeless appraisal of periods of revolution
and periods of reform. The former are periods of madness, tolle
Jahre, the disappearance of intellect and reason. The latter are
periods of 'deliberate and systematic' activities.
"Do not misinterpret what I am saying. I am not arguing that
the Blanks prefer some periods to others. It is not a matter of
preference; our subjective preferences do not determine the changes
in historical periods. The thing is that in analysing the characteristics of this or that period (quite apart from our preferences or
sympathies), the Blanks shamelessly distort the truth. The thing
is that it is just the revolutionary periods which are distinguished
by wider, richer, more deliberate, more methodical, more systematic, more courageous and more vivid making of history than
periods of philistine, Cadet, reformist progress. But the Blanks
turn the truth inside out. They palm off paltriness as magnificent
making of history. They regard the inactivity of the oppressed
or downtrod<len masses as the triumph of 'system' in the work
of bureaucrats and bourgeois. They shout about Lhe disappearance
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of intellect and reason when, instead of the picking of draft laws
to pieces by petty bureaucrats and liberal penny-a-liner* journalists, there begins a period of direct political activity of the
'common people', who simply set to work without more ado
to smash all the instruments for oppressing the people, seize
power and take what was regarded as belonging to all kinds of
robbers of the people -in short, when the intellect and reason
of millions of downtrodden people awaken not only to read books,
but for action, vital human action, to make history".
Such was the controversy that was waged in Russia in the
years 1905 and 1906 on the question of the dictatorship.
Actually, the Dittmanns, Kautskys, Crispiens, and Hilferdings
in Germany, Longuet and Co. in France, Turati and his friends
in Italy, the MacDonalds and Snowdens in Britain, etc., argue
about the dictatorship exactly as Mr. R. Blank and the .. Cadets
did in Russia in 1905. They do not understand what dictatorship
means, do not know how to prepare for it, and are incapable of
understanding it and implementing it.
20.10.1920.
Published in the magazine
Communist International No, 14,
November 9, Hl20
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• In the original these words are in English,-Ed,

From SPEECH DELIVERED AT AN ALL-RUSSIA
CONFERENCE OF POLITICAL EDUCATION
WORKERS OF GUBERNIA AND UYEZD EDUCATION
DEPARTMENTS, NOVEMBER 3, 1920

Politics means a struggle between classes; means the relations
of the proletariat in its struggle for its emancipation, against the
world bourgeoisie. However, in our struggle two aspects of the
matter stand out: on the one hand, there is the task of destroying
the heritage of the bourgeois system, of foiling the repeated
attempts of the whole bourgeoisie to crush the Soviet state.
This task has absorbed most of our attention hitherto and has
prevented us from proceeding to the other task, that of construction. According to the bourgeois world outlook, politics was
divorced, as it were, from economics. The bourgeoisie said:
peasants, you must work for your livelihood; workers, you must
work to secure your means of subsistence on the market; as for
economic policy, that is the business of your masters. That,
however, is not so; politics should be the business of the people,
the business of the proletariat. Here we must emphasise the fact
that nine-tenths of our time and our work is devoted to the struggle against the bourgeoisie. The victories over Wrangel, of which
we read yesterday, and of which we will read today and probably
tomorrow, show that one stage of the struggle is coming to an
end and that we have secured peace with a number of Western
countries; every victory on the war front leaves our hands freer
for the internal struggle, for the politics of state organisation.
Every step that brings us closer to victory over the whiteguards
gradually shifts the focus of the struggle to economic policy.
Propaganda of the old type describes and illustrates what com·
munism is. This kind of propaganda is now useless, for we have
to show in practice how socialism is to be built. All our propaganda
must be based on the political experience of economic development.
That is our principal task; whoever interprets it in the old sense
will show himself to be a retrograde, one who is incapable of
conducting propaganda work among the masses of the peasants
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aud workers. Our main policy must now be to develop the state
economically, so as to gather in more poods of grain and mine
ruore poods of coal, to decide how best to utilise these poods
of grain and coal and preclude starvation-that is our policy.
All our agitation and propaganda must be focussed on this aim.
There must be less fine talk, for you cannot satisfy the working
people with fine words. As soon as the war enables us to shift
Lhe focus from the struggle against the bourgeoisie, from tire
struggle against Wrangel and the whiteguards, we shall turn
to economic policy. And then agitation and propaganda will
play a role of tremendous and ever growing importance.
Every agitator must be a state leader, a leader of all the peasants
and workers in the work of economic development. He must
tell them what one should know, what pamphlets and books one
should read to become a Communist.
That is the way to improve our economic life and make it more
secure, more social; that is the way to increase production, improve
the food situation and distribution of the goods produced,
increase coal output, and restore industry without capitalism
and without the capitalist spirit.
What does communism consist in? All propaganda for communism must be conducted in a way that will amount to practical
guidance of the .state's development. Communism must be made
comprehensible to the masses of the workers so that they will
regard it as their own" cause. That task is being poorly accomplished, and thousands of mistakes are being made. We make no
.secret o.f the fact. However, the workers and the peasants must
themselves build up and improve our apparatus, with our
assistance, feeble and inadequate as it is. To us, that is no longer
a programme, a theory, or a task to be accomplished; it has become
a matter of actual and practical development. Although we suffered
some cruel reverses in our war, we have at least learnt from these
reverses and won complete victory. Now, too, we must learn
a lesson from every defeat and must remember that the workers
and peasants have to be instructed by taking the work already
performed as an example. We must point out what is bad, so as
to avoid it in future.
By taking constructive work as an example, by repeating
H time and again, we shall succeed in turning inefficient communist managers into genuine builders, and, in the first place,
into builders of our economic life. We shall achieve our targets
and overcome all the obstacles which we have inherited from the
old system and which cannot be eliminated at a single stroke.
We must re-educate the masses; they can be re-eliucatod only by
agitation and propaganda. The masses must be brought, iu the
first place, into the work of building the entire economic life.
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That must be the principal and basic object in the work of each
agitator and propagandist, and when he realises this, the success
of his work will be assured. (Loud applause.)
Bulletin of the All-Russia
Conference of Political Education
Workers (November 1-8, 1920),
Moscow

Collected Works; Vol. 31, pp. 371-73

From SPEECH IN DEFENCE OF THE TACTICS
OF THE COMMUNIST INTERNATIONAL DELIVERED
AT THE THIRD CONGRESS OF THE COMMUNIST
INTERNATIONAL

JULY 1, 1921

I have been speaking too long as it is; hence I wish to say only
a few words about the concept of "masses". It is one that changes
in accordance with the changes in the nature of the struggle.
At the beginning of the struggle it took only a few thousand
genuinely revolutionary workers to warrant talk of the masses.
If the party succeeds in drawing into the struggle not only its own
members, if it also succeeds in arousing non-party people, it is.
well on the way to winning the masses. During our revolutions
there were instances when several thousand workers represented
the masses. In the history of our movement, and of our struggle
against the Mensheviks, •09 you will find many examples where
several thousand workers in a town were enough to give a clearly
mass character to the movement. You have a mass when several
thousand non-Party workers, who usually live a philistine life
and drag out a miserable existence, and who have never heart!
anything about politics, begin to act in a revolutionary way.
If the movement spreads and intensifies, i~ gradually develops.
into a real revolution. We saw this in 1905 and 1917 during three
revolutions, and you too will have to go through all this. When
the revolution has been sufficiently prepared, the concept "masses"·
becomes different: several thousand workers no longer constitute
the masses. This word begins to denote something else. The
concept of "masses" undergoes a change so that it implies the
·majority, and not simply a majority of the workers alone, but
the majority of all the exploited. Any other kind of interpretation
is impermissible for a revolutionary, and any other sense of the
word becomes incomprehensible. It is possible that even a small
party, the British or American party, for example, after it has
thoroughly studied the course of political development and become
acquainted with the life and customs of the non-Party masses,
will at a favourable moment evoke a revolutionary movement
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(Comrade Radek has pointed to the miners' strike as a good example). You will have a mass movement if such a party comes forward with its slogans at such a moment and succeeds in getting
millions of workers to follow it. I would not altogether deny that
a revolution can be started by a very small party and brought
to a victorious conclusion. But one must have a knowledge of the
methods by which the masses can he won over. For this thoroughgoing preparation of revolutiou is essential. But here you have
comrades coming forward with the assertion that we should
immediately give up the demand for "big" masses. They must be
challenged. Without thoroughgoing preparation you will not
achieve victory in any country. Quite a small party is sufficient
to lead the masses. At certain times there is no necessity for big
organisations.
But to win, we must have the sympathy of the masses. An
.absolute majority is not always essential; but what is essential
to win and retain power is not only the majority of the working
class-I use the term "working class" in its West-European sense,
i.e., in the sense of the industrial proletariat-but also the
majority of the working and exploited rural population.
Published on July 8, 1921
in the Bulletin of the Third Congress

.of the Communist International
No. 11
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From ON CO-OPERATION

In the capitalist state, co-operatives are no doubt collective
capitalist institutions. Nor is there any doubt that under our
present economic conditions, when we combine private capitalist
enterprises-but in no other way than on nationalised land and
in no other way than under the control of the working-class statewith enterp_rises of a consistently socialist type (the means of
production, the land on which the enterprises are situated, and
the enterprises as a whole belonging to the state), the question
arises about a third type of enterprise, the co-operatives, which
were not formerly regarded as an independent type differing
fundamentally from the others. Under private capitalism, cooperative enterprises differ from capitalist enterprises as collective
enterprises differ from private enterprises. Under state capitalism,
co-operative enterprises differ from state capitalist enterprises,
firstly, because they are private enterprises, and, secondly, because
they are collective enterprises. Under our present system, co-operative enterprises differ from private capitalist enterprises because
they are collective e:p.terprises, but do not differ from socialist
enterprises if the land on which they are situated and the means
of production belong to the state, i.e., the working class.
This circumstance is not considered suffi.ciently when cooperatives are discussed. It is forgotten that owing to the special
features of our political system, our co-operatives acquire an
. altogether exceptional signifi.cance. If we exclude concessions,
which, incidentally, have not developed on any considerable
scale, co-operation under our conditions nearly always coincides
fully with socialism.
Let me explain what I mean. Why were the plans of the old
co-operators, from Robert Owen onwards, fantastic? Because they
dreamed of peacefully remodelling contemporary society into
socialism without taking account of such fundamental questions
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as the class struggle, the capture of political power by the workin
class, the overthrow of the rule of the exploiting class. That
why we are right in regarding as entirely fantastic this "cooperative" socialism, and as romantic, and even banal, the dreain
of transforming class enemies into class collaborators and class
war into class peace (so-called class truce) by merely organising
the population in co-operative societies.
Undoubtedly we were right from the point of view of the fundamental task of the present day, for socialism cannot be established
without a class struggle for political power in the state.
But see how things have changed now that political power
is in the hands of the working class, now that the political power
of the exploiters is overthrown and all the means of productioll
(except those which the workers' state voluntarily abandons on
specified terms and for a certain time to the exploiters in the
form of concessions) are owned by the working class.
Now we are entitled to say that for us the mere growth of co-operation (with the "slight" exception mentioned above) is identical
with the growth of socialism, and at the same time we have to
admit that there has been a radical modification in our whole
outlook on socialism. The radical modification is this; formerly
we placed," and had to place, the main emphasis on the political
struggle, on revolution, on winning political power, etc. Now
the emphasis is changing and shifting to peaceful, organisational.
"cultural" work. I should say that emphasis is shifting to educational work, were it not for our international relations, were
it not for the fact that we have to fight for our position on a world
scale. If we leave that aside, however, and confine ourselves to
internal economic relations, the emphasis in our work is certainly
shifting to education.
Two main tasks confront us, which constitute the epoch-to
reorganise our machinery of state, which is utterly useless, and'
which we took over in its entirety from the preceding epoch;
during the past five years of struggle we did not, and could not,
drastically reorganise it. Our second task is educational :wor~
among the peasants. And the economic object of this educatio~a
work among the peasants is to organise the latter in co-operat1!1t
societies. If the whole of the peasantry had been organised •:·
co-operatives, we would by now have been standing with b~t
feet on the soil of socialism. But the organisation of the enti~
peasantry in co-operative societies presupposes a standard 0
culture among the peasants (precisely among the peasants ~s t~
overwhelming mass) that cannot, in fact, be achieved w1thou
a cultural revolution.
Our opponents told us repeatedly that we were rash in undertaking to implant socialism in an insufficiently cultured countrY·
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But they were misled by our having started from the opposite
<Jnd to that prescribed by theory (the theory of pedants of all
kinds), because in our country the political and social revolution
preceded the cultural revolution, that very cultural revolution
which nevertheless now confronts us.
This cultural revolution would now suffice to make our country
a completely socialist country; but it presents immense difficulties of a purely cultural (for we are illiterate) and material
character (for to ho cultured we must achieve a certain development of the material means of production, must have a certain
material base).
January 6, 1923
First published in Pravda Nos.
115 and 116, May 26 and 27,
1923
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OUR REVOLUTION
(Apropos of N. Sukhanov's Notes) 410

I have lately been glancing through Sukhanov's notes on the
revolution. What strikes one most is the pedantry of aII our
petty-bourgeois democrats and of aII the heroes of the Second
International. Apart from the fact that they are aII extremely
faint-hearted, that when it comes to the minutest deviation from
the German model even the best of them fortify themselves with
reservations -apart from this characteristic, which is common
to aII petty-bourgeois democrats and has been abundantly manifested by them throughout the revolution,· what strikes one is
their slavish imitation of the past.
They aII caII themselves Marxists, but their conception of
Marxism is impossibly pedantic. They have completely failed
to understand what is decisive in Marxism, namely, its revolutionary dialectics. They have even absolutely failed to understand Marx's plain statements that in times of revolution the
utmost flexibilitym is demanded, and have even failed to notice.
for instance, the statements Marx made in his letters-I think
it was in 1856-exprcssing the hope of combining a peasant war
in Germany, which might create a revolutionary situation, with
the working-class movement 412 -they avoid even this plain
statement and walk round and about it like a cat around a bowl
of hot porridge.
Their conduct betrays them as cowardly reformists who are
afraid to deviate from the bourgeoisie, let alone break with it,
and at tho same time they disguise their cowardice with the
wildest rhetoric and braggartry. But what strikes one in aII of
them even from the purely theoretical point of view is their
utter inability to grasp the foIIowin.g Marxist considerations:
up to now they have seen capitalism and bourgeois democracy
in Western Europe follow a definite path of development, and
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cannot conceive that this path can be taken as a model only
mutatis mutandis, only with certain amendments (quite insignificant from the standpoint of the general development of world
history).
First-the revolution connected with the first imperialist world
war. Such a revolution was bound to reveal new features, or
variations, resulting from the war itself, for the world has uever
seen such a war in such a situation. We find that since the war
the bourgeoisie of the wealthiest countries have to this day
been unable to restore "normal" bourgeois relations. Yet our
reformists-petty bourgeois who make a show of being revolutionaries-believed, and still believe, that normal bourgeois relations
are the limit (thus far shall thou go and no farther). And even
their conception of "normal" is extremely stereotyped and narrow.
Secondly, they are complete strangers to the idea that while
the development of world history as a whole follows general
laws it is by no means precluded, but, on the contrary, presumed,
that certain periods of development may display peculiarities
in either the form or the sequence of this development. For
instance, it does not even occur to them that because Russia
stands on the border-line between the civilised countries and
the countries which this war has for the first time definitely
brought into the orbit of civilisation-all the Oriental, non-European countries-she could and was, indeed, bound to reveal certain distinguishing features; although these, of course, are in
keeping with the general line of world development, they distinguish her revolution irom those which took place in the WestEuropean countries and introduce certain partial innovations
as the revolution moves on to the countries of the East.
Infinitely stereotyped, for instance, is the argument they
learned by rote during the development of West-European SocialDemocracy, namely, that we are not yet ripe for socialism, that,
as certain "learned" gentlemen among them put it, the objective
economic premises for socialism do not exist in our country.
It does not occur to any of them to ask: but what about a people
that found itself in a revolutionary situation such as that created
during the fii:st imperialist war? Might it not, intlucncecl by the
hopelessness of its situation, fling itself into a struggle that
WO\lld of!cr it at least some chance of securing conditions for the
further development of civilisation that were somewhat unusual?
"The development of the productive forces of Hussia has not
attained the level that makes socialism possible." All the heroes
of the Second International, 413 including, of course, Sukhanov,
beat the drums about tliis proposition. They keep harping on this
incontrovertible proposition in a thousand different keys, and
think that it is the decisive criterion of our revolution.

68R

V. I. LENIN

But what if the situation, which drew Russia into the imperialist world war that involved every more or less influential WestEuropean country and made her a witness of the eve of the revolutious maturing or partly already begun in the East, gave rise
to circumstances that put Russia and her development i!l a position which enabled us to achieve precisely that combination
of a "peasant war" with the working-class movement suggested
in 1856 by no less a Marxist than Marx himself as a possible
prospect for Prussia?
What if the complete hopelessness of the situation, by stimulating the efforts of the workers and peasants tenfold, offered us the
opportunity to create the fundamental requisites of civilisation
in a different way from that of the West-European countries?
Has that altered the general line of development of world history?
Has that altered the basic relations between the basic classes of all
the countries that are being, or have been, drawn into the general
course of world history?
If a definite level of culture is required for the building of
socialism (although nobody can say just what that definite
"level of culture" is, for it differs in every West-European country),
why cannot we begin by first achieving the prerequisites for that
definite level of culture in a revolutionary way, and then, with
the aid of the workers' and peasants' government and the Soviet
system, lJroceed to overtake the other nations?
January 16, 1923
II
You say that civilisation is necessary for the building of socialism. Very good. But why could we not first create such prerequisites of civilisation in our country as the explusion of the
landowners and the Russian capitalists, and then start moving
towards socialism? Where, in what books, have you read that
such variations of the customary historical sequence of events
are impermissible or impossible?
Napoleon, I think, wrote: "On s'engage et puis ... on voit."
Rendered freely this means: "First engage in a serious battle
and then see what happens." Well, we did first engage in a serious
battle in October 1917, and then saw such details of development
(from the standpoint of world history they were certainly details)
as the Brest peacc,414 the New Economic Policy41 3 and so forth.
And now there can be no doubt that in the main we have been
victorious.
Our Sukhanovs, not to mention Social-Democrats still farthder
to the right, never even dream that revolutions cannot be ma e
in any other way. Our European philistines never even dreaXll
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that the subsequent revolutions in Ori<mLal countries which
po8sess much vaster populations and a much vaster diversity
of social conditions, will undoubtedly display even greater distinctions than the Russian revolution.
H need hardly be said that a textbook written on Kautskian
lines was a very useful thing in its day. But it is time, for all
that, to abandon the idea that it foresaw all the forms of development of subsequent world history. It would be timely to say
that those who think so are simply fools.
January 17, 1923
First published in Pravda
~o. 117, May 30, 1923.
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NOTES
"Theses on Feuerbach", writt~n by Marx in Brussels in the spri~ of 1845,
were found after his death in his "Notebook" under the heading 'Concerning 1''euerbach". According to Engels, this was "the first document in
which he deposited the brilliant germ of a new world outlook". When
Engels published the "Theses" in 1888, he made certain editorial changes
to render the document, which Marx had not intended for p11blication,
more comprehensible to the reader. The title "Theses on Feuerbach" has
been supplied by the Institute of Marxism-Leninism of the C.C., C.P .S. U.
p. 11
2 The German Ideology (Die deutsche Ideologie, Krltik der neuesten deutschen
Philosophle In lhren Reprii.sentanten Feuerbach, B. Bauer und Stirner,
und des deutschen Sozlalismus In selnen verschiedenen Propheten) was written
jointly by Marx and Engels in Brussels in 1845-46. In this work Marx
and Engels first shaped the materialistic conception of history as the
philosophical basis for the theory of scientific communism.
The manuscript of The German Ideology consisted of two volumes, the
first being a critique of post-Hegelian philosophy and the second a criticism of "true" socialism.
Chapter I of the first volume 1ets forth the main positive content of
the whole work. That is why it is important in itself.
In thi• book the shortcomings of the previous editions as to tho arrangement of material were eliminated. The material is arranged according
to the manuscript. In addition, the chapter includes two fragments of
the manuscript which were first published in 1962 by the International
Institute of Social History in Amsterdam (International Review of Social
History, Vol. Vil, Part I).
All editorial headings and necessary insertions, as well as the pages
of the manuscript, are given in square brackets.
p. 14
8 Reference is to David Strauss', main work, The Life of Jesus (D. F. Strauss
Das Leben Jesu, Bd. 1-2, Tiibingen, 1835-1836) which laid the beginnings
to the philosophical criticism of religion and the split of the Hegelian
p. 14
school into old Hegelians and Young Hegelians.
• Diadochi-generals of Alexander the Great, who fiercely fought for power
after Alexander's death. In the course of this struggle (end of the fourth
century-beginning of the third century B.C.), Alexander's Empire, which
was an unstable military and administrative union, disintegrated into
several independent states.
p. 14
1
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NOTES

The word "Verkehr" is used in The German Ideology in a very wide se
encompassing the material and spiritual intercourse of individu'!r•
social groups and entire countries. Marx and Engels show that materi~
intercourse, and above all the interronrse of men in the process of production, is the basis of every other form of intercourse. The terms "Verkehrsform" (form of intercourse), "Verkehrsweise" (mode of intercourse)
"Verkehrsverhiiltnisse" (relations, or conditions, of intercourse) and
"Produktions- und Verkehrsvcrhiiltnisse" (relations of production and
intercourse) which we find in The German Ideology are used to express
the concept "relations of production" which at that time was taking shape
in their mind.
·
p. 18
• The term "Stamm", translated in this book by the word "tribe", played
a much more important role in the historical works written in the forties
of the last c1Jntury, than it does at present. It was used to denote a communiiy of p1•ople d1•scended from a common ancestor, and comprised
the moderu co11ccpts of "gens" and "tribe". The first to define and differentiate between these conrepts was Lewis Henry Morgan in his main
work Ancient Socirty (1877). This outstanding American ethnographer
and historian ~lrnwed, for the first time, the significance of the gens as the
nucleu~ oI the primitive communal system and thereby laid the scientifi.c
basis o( the history of primitive society. Engels drew general conclusions
from Mo1·gan's discoveries and made a comprehensive analysis of the
meaning of the concepts "gens" and "tribe" in his work The Origin of the
Family, Prit·ate Property and the State (1884).
p. 19
The agrarian law of Licinius and Sextns, Roman tribunes of the people;
was passed in 367 B.C. as a result of the struggle which the plebeians
waged agaiust the patriciAns. According to this law, a Roman citizen
could not own more than fiOO Yugera (approximately 309 acres) of common land (ager publicns).
p. 20.
1 Referenre is to Bruno Bauer's article "Charakteristik J,udwig r euerhachs"
published in Wigands Vierteljahrsschrift, Bd. III, 1845, S. 86-146. p. 26
• See G. W. Hegel, I>ie Ph!losophie der Geschichte. Einleitung, Geographische
Grundlage der WPltgeschichtc (The Philosophy of History. Introduction.
Geographical Foundation of World History).
p. 27
'° Deutsch-Franziisische Jahrbiicher (German-French Annals)-a magazine
edited by Karl Marx and Arnold Ruge and published in German in Paris.
Only the first issue, a double one, appeared in February 11144. Publication
of the magazine was discontinued mainly owing to basic differences of
opinion between Marx and Ruge, a bourgeois radical.
p. 32
11 The conclusion that the proletarian revolution could only be victorious
if carried out in all the advanced capitalist countries simultaneously,
and hence that the victory of the revolution in a single country was impossible, was correct for the period of pre-monopoly capitalism.
V. I. Lrnin, who had discovered the law of uneven economic and political development of capitalism in the epoch of imperialism, came to
a new conclusion on this basis. He pointed out that in the new historical
conditions, in tbe period or monopoly capitalism, the socialist revolution could be victorious at first in a few countries, or even in a single
country. Tltis thesis was for the first time set forth in Lenin's articlef
"On the slogan' for a United States of Europe" (1915) (sec pp. 470-71 o
•
p. 34
this book).
12 Th• Continental System, or continental blockade, proclaimed by Napoleon I
in 1806, prohibited trade between the countries of the European continent and Great Ilritain. The system was annulled after Napoleon's
defeat in Hnssia.
p. 36
1
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p. 38
" Marseillaise, Carmagnole, Qa ira-revolutionary songs of the French
bourgeois revolution (1789-99). The refrain of the last song was: "Ah!
ra ira, fa Ira, ra ira. Les aristocrates a la lanternel"
p. 38
" The expression is from Max Stirner's book Der Einzige und sein Eigenp. 39
thum (The Unique and His Property), Leipzig, 1845.
" See Note 8.

" The expression is from Bruno Bauer's article "Charakteristik Ludwig
Feuerbachs" (see Wigands Vierteljahrsschrift, Bd. III, 1845, S, 139). p. 41
" The expression isJrom Max Stirner's book Der Einzige und sein Eigen-

thum.
~ M
" Hallische Jahrbiicher and Deutsche Jahrbiicher-abbreviated title of a

Young-Hegelian literary and philosophical periodical published in Leipzig as daily sheets under the title Hallische Jahrbiicher fiir deutsche Wissenschaft und Kunst (Halle Annals on German Science and Art) from
January 1838 to June 1841, and nnder the title Deutsche Jahrbllcher fiir
Wissenschaft und Kunst (German Annals on Science and Art) from July
1841 to Janttary 1843. In January 1843 the periodical was banned by
the government.
p. 41
" B. Bauer, Geschichte der Politik, Kultur und Aufklar1tng des achtzehnten
Jahrhunderts (The History of Politics, Culture and Enlightenment of the
Eighteenth Century), Bd. 1-2, Charlottenburg, 1843-1845.
p. 42
Reference is to Ludwig Fenerbach's article "Ober das 'Wesen des Christenthums' in Bezielm11g auf den •Einzigen und sein Eigentbum"' ("On
the 'Essence of Christianity' in Relation to 'The Unique and his Property"') published in Wigands Vtertelfahrsschrift, Bd. II, 1845, S. 193-205,
The article ends as follows: "Hence, Feuerbach cannot be called either
a materialist or an idealist or a philosopher of identity. What is he, then?
He is in thoughts what he is in reality, in spirit what he is in the flesh,
in essence what he is in the senses-he is Man or, rather-since Feuerbach
lransports the essence of Man only into his community-he is social Man,
communist."
p. 42
" L. I<'eue1·bach, Grundsiitze der Philosophie der Zukunft (Principles of the
Philosophy of the Futu1·e), Ziirich und Winterthur, 1843, S. 47.
In his notes entitled "Feuerbach." and probably intended for Chapter I,
Volume 1 of The German Ideology, Engels quotes and comments on tho
following passage from Feuerbach's book:
'"Existence is not a general concept which can be separated from things.
It forms a unit with the things that exisl ... , Existence is the position of
essence. My essence Is my existence. The fish is in the water, but its essence cannot be separated from this existence. Even language identifies
existence and essence. Only in human life is existence divorced from
essence-but only in exceptional, unhappy cases; it happens that a person's essence is not in the place where he exists, but just because of tlais
division his soul is not truly in the place where his body really is, Only
where your heart is, there you are. But all things-apart from abnormal
cases-are glad to be in the place where they are, and arc glad to be
what they are' (p. 47).
•A fine panegyric upon the existing state of things. Exceptional cases
and a few abnormal cases apart, when you are seven years old you are
glad to become a door-keeper in a coalmine and to remain alono in the
dark for fourteen hours a day, and because it is your existence, therefore
it is also your essence. The same applies to a piecer al a self-actor. It
is your 'osscnce' to be subservient to a branch of labour" (Marx and Engels, 1'he German Ideology, Moscow, 1968, p. 675).
p. 43
•0
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NOTES

Marx and Engels are referring to Chapter l ll of Volume l of Th• Gernaa .· '
Ideology. This part of the chapter on Feuerbach was originally includJ
in Chapter Ill and immediately followed the text to which Marx and
Engels are referring. In the mentioned passage from Chapter Ill the .
quote Hegel's work Die Philosophie der Geschichte (The Philosophy ol
History), etc.
p. 4$
The Anti-Corn Law League was founded in 1838 by the Manchester f1.c..
tory-owners Cobden and Bright. The so-called Corn Laws, aimed at reetricting or prohibiting the import of grain from abroad, were introduced
in England in the intorosts of big landlords. By advancing the demand
for unrestricted Free Trade, the League fought for the abolition of th6
Corn Laws for the purpose of reducing workers' wages and weakening the
economic and political position of the landed aristocracy. As a rellU}\
of this struggle the Co~n Laws were abolished in 1846, which signified the
victory of the industrial bourgeoisie over the landed aristocracy.
p. 48
Vereln (association)-according to Max Stirner, a voluntary union of
egoists.
p. 50
J. Aikin, A Description of the Country from Thirty to Forty Mtles Round '
p. 5&
Manchester, London, 1795.

Quoted from "Lettre sur la jalousie du commerce" ("A Letter about Rivalry in Commerce") published in I. Pinto's book Traite de la Circulation
et du Credit (Treatise on Circulation and Credit), Amsterdam, 1771,
pp. 234 and 283.
p. 511
"' A. Smith, An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations,
London, 1776.
p. 58
18 See Jean Jacques Rousseau's book Du Contrat social; ou prlnclpes dudrolt
polttique (The Social Contract; or the Principles of Political Law), published in Amsterdam in 1762.
p. 64
H

19

England was conquered by the Normans in 1066; Naples-in 1130. p. 67

•• The Eastern Roman Empire-a state formed by seceBSiOn from the slaveowning Roman Empire in 395, its centre being Constantinople; later
it assumed the name of Byzantium. The Eastern Empire existed until
the Turkish conquest in 1453.
p. 67
3

1 The Italian city Amalli was a nourishio_g trading centre in the tenth a~
eleventh centuries. Its maritime law (Tabula Amalphitana) was vahd
throughout the country and was widespread in the Mediterranean countries.
p. 73
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Manifesto of the Communist Party-the first programme document odf
scientific communism which provides an integral and well-cemp()se
exposition ef the fundamental principles of the great teaching ef Marx
and Engels. "With the clarity and brilliance of genius, this work out·
lines a new werld-conceftion, consistent materialism, which also em·
braces the realm of socia life; dialectics, as the most comprehensive and
profound doctrine of development; the theory of the class struggle and
of the world-historic revolutionary role of the proletariat-the creator
of a new, communist society" (V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 2hi,
Moscow, p. 48). Written by Marx and Engels as the programme of t 8
Communist League, the M anifetto was first published in London in Fehrua1·y 1848.
This book includes two chapters from the Manifesto: "Bourgeois and
Proletarians" and "Proletarians and Communists".
p. 84
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as Marx's The Class Struggles in France, 1848 to 1850 consists of a series
of articles entitled "From 1848 to 1849". It explains from materialist
positions a whole period of France's history and sets forth the most important principles of the proletariat's revolutionary tactics. On the basis
of the practical experience of the mass revolutionary struggle, Marx
developed his own theory of revolution and of the dictatorship of the
proletariat. He showed that revolutions are "locomotives of history"
which accelerate its progress and display the mighty creative power of
the masses, and that the proletariat is the decisive force in the 19theentury revolutions. Demonstrating that it is necessary for the working
class to win political power, Marx uses here for the first time the term
"the dictatorship of the proletariat" and reveals the political, economic
and ideological tasks of this dictatorship. He formulates the idea of the
alliance between the working class and the peasantry, with the former
playing the leading role.
p. 105
The book includes some excerpts from this work.
" Reference is to the heroic u~prising of the Paris workers of June 23-26,
1848, which was suppressed by \he French bourgeoisie with extreme brutality. This insurrection was the first great civil war between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie.
p. 106
s• The Holy Alliance-a reactionary association of European monarchs
founded in 1815 by tsarist Russia, Austria and Prussia to suppress
revolutionary movements in separate countries and to preserve there the
feudal monarchies.
p. 108
" The Party of Order-a party of the conservative big bourgeoisie founded
in 1848. It was a coalition of the two French monarchist factions-The
Legitimists and the Orleanists; from 1849 to the coup d'etat of December
2, 1851, it held the leading position in the Legislative Assembly of the
Second Republic.
p. 109
" Le N attonal-a French daily published in Paris from 1830 to 1851. It
was the organ of moderate bourgeois republicans.
La Presse-a daily published in Paris from 1836; during the July monarchy it was in opposition; in 1848-49, it was the organ of bourgeois
republicans and subsequently of the Bonapartists.
Le Siecle-a French daily published in Paris from 1836 to 1939; in
the 1840s it expressed the views of the section of the petty bourgeoisie
which contented themselves with the demand for moderate constitutional reforms; in 1850s it was a moderate republican paper.
p. 110

•• Working out the theory and tactics of the proletariat in the comrng revolution Marx and Engels laid special stress in the "Address" on the need
for the setting up of an independent proletarian party, and for isolation
from the petty-bourgeois democrats. The main, guiding idea of t he "Address" was the idea of "revolution in permanence" which was to put an
end to private property and classes and establish a new society.
p. H2
•• Engels refers to the petty-bourgeois socialist Louis Blanc and the worker
Albert (Alexandre Martin) who represented the proletariat in tho bourgeois Provisional Government of the ~'rench republic, formed in February 1848.
p. 114
•o The Imperial -Regency elected by the Frankfurt National Assembly on
June 6, 1849 was made up of 5 representatives of the Left wing in the
National Assembly and of liberals. Its attempt to consolidate even some
of the gains of tho 1848-49 German revolution through Parliament was
a failure; on June 18. 1849 the National Assembly was dissolved. p. 115
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u Jo his work Revolution and Counter-Revolution in Germany Engels reviews

the results of the German revolution of 1848-49 and gives a deep analysis
o[ its premises. basic stages o[ development and the stand taken by various classes and parties from the point of view of historical materialism.
The excerpts included in this book set forth some of the most important
propositions of historical materialism, among them, the need to analyse
the economic basis of society in order to he able to understand history
and the history of social ideas; natural occurrence of revolutions as the
expression of urgent needs and requirements of peoples which cannot be
satisfied under the obsolete social and political systems; the fundamental principles of Marx's teaching on armed uprising.
p. 116
•• In partibus infi.delium (literally, in the country of the infidels)-an addition to the tit.le of Catholic bishops appointed to a purely nominal diocese in non-Christian countries. This expression is frequently used in
Marx's and Engels's writings to describe various emigre governments
formed abroad in disregard of the real situation in a country.
p. 116
•• The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte is written on the basis of
a concrete analysis of the revolutionary events in France from 1848 to
1851. In it Marx gives a further elaboration of the basic tenets of historical materialism-the theory of the class struggle and the proletarian
revolution, the state and the dictatorship of the proletariat. Marx continues bis analysis of the question of the peasantry as an ally of the working class in the coming revolution, outlines the role of political parties
in the life of society and also the attitude of political and literary representatives of a particular class to their class.
p. 120
u Brumaire-a month in the French republican calendar. The Eighteenth
Brumaire (November 9), 1799-the day on which a coup d'etat took place
which res11lted in the establishment of Napoleon Bonaparte's military
dictatorship. By "the second edition of the eighteenth Brumaire" Marx
means the coup d'etat of Louis Bonaparte of December 2, 1851. p. 120
•• On December 10, 1848, Louis Bonaparte was elected President of th0
French Republic by plebiscite.
p. 122
'• The exrression "to sigh for the fiesh-pots of Egypt" is taken from the
biblica legend according to which during the exodus of the Israelites
from Egypt the faint-hearted among them wished they had died in
slavery, when Lhey sat by the nesh-pots of Egypt, rather than have to undergo their present trials and suffer from hunger on their way through
the wastes.
p. ~22
41 Hie Rhodus, hie salta! (Here is Rhodes, leap herel)-the words taken
from a fable by Aesop about a swaggerer who claimed that he could produce witnesses to prove that he had once made a remarkable leap in
Rhodes, to which he received the reply: "Why cite witnesses if it is true?
Here is Rhodes, leap here!" In other words, "Show us right here what you
can dol"'
I/ere is the rose, here dance!-the paraphrase of the preceding quotation
(1:1hodos, in Greek, also means "rose"), used by Hegel in the preface to
his work Grundlinien der Philosophie des Rechts (Principles of the Philosophy of Right).
p. 123
•• See Nole 36.
p. 124
•• Here Marx refers to the peculiarity of the bourgeois revolution when the
bourgeoisie is already an anti-people's, counter-revolutionary force, and
the proletariat is too weak to prevent the offensive of the counterrevolution.
p. 124
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•o Peter Schlemihl-the hero of a story of the same name by Adalbert von
Chamisso. Sehlemihl sold his shadow for a magie purse.
p. 125
61 Shakespeare, Hamlet, aet I, seene 5.
p. 128
•• Cevennes-a mountainous region of the Lnnguedoe Province in Franee
where an uprising of peasants took plaee in 1702-05. The revolt, whieh
began as a protest against the perseeution of Protestants, assumed an
openly anti-feudal eharaeter. Separate risings of peasants eontinued
until 1715.
J!endee-the region in Western Franee where a counter-revolutionary
ufrising of feasants took plaee during the Freneh bourgeois revolution
o the end o the eighteenth eentury. The uprising was led by the nobility
and clergy.
p. 131
63

Rheinische Zeitung fur Politik, Ilandel und Gewerbe (Rhenish Gazette
for Politics, Commerce and Industry)-a daily published in Cologne
from January 1, 1842 to March 31, 1843. It was founded by representatives of the Rhenish bourgeoisie which was opposed to the Prussian
monarchy. In April 1842 Marx began to contribute to the newspaper and
in October of the same year he became one of its editors.
Under Marx's editorship the newspaper began to assume a revolutionary-democratic character. The Prussian government adopted a decision
to close it down on April 1, 1843. In view of the newspaper shareholders'
intention to make the Rheinische Zeitung more moderate and thus secure
the annulment of the government's decision, Marx announced his retirement from the newspaper on March 7, 1843.
p. 136

H

Reference is to Marx's articles, "Verhandlungen des 6. rheinischen Landtags. Dritter Artikel. Debatten iibor das Holzdiebstahlgesetz" ("Debates
of the Sixth RhcniMh Landt,ag. Article 3. Debates over the Law on the
Stealing of Wood") and "Rechtfertigung des Korrespondenten von der
p. 137
Moseln ("Vindication of the Moselle Correspondentn).

66

A llgemeine Zeitung (General Journal)-a German reactionary daily
founded in 1798; from 1810 to 1882 it was published in Augsburg. In
1842 it carried articles distorting the ideas of utopian communism and
socialism. This was exposed by Marx in his article "Der Kommunismus
und die Augsburger A llgemeine Zeitungn ("Communism_ and the Augsburg:
Allgemeine Zeitungn).
p. 137

p. 137
•• See Note 10.
" Reference is to Engels's first economic work "Umrisse ~u einer Kritik
der Nationalokonomie" (Outline of a Critique of Political Economy).
p. 138
•• Reference is to The German Ideology by Marx and Engels.
p. 139
'' 9 Reference is to Marx's Wage Labour and Capital.
p. 139
•o Neue Rheinische Zeitung-a daily published in Cologne from June 1,
1848 tQ May 19, 1849. Marx was its editor. In spite of all the persecutions
and harassment by the police it staunchly defended the interests of revolutionary democracy and the proletariat. The newspaper ceased publication as a result of Marx's exile from Prussia and a campaign of repressions organised against its other editors,
p. 139

•1 New-York Dail11 Tribune-a progrPssive bourgeois newspaper published

from 1841 to 1924. Marx and Engels contributed to it from August 1851
to March 1862.
p. 139
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•• The article "Point of View of Karl Marx's Politico-Economic Criticism"
was written by I. I. Kaufman.
p. 141
aa See pp. 136-38 of this book.
p. 141
.. Reference is to the German philosophers Buchner, Lange, Diihring,
Fechner and others.
p. 143
•• This refers to the sharp decline, beginning in the late fifteenth century
of the role of Genoa, Venice and other North-Italian cities in transit trad~
due to the great geographical discoveries of those days: the discovery of
Cuba, Haiti and the Bahamas, the continent of North America, the sea
routes to India around the southern extremity of Africa, and, finally
p. 148
the continent of South America.
•• On the question of primitive accumulation see also in this Part (VIII)
Chapter XXVII. Expropriation of the Agricultural Population from the
Land; Chapter XXVIII. Bloody Legislation Against the Expropriatedi ·
from the End of the 15th Century. Forcing Down of Wages by Acts o
Parliament; Chapter XXIX. Genesis of the Capitalist Farmer; Chapter XXX. Reaction of the Agricultural Revolution on Industry. Creation
of tho Home Market for Industrial Capital, and Chapter XXXI. Genesis
of the Industrial Capitalist.
p. 148
•• C. Pecqueur, Theori• nouvelle d'iconomte sociale et politique, ou fituda
sur !'organisation des sociites (New Theory of Social and Political Economy or Investigation of the Organisation of Societies), Paris, 1842, p. 435.
p. 149
•• Marx evidently refers to A Prize Essay on the Comparative Merits of Comp. 154
petition and Cooperation, London, 1834. .
~•

Engels ironically refers here to the expression "the flesh-pots of Egypt"
(see Note 46).
p. 155

•0

Reference is to the 1872 government reform in Prussia according to which
hereditary power of the landowner in his estate was abolished and some
elements of local seU-government introduced, such as elected elders in
the communities, county councils under the Landrats, etc.
p. 157

11

Critique of th• Gotha Programm•, written by Marx in 1875, contains critical remarks in relation to the draft programme of a United Workers'
Party of Germany. This draft suf!ered from serious mistakes and concessions of principle to Lassalleanism. Marx and Engels approved the idea
of founding a united socialist party of Germany but opposed the compromise with Lassalleans on the questions of theory. In this work Marx
formulated many ideas on the major issues of scientific communism,
~uch as the socialist revolution, the dictatorship of the proletariat, the
period of transition from capitalism to communism, the two phases of
communist society, the production and distribution of social product
under socialism, and the principal features of communism, on proletarian
p. 159
internationalism and the party of the working class.

11

See p. 93 of this book.
p. 166
The •Marat of Berlin" is obviously an ironical reference to Hasselmann,
the chief editor of the Neuer Sozial-Demokrat, the central organ of the
Lassallean General Association of German Workers. The trend of the
newspaper fully reflected the Lassalleans' policy of adapting themselves
to tho Bismarck regime in Germany and flirting with the ruling classes,:
p. 16•
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,. Marx refers to the editorial which appeared in the Norddeutsche Allgemeine Zettung (North German General Newspaper), official organ of the
Bismarck government, on March 20, 1875. It stated with regard to the
draft Programme of the Social-Democratic Party of Germany that "SocialDemocratic agitation had in many respects become more prudent" and
that "it was repudiating the International".
p. 168
1•

Reference is to Lange's book Die Arbeiter/rage in lhrer Bedeutung fur
Gegenwart und Zukunft (The Labour Question at Present and in Future),
Duisburg, 1865, S. 144-61, 180.

p. 168

'" L'Atelier-a monthly magazine published in Paris from 1840 to 1850.

n

11

It was the organ of artisans and workers of Christian socialist sympathies.
p. 170
Reference is to the 1873 economic crisis which was very profound and
spread to Austria, Germany, U.S.A., Great Britain, France, Holland,
Belgium, Italy, Russia and other countries.
p. 176
Engels's Socialfsm: Utopian and Scientific consists of three chapters from
Antl-Duhrtng, which were rewritten by Engels for the express purpose
of providing the workers with a popular exposition of the Marxist teaching
as an integral world outlook.
Engels points out the fundamental difference between scientific socialism and utopian socialism, remarks on the latter's role in history and
its weaknesses, and goes on to reveal the sources of scientific socialism.
He shows that it was solely thanks to Marx's two great discoverieshis elaboration of the materialist conception of history and the creation
of the theory of surplus-value-that socialism was given a scientific basis.
ln the last chapter Engels proves that the main contradiction of capitalism-the contradiction between the social character of production
and the private character of appropriation-can be done away with only
through a proletarian revolution. This book includes part of the second,
and the third chapter.
p. 179

71

Charttsm-the first mass movement of the working class, which took
place in Britain in the 1830s-1840s. The Chartists drafted a petition to
be submitted to Parliament (People's Charter), which demanded universal suffrage, the abolition of the land property qualification for a
seat in Parliament, etc., and fought for these demands. Mass rallies and
demonstrations involving millions of workers and artisans continued
to be staged for many years throughout the country. Parliament rejected the People's Charter and all the petitions of the Chartists. The government launched a campaign of brutal repressions against the Chartists
and arrested their leailers.
Though the movement was suppressed it exerted a great influence on
the development of the international working-class movement. p. 179

•0

Reference is to the wars of the 17th and 18th centuries between the biggest European countries for a hegemony in trade with India and America and for colonial markets. First, the main rivals were Britain and Holland, tlie Anglo-Dutch wars of 1652-54, 1664-67 and 1672-74 being typical
commercial wars; subsequently a decisive struggle developed between
Britain and France, with Britain emerging the victor. At the end of the
18th century she commanded almost the whole of the world trade. p. 187

" Karl Marx, Capital, Vol. I, Moscow, 1965, pp. 435-87.
" Karl Marx, Capital, Vol. I, Moscow, 1965, p. 462.
•• Karl Marx, Capital, Vol. I, Moscow, 1965, p. 645.

p. 188
p. 188
p. 188
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•• See Ch. Fourier. Oeuvres completes, t. VI, Paris, 1845, pp. 393-94. p. 189
•• The Royal Maritime Company (Seehandlung)-a commercial and credit
society founded in Prussia in 1772. It enjoyed important government
privileges and grnnted large loans to the Prussian government. p. 191
• ·Free people's .<late was in the 1870s a programme demand and a widely
u"ed slogan of the German Social-Democrats. For a Marxist criticism of
this slogan see part IV of Marx's Critique of the Gotha Programme and
Engels's Letter to A. Bebo!, March 18-28, 1875. See also Lenin's work
The State and Revolution, Chapter I, § 4 (p. 536 of this book).
p. 194
87 This refers to the reform of the electoral law which was passed by the House
of Commons in 1831 and was finally endorsed by the Honse of Lords in
June 1832. The reform opened the way to Parliament for the representatives of the industrial bourgeoisie. The proletariat and the petty bourgeoisie, who were the main force in the struggle for the reform, were deceived by the liberal bourgeoisie and were not granted electoral rights.
p. 200
88 Bible. The Second Book of Moses, Chapter 20, verse 15; The Fifth Book
of Moses, Chapter 5, verse 19.
p. ;!03
•• Karl Marx, Capital, Vol. I, Moscow, 1965, pp. 59-60.
p. 206
•° Karl Marx, Capital, Vol. I, Moscow, 1965, p. 60
p. 208
11 Personal Equation-a constant or systematic deviation from an assumed_
correct observational result depending on personal qualities of the observer or the method used.
p. 209
92 G. W. F. Hegel, Enzyklopiidie der philosophi.<ehen Wissenschaften (Enp. 209
cyclopaedia of Philosophical Sciences)-, § 147.
p. 214
•• Quoted from Juvenal, poet and satirist of Ancient Rome.
.. Karl Marx, Capital, Vol. I, Moscow, 1965, pp. 583-84.
p. 216
•• Quoted from the New Year Address of Frederick William IV to the
Prussian army on January 1, 1849.
p. 223
86

Karl Marx, Capital, Vol. I, Moscow, 1965, p. 751.

p. 224

" Engels's book Ludwig Feuerbach and the End of Classical German Philosophy expounds systematically tl10 fundamentals of dialectical and
historical materialism and reveals the attitude of Marxism to its philosophical predecessors, Hegel and Feuerbach, the prominent representatives of German classical philosophy.
The book includes the part of the work which deals with historical
materialism.
p. 228
•• G. W. !'. Hegel, Vorlesungen iiber die Philosophie der Geschichte Zweiter
Theil. Zweiter Abschnitt (Lectures on thP Philosophy of !Iistory. Part
two. Section two). The book was first published in Berlin in 1837. p. 230
" The Council of Nicaea-the first ecumenical council of the Christian
Bishops of the Roman Empire, convened by Emperor Constantine l
in the town of Nicaea (Asia Minor) in 325. The Council adopted the so·
called Nicene Creed, (the main principles of the Orthodox Christian
Church), the non-acceptance of which was punished as a crime against
the state.
p. 23&
100 Albigenses (the name is derived from the town of Albi)-a religious se~t
which was active in the towns of Southern France and Northern Italy ID
the 12th and 13th centuries. The sect opposed the rich Catholic ritua~
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and the Church hierarchy and expressed in a religious form the protest
oi urban merchants and handicraftsmen against feudalism.
p. 235
The 1688 coup d'etat resulted in the deposition and exile of James II
and the establishment of a constitutional monarcl1y in 1689. William
of Orange, the Statthalter ol the Republic ol Holland, was proclaimed
King of Great Britain.
p. 236
'"' Wars of the Rom-a dynastic struggle in England (1455-1485) between
the lcudal Houses of Lancaster and York, the name being derived from
their emblems, the red and the white rose respectively. The Yorks were
snpporU>d by a section of big feudal landowners from the southern, more
economically developed part of the country and also by the knighthood
and the town•people, while tlie Lancasters were backed by the feudal
aristocracy from the northern counties. The wars culminated in an almost
complete wipiug out of the ancient feudal families and in tbe rise to
power of a new dynasty, that of the Tudors, wbo set up an absolute
monarchy in the country,
p. 246

'°'

1••

'°'

Quoted from Hobbes's Preface to bis book De Cive, written in Paris
in 1642. At first it was circulated as a manuscript and was published in
Amsterdam in 1647.
p. 247
IJeclaration of the Rights of Man and Citizen was adopted by the French
Constituent Assembly in 1789. It expounded the political principles of
a new, boUl'geois system and was incorporated in the French Coustit.ution
of 1791. The J acobins used tbis declaration as a basis when formulating
their own ver~ion of the Declaration of the Rights of Man and Citizen
in 1793. The National Convention included this Declaration as an introduction into the first republican Constitution of_1793.
p. 247

Here and elsewl1ere Engels implies not only the Code civil adopted under
Napoleon 1 in 1804 and well-known as the Code Napoleon but the entire
system ol bou~eois law as represented by five codes (civil, civil procedure, commel'c1al, criminal and criminal procedure) promul11ated in
1804-10 under Napoleon Bonaparte. Tbese codes were introduced in the
western and soutl1-western parts of Germany, seized by Napoleonic
~·ranee, and continued to operate in the Rhine Province even after it
was t<•1lcd to Prussia in 1815.
p. 248
'°' See Note 87.
p. 249
• 0 • Reference is to the Bill repealing the Corn Laws which was adopted by
British Parliament in June 1846.
for the Corn Laws see Note 23.
p. 249
'"" The People's Charter, which contained the-demands of the Chartists, was
published on May 8, 1838 in the form of a bill to be submitted to Parliament. I.t con•isted of six clauses, namely, universal suflrage (for men
over 21), annual elections to Parliament, secret ballot, equal con•lituencic", abolition of property qualifications for candidates for Parliament,
and salaries !or 1\1.P.s. The Chartists presented three petitions to Parliaf!!ent to this effect, but they were rejected in)839, 1842 and 1849
resvectivoly.
Joor the Anti-Corn Law League see Note 23.
p. 250
'"' Brother Jonathan-a collective nickname given by the English to the
North Americans during the war waged by the English colonies in
America for independence (1775-83).
p. 250
111 Revivalism-a movement in Protestantism, which appeared in the first
half of the 18th century in England and later spread to North America.
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Its adherents sought to strengthen and widen the inffuence of Christianitt
by delivering religious sermons and organising new communities Of
believers.
p. 250
Ill The Second Parliamentary Reform was introduced in England in 1867
under mass pressure of the labour movement. An active part in thia
movement for the reform was played by the General Council of the F~
lnternational. The reform more than doubled the number of electoa
and granted the franchise also to a section of skilled workers. p. 251
112 The Third Parliamentary Reform was introduced in England in 1884 under
mass pressure in rural districts. The reform granted the same franchfal ,.
to the population in the rural boroughs which the Reform of 1867 estab- ·
lished for town boroughs (see Note 111). However, even after the third
reform considerable sections of the population, such as the rural pro. '
letariat and the urban poor. and also all women, were disfranchised '
p. 25i ~
Secret ballot was introduced in 1872.
113 Katheder-Socialism (socialism of the chair)-a trend in bourgeois ideol.
ogy between the 1870s and 1880s. Its representatives, primarily profeesors of German universities, J_1reached bourgeois reformism in the gui8e '
of socialism from the university chairs. They (A. Wagner, L. Brentano, 1
W. Sombart and others) claimed that the state was a supra-class instl- ·:
tution. which was able to reconcile the hostile classes and gradbally ~
introduce socialism without infringing on the interests of the capitaliste. "
Their aim was to organise insurance against sickness and accident, adopt ·'
some factory acts, etc., and thus to distract the workers from the clU11 ;:
struggle.
p. 252 ·:
m Ritualism-a trend in the Church of England which appeared in the i
1830s. Its adherents campaigned for the i:estoration of Catholic rituale '.'
(hence its name) and certain Catholic dogmas in the Anglican Church. •
p. 253
m Engels's Introduction to The Class Struggles in France, 1848 to 1850
by Marx was written for a separate publication of the work in Berlin
in 1895.
Before the introduction was published, the Executive of the German
Social-Democratic Party insistently urged Engels to tone down the
"over-revolutionary" spirit of the work and make it more prudent. AI·
though Engels criticised the position of the party's leadership, he nevertheless agreed to delete some passages in the proofs and change some
formulations. (Details on these changes and deletions are given in footnotes. The existing proofs with these changes and the actual manuscript
make it possible to restore the original text.) Some leaders of Social·
Democracy, relying on tl1is abridged introduction, tried to present
Engels as a champion of a peaceful assumption of power by the working
class, peaceful under any circumstances, as a worshipper of "legality
quand meme". Engels indignantly protested against such an interpretation of his introduction and insisted on its publication in the N eue
Zeit in full. Still, it was published in that journal also in its abridged
form.
The unabridged text of Engels's introduction was published for the
first time in the Soviet Union in 1930.
p. 255
m See Noto 60.
p. 255
117 Neue Rhetntsche Zeltung. Politlsch-/ikonomische Revue (New Rhenish
Gazette. Politico-Economic Review)-a journal founded by Marx and
Engels in December 1849 and published by them until November 1850i
the theoretical and political organ of the Communist League. The journal

NOTES

703

ceased to exist because of police persecutions in Germany and due to
lack of funds.
p. 256
us Reference is to government subsidies which Enge s ironically names
after the estate in Sachsenwald (Saxon Wood) near Hamburg, granted
to Bismarck by Emperor William_ I.
p. 259
u• See Note 42.
p. 259
12o The reference is to the two monarchist parties of the French bourgeoisie
of the first half of the nineteenth century, the Legitimists and Orleanists.
Legilimists-the adherents of the "legitimate" senior branch of the
Bourbon dynasty overthrown in 1792, which represented the interests
of the big landed nobility. In 1830, after that dynasty was again overthrown, the Legitimists formed a political party.
Orleanists-supporters of the Dukes of Orleans, a cadet branch of the
Bourbon dynasty that came to power during the July revolution of
1830 and was overthrown by the revolution of 1848. They represented
the interests of the finance aristocracy and the big bourgeoisie.
During the Second Republic (1848-1851) the Legitimists and Orleanists
formed the nucleus of the united conservative Party of Order. p. 261
During the reign of Napoleon III, France took part in the Crimean war
(185-i-55), waged war with Austria on account of Italy (1859), participated together with Britain in the wars against China (1856-58 and
1860), began the conquest of Indo-China (1860-61), organised an expedition to Syria (1860-61) and Mexico (1862-67), and finally, in 1870-71,
fought against Prussia.
p. 261
nz The German Confederation, formed by the Vienna Congress on June 8,
1915, was an association of feudal absolutist German states; it helped
to prolong the political and economic disunity of Germany.
p. 262
121

"°

124

12 •

As a result of Prussia's victory in the Franco-Prussian war of 1870-71
there appeared a German Empire, which did not include Austriahence the name "little German empire". Defeat of Napoleon III served
as an impetus for a revolution in France, which overthrew Louis Bonaparte and established a republic on September 4, 1870.
p. 262
The reference is to the 5,000 million franc indemnity paid to Germany
by !'ranee after her defeat in the Franco-Prussian war of 1870-71. p. 263
The franchise was introduced by Bismarck in 1866 for the elections to tlie
North-German Reichstag and in 1871 for the elections to the Reichstag
p. 264
of the united German Empire.

Engels is quoting the preamble, written by Marx, to the programme of
the French Workers' Party adopted at a congress in Havre in 1880.
p. 264
'" On September 4, 1870, the government of Louis Bonaparte was overthrown
by the revolutionary masses and a republic proclaimed.
On October 31, 1870, the Blanquists made an unsuccessful attempt at
an insurrection against the Government of National Defence.
p. 267
128 The battle of Wagram took place on July 5-6, 1809, during the AustroFrench war of 1809. The I•'rench troops led by Napoleon Bonaparte
defeated the Austrian army of Archduke Charles.
The battle of Waterloo took place on June 18, 1815. Napoleon was defeated. The battle was of decisive importance in the 1815 campaign:
it predestined the final victory of the anti-Napoleonic coalition of European Powers and the fall of the empire of Napoleon Bonaparte. p. 268
126
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Engels refers to the long struggle that was waged between the Dukes and
nobility in Mecklenburg-Schwerin and Mecklenburg-Strelitz, which
resulted in the signing of the Constit11Lional Treaty in Rostock, in 1755
on the hereditary rights of the nobility. The treaty confirmed the nobn!
ity's former freedoms and privileges and secured their leading role in
the Landtags, which were organised on the social estate principle It
also exempted half of their land Crom taxes, fixed taxes on trade ~nd
handicrafts and determined their contribution to state expenditure.
p. 269
i3 o Reference is to the incorporation of the kingdom of Hanover, the province Hesse-Cassel and the duchy of Nassau into Prussia in 1866 118
a result of Prussia's victory in the war against Austria and small German states in 1866.
p. 270

12•

iai Annenkov wrote to Marx on November 1, 1846 about Proudhon's book
"To tell the truth, the plan of the work seems to me rather the figment
of a man who has managed to survey a tiny bit of German philosophy
than the necllssary outcome of the analysis and logical development of
a definite theme.
p. 273
132

133

131

135

Reference is to Critique of Politics and Economics, a work Marx planned
to wl'ite.
p. 283
Here Marx refers to the first chapter {"Commodities and Money") in
the first German edition of Capital, Volume I. In the second and the
following German editions of this volume Part l corresponds to this p. 285
chapter {see Capital, Vol. I, Moscow, 1965, pp. 35-143).
David Ricardo, On the Principles of Political Economy, and Taxation,
London, 1821, p. 479.
p. 285
Quoted from Hobbes's De Give and Leviathan, Ch. Xlll-XlV.
p. 288

ua The book referred to is Die Geschichts,,hflosophie /Tegels und der Hegelianer
bis art/ Marx und Ilartmann {The Philosophy of History of Hegel and the

Hegelians up to Marx and Hartmann).

p. 290

M. Wirth, "Outrages in Respect of Hegel and Persecution of Him in
Contemporary Germany".
p. 290
"" In bis letter to Engels of Aug11st 16, 1890, Iloenigk, who intended to read
a lecture on socialism, asked Engels to answer him whether it was possible and advisable to effect socialist transformations, considering the
then exisLing differences in education, level of consciousness, etc., among
p. 292
the various classes of society.
137

•_•• See Note 105.
p. 300
Note 101.
p. 301
" 1 Frederick Engels, Ludwig Feuerbach and the End of Classical Germa.n
Philosophy {see pp. 228-37 of this book).
p. 302
~ 12 for the chapter on the working day see Karl Marx, Capital, Vol. I, Mos«ow, 1965, pp. 231-302 and for the Chapter 21, entitled "The So-called
Primitive Accumulation" see ibid., pp. 713-64.
p. 302
113 The rPference is to Barth's Die Geschichtsphtlosophie II cgels und der

1•• See

fl egelianer bis auf Marx und fl artmann.

"' Reference is to Capital, Volume III.
,.. See Note H3.

p. 302

p. 302
p. 303
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"" Reference is to G. Giilich's Geschichtliche Dar.<tellung des Handels, der
Geu:erbe und des Ackerbaus der bedeutendsten Ilandeltreibenden Staaten
unserer Zeit (Historical Description of Trade, Industry and Agriculture
of the Most Important Commercial States of Our Time).
p. 308
"' Frederick Engels, Ludwig Feuer/Jach and the End of Classical German
p. 308
Philosophy.
"" At the end of 1893 the magazine Russkoye Bogatstvo, the rallying centre
of liberal Narodniks, and other Narodnik journals came out against
Marxism. They carried articles distorting Marx's teaching on society,
1·evolution and socialism.
Lenin's book What the "Friends of the People" A re and How They Fight
the Social-Democrats played the major part in the ideological rout of
the Narodniks.
In bis book Lenin exposed the theoreticians of Narodism as idealists
rejecting the objective nature of social development and the decisive
role of the masses in history. In juxtaposition, Lenin placed the materialist conception of social life. Ile set forth Marx's teaching on society, and
showed that the course of history was dctcnnincd by the objecti vc laws
of development, the main motive force of social development being the
people, the classes and their struggle.
p. 313
""

R~ference

is to N. K. Mikhailovsky's article "Karl Marx Being Tried
by Y. Zhukovsky". published in the magazine Otechestvenniye Zapiski
:\o. 10, October 1877.
p. 314
160 SPe Karl Marx, Capital, Vol. I, Moscow, 1965, Preface to the first Ger111an edition, p. 10.
p. 315
m Reference is to Marx's A Criticism of Hegel's Philosophy of Right, written

in the summer of 1843.

p. 317

"" Quoted from the preface to A Contribution to the Critique of Political
p. 317
Economy (see pp. 137-38 of this book).
Contra! .<ocial-one of the chief works of J can-Jacques Ilousseau, published in 1762. Its main idea is that every social system should be the
result of a free agreement. Fundamentally idealistic though it was, the
"social contract" theory, ad vanccd on the eve of the French bourgeois
revolution of the eighteenth century, played a revolutionary role. It
expressed the demand for bourgeois equality, the abolition of the privileges of tl1e feudal estates, and the esLablishment of a bourgeois republic.
p. 318
154 See Karl Marx, Capital, Vol. l, :Moscow, 1965, p. 373.
p. 323
us Heference is to Karl Marx's letter to the editorial board of •·otcchcstvcnniye Zapiski" (sec Marx and Engels, Selected Correspondence, Mosp. 323
cow, 1965, pp. 311-13).

168

F. Engel~. Anti-Diihring. I/err Eugen Diihring's Revolution in Science
(Part I. Political Economy. Chapter One. Subject Matter anrl )..lethod),
Moscow, 1969, p. 181.
p. 324

168 S1•c

m

The Germa" Ideology was written jointly by Marx and Engels in 1845
and 1846. (For the 1st chapter of the work sec pp. 75-76 of this book).
The characterisation of The German Ideology given by Engels is taken
from the Preface to Ludwig Feuerbach and the 1'nd of Classical German
Philosophy (see Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 3, Moscow, 1970,
Jl. 336).
p. 324
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m See F. Engels, Preface to the first German edition of The Origin of

·1
.~

Family, Privale Properly and the Stale (see Marx and Engels, Selec~;
Works, Vol. 3, Moscow, 1970, p. 192).
p, 326 .'
169 The fief (pomeslye) syslem-the specific form of feudal landownersbi ·

that arose and became established in Russia in the fifteenth, and Parti.?'
ularly the sixteenth century. The fief lands, considered the propert
of the feudal state, were distributed by the government among thoi:
who served in the army or at court. The fief was the conditional . . .
temporary property of the nobleman who had rendered these servi . ,
Follo...,ing Peter i's ukase on inheritance, issued in 1714, the lief 0~
and for all became the private property of the landed nobility. p. 32l
180 The Firs! /nlernaltonal-The lnternalional Working Men's Associatto 11 -~
the first international organisation of the proleLariat, founded by Kql.
Marx in 1864 at an international workers' conference in London conve~.
by British and French workers. The First International directed ta'
economic and political struggle of the workers in different countri•
and strengthened the bonds of solidarity between them. It played a
tremendous part in disseminating Marxism, in introducing socialilaa
into the working-class movement.
After the defeat of the Paris Commune the working class was face41
with the task of organising national mass parties based on the prln·
ciples advanced by the First International. "... As I view European conditions", Marx wrote in 187 3. "it is quite useful to let the formal organisation of the International recede into the background for the time
being" (see Marx and Engels, Selecled Correspondence. Moscow, 1965;
p. 286). In 1876, at a conference held in Philadelphia, the First Interna~
tional was officially dissolved.
p. 331
u 1 Lenin uses the name of V. Burenin, a contrib11tor to the reactionary paper
Novoye Vremya (New Times), as a synonym for dishonest methods of
controversy.
p. 33t
111 Novoye Vremya (!'lew Times)-a daily paper that appeared in St. Petersburg from 1868 to 1917. At first it was moderately liberal, but from
1876 it became the organ of reactionary circles among the aristocract
and the bureaucracy. Lenin called Novoye Vremya a typical example of
the venal press.
p. 333
183 Sec F. Engels, Preface to the first edition of The Origin of !he Familr1,
Prtvale Properly and thefStale (Marx and Engels, Selecled Works, Vol. 36
Moscow, 1970, p. 191).
p. 33
1" See Karl Marx, Capilal, Vol. I, Moscow, 1965, p. 13.
p. 336
166 See Note 166.
p. 338
1" See Marx's letter to Ruge, Krcuznach, September 1843 (Letters from
Deulsch-Franziisische J ahrbucher).
p. 338
187 See ~·. Engels, Anli-Duhring (First Part. Philosophy. Chapter Thirteen.
Dialectics. Negation of the Negation), Moscow, 1969, pp. 155-70. p. 338
168 'Veslnik Yevropy (European Messcnger)-a monthly historico-political
and literary journal, liberal bourgeois in trend; appeared in St. Pcter3s9
p. 3
burg from 1866 to 1918.
189 The author of the article was Professor I. I. Kaufman of St. Petersb1ll'lr
3
University.
p. 339
17 0 Further on in the text (on pp."342-46 of this book) V. I. Lenin cites an
extract from Engcls's Anli-Duhring (see F. Engels, Anli-Duhring, Mo,s;;
cow, 1969, pp. 155-61).
p. 3,...
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See Karl Marx, Capital, Vol. I, Moscow, 1965, p. 78.
p. 344
See Karl Marx, Capital, Vol. l, Moscow, 1965, pp. 761-64.
p. 344
Reference is to the Afterword to the second edition of Volume l of Marx's
~~

~~

Otechestvenniye Zaniskt (Fatherland Notes)-a literary political magazine
published in St. Petersburg from 1820. The magazine wns continually
harassed by the censors, and in April 1884 was closed down by the tsarist government.
p. 347
17 ;; Reference is to the following theses formulated by Marx and Engels in
the Manifesto of the Communist Party: "The theoretical conclusions of
the Communists are in no way based on ideas and principles that have
been invented, or discovered, by this or that would-be universal reformer.
"They merely express, in general terms, actual relations springing
from an existing class struggle, from a historical movement going on
under our very eyes" (see p. 95 of this book).
p. 350
"" See F. Engels, Anti-Duhring (Part One. Philosophy. Chapter Nine. Morality and Law. Eternal Truths), Moscow, 1969, p. 113.
p. 351
177 Reference is to the socialism of the Narodniks.
N arodism-an ideological and political trend in Russia, which arose
in the sixties and seventies of the nineteenth century. The Narodniks
denied the leading role of the working class in the revolutionary movement and erroneously believed that a socialist revolution could be arcomplisbed by the petty proprietor, the peasant. They regarded tho
village commune, which was actually a survival of feudalism and serfdom
in the Russian countryside, as the embryo of socialism. Their socialism
was not based on the real development of society; it was merely a phrase,
a dream, a pious wish.
Striving to rouse the peasants to the struggle against autocracy, the
Narodniks went to the villages, "among the people" (narod means people,
hence their name), but they did not meet support there.
In the eighties and nineties they began to reconcile themselves to
tsarism; they expressed the interests of the kulaks and carried on a relentless struggle against Marxism.
p. 352
178 Refere11ce is to N. K. Mikhailovsky's articles "Apropos the Russian
Edition of Karl Marx's Book" (1872) and "Karl Marx Being Tried by
Y. Zhukovsky" (1877).
·
p. 352
17• Quoted from Marx's letter to A. Ruge, dated September 1843.
p. 355
1so Reference is to S. N. Yuzhakov (see Name Indez).
p. 356
181 Reference is to the Emancipation of Labour group, the first Russian
Marxist group, founded by G. V. Plekl;lanov in Geneva in 1883. The
Emancipation of Labour group played a great part in disseminating
Marxism in Russia, but it had no actual connection with the workingclass movement.
Lenin pointed out that the group "only laid the theoretical foundations
for the Social-Democratic movement and took the first step towards the
working-class movement" (see V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 20,
p. 278).
At the Second Congress of the R.S.D.L.P. held in August 1903, the
Emancipation of Labour group announced that it had ceased its activity
as a group.
p. 358
18• See Afterword to the second edition of Volume One of Marx's Capital
(Karl Marx, Capital, Vol. I, Moscow, 1965, p. 20).
p. 365
45•
17'
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Lenin quotes from Marx's letter to A. Ruge (dated September 1843).
p. 366
18• The work The Economic Content of Narodism and the Criticism of It i,,
Mr. Struve's Book (The Reflection of Marxism in Bourgeois Literature)
was written by Lenin in St. Petersburg at the end of 1894 and the beginning of 1895. In this work Lenin continued the criticism of Narodnik
views hegnn in his previous writings, and gave a comprehensive criticism of legal Marxism and ils ideologist P. B. Strnve. He exposed their
attempts to devoid Marxism of its l"Cvolutionary content and showed that
their views were based on bourgeois obiecti vism which justified capitalism and glossed over the class contradictions. In connection with his
criticism of bourgeois objectivism Lenin snbstantiated the principle of
partyism of philosophy as a social science.
p. 367
186 See Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louia
Bonaparte (p. 130 of this book).
p. 372
186 See F. Engels, Anti-Diihrlng, Moscow, 1969, p. 116.
p. 372
u 7 Karl Marx, Capital, Vol. I, Moscow, 1965, pp. 84-85, Footnote 2. p. 374
188 See Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 3, Moscow, 1970, p. 283, p. 376
183

N aucrary-small terrilorial district in the ancient Athenian Republic.
Naucraries were united in phyles. The collegh1m of naucrars (naucra:ry
chiefs) managed the finances of the Athenian State. It was the duty of
each naucrary to build, equip and man a warship and to provide two
lwrsemen to meet the military needs of the state.
p. 376 ·
l 9• See Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 3, Moscow, 1970, p. 280.
p. 376
lDl See Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 2, Moscow, 1969, pp. 217-18
and Vol. I, Moscow, 1969, p. 433.
p. 376
1 92 See F. Engels, A nti-Diihring, Moscow, 1969, p. 136.
p. 377
193 See Note 53.
p. 381
19' ReferPnce is to the Manifesto of the Communist Party written by Marx
·
p. 381
and Engels and published in 1848.
10• RPference is to Marx's book Zur Krttik der politischen Okonomte. Lenin
refers here to the 1896 Russian edition of the hook.
p. 382
ue What Is To Be Done? was v.Titten by Lenin in January 1902, In this
book, Marx's and Engel's ideas on the party as a revolutionising, guiding
and organising force of the working-class movement were substantiated
and developed as applicable to the new historical conditions. Lenin worked
out the principles of the teaching on the party of a new type, the party
of tho proletarian revolution and showed the tremendous importance of
the theory of scientific ~ocialism for the working-class movement and
for the activity of the revolutionary Marxist party of the proletariat.
189

p. 384
Rabocheye Dyelo (The Workers' Cause)-a journal, organ of the Uniop.
of Russian Social-Democrats Abroad, published in GenPva from Apnl
1899 to February 1902. The journal expressed opportunist views on the
p. 384
questions of tactics of the Russian Sorial-Domocracy.
l98 See Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 3, Moscow, 1970, p. 11. p. 384
199 The Gotha Programme-the programme adopted by the German SocialDemocratic Party at the Gotha Congress in 1875, when the two German
191
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socialist parties-the Lassalleans and the Eisenachers, led by Bebe! and
Licbknecht and ideologically inffuenced by Marx and Engels-became
united. The programme was eclectic and opportunistic because the Eisenachcrs made conccs.5ions to the Lassalleans on the most important
issues. Marx anrl Engels subjected tl1e Gotha Programme to scathing criticism, considering it a retrograde step as compared with the Risenach
p. 384
Programme of 1869.
ioo Economism-an opportunist trend in Russian Social-Democratic movement at the end of the nineteenth and beginning of the twentieth centuries. The "economists" opposed the Social-Democrats' participation in
political struggle. They limited the tasks of the working class to an
economic struggle for higher wages and better working conditions, etc.,
asserting that political struggle against tsarism should be the business
of the liberal bourgeoisie. The "economists" were against forming an
independent political party of the working class and denied the importance of revolutionary theory in the working-dass movement. p. 385
• 01
• 0•

1 03

'°'

•05
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Sec Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 1, Moscow, 1969, pp. 169-71.
p. 387
The Exceptional f,aw Against the Socialists was promulgated in Germany
by Bismarck in 1878. Under this law the Social-Democratic Party, all
workers' mass organisations, and the working-classprcsswerc prohibited.
Still, the best part of the German Social-Democracy rnllied round August
Behel and Wilhelm Liebknecht and carried on the work in illegal conditions. Far from diminishing, its inffuencc on the working-class masses
increased; at the elections to the Reichstag in 1890 almost one and a half
million electors gave their votes to Social-Democrats. The government
p. 387
was compelled to annul the Exceptional Law in 1890.
See Note 181.
p. 388
At the Vienna Congress of the Austrian Social-Democratic Party held
on November 2-6, 1901, a new programme was adopted in place of the
old, Hainfeld programme of 1888. The draft of the new programme made
serious concessions to Bernsteinism, thereby inviting critical comment.
Karl Kautsky, for one, criticised jt in his article '"Dill Revision des
Programms der Sozialdemokratic in Osterreich". Uc was for retaining the
theoretical section of the Hain.feld programme, since it expresser! more
fully and correctly the Social-Democratic concept of general historical
p. 389
development and the tasks of the working class.
Credo-a creed, programme-the name given to the Economists' manip. 390
festo written by Y. D. Kuskova.
The Progressist Party-a GeJ'man bourgeois party founded in June 1861.
One of its programme demands was the unification of Germany under
Prnssia's hegemony. The party did not support the main rlcmocratic
demands for universal suffrage, freedom of the prcs.5, associations and
assemblies for fear of a people's revolution. In 1866 the Hight wing split
away from the party and formed a Party of National Liberals, wliich
of!crod no resistance to the Bismarck government.
p. 391
Reference is to S. N. Prokopovich's book Labour Movement in the West.
A Crftical Study, Vol. I. Germany. Belgium, and P. B. Struve's article
"Die Marxische Theorie sozialen 'Ent wicklung".
Prokopovich tried to prove in his book that the conditions of the working-class movement in Germany and Belgium made it impossible for
Social-Democracy to pursue a revolutionary policy and wage a revolutionary struggle. Struve sought to refute the general theory of Marxism
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and its philosophical premises from the positions of Bernsteinism and
denied the need for social revolution and the dictatorship of the proletariat.
p. 391
sos The Hirsch-Duncker Unions-German reformist trade union organisationa
established in 1868 by Hirsch and Duncker, members of the bourgeois
Progressist Party. They existed until 1933 and never constituted a real
foree in the German working-class movement in spite of all the eflorta
of the bourgeoisie to that et!ect and the government's support. p. 391
• 0 • Reference is to the beginning of the 1905-07 Revolution in Russia.
V. I. Lenin, who until the autumn of 1905 was in emigration, closely
followed the developments in Russia and immediately responded to
them by giving an analysis and appraisal of the events.
p. 393
11o In his work Two Tactics of Social-Democracy in the Democratic Revolution, written in June and July '1905, Lenin elaborated the teaching on
the hegemony of the l'roletariat in the revolution, on the alliance of the
working class with the peasantry, on the development of bourgeoisdemocratic revolution into socialist revolution, and on the leading role
of the proletarian party in lighting for the victory of democratic and
socialist revolutions.
p. 396
111 Reference is to the~ 1905-07 Revolution in Russia.
p. 396
111 Socialist-Revolutionaries (S.R.s)-a petty-bourgeois party formed in
Russia at the end of 1901 and beginning of 1902 through the amalgama·
tion of various Narodnik groups and circles. They called themselves
socialists, but their socialism was quite different from scientilic socialism, Marxism. Theirs was a petty bourgeois utopian socialism.
The Socialist-Revolutionaries demanded the transfer of the land to
the tillers on the basis of equalitarian tenure. They hoped in this way
to achieve a "socialisation of the land". However, equalitarian land
tenure in conditions of capitalist production relations would not mean
a transition to socialism but would merely lead to the liquidation of
the semi-feudal relations in the countryside and accelerate the development of capitalism.
The S.R.s saw no class distinctions between the proletariat and the
peasantry, glossed over the class stratification and the contradictions
within the peasantry-the working peasants and the kulaks-and denied
the leading role of the proletariat in the revolution. Their chief method
of struggle against tsarism was the tactics of individual terrorism.
When the 1905-07 Revolution was defeated many of the S.R.s adopted
the stand of bourgeois liberalism.
Alter the victory of the bourgeois-democratic revolution in February
1917, the S.R.s, together with the Mensheviks, were the mainstay of
the counter-revolutionary Provisional Government, and leaders of their
party were members of that government. The Socialist-Revolutionary
Party refused to support the peasants' demand for the abolition of the
landed estates; the S.R. ministers in the Provisional Government sent
punitive expeditions against the peasant.s who had seized landed estates.
After the October Socialist Revolution, the S.R.s, together with the
bourgPoisic, the lamlowners and foreign interventionists took up arms
against Soviet power.
p. 396
118 Meaning a redistribution of land.
p. 396
•u New-Iskrists-Mensheviks, adherents of the new, opportunist Iskra.
Iskra (The Spark)-the first all-Russia Marxist newspaper, founded
by V. I. Lenin in•1900. It was published abroad and illegally brought
into Russia. AfLer the split of the Party at the Second Party Congress
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(1903), into the revolutionary wing (the Bolsheviks) and the opportunist
(the Menshcviks), Iskra became the organ of the Mensheviks (from issue
No. 52) to be known as the "new" Iskra as distingnished from Lenin's
old Iskra.
Mensheviks-Russian opportunist Social-Democrats who split away
from the revolutionary wing of the Party, led by Lenin, at the Second
Congress of the R.S.D.L.P. in 1903. In the elections to the central bodies
of the Party, revolutionary Social-Democrats obtained the majority
while the opportunist wing, led by Martov, were in the minority (the
Russian for majority is bolshinstvo and the minority-men.•hinstuo).
hence their names, the Bolsheviks and Mensheviks.
During the first Russian Revolution of 1905-07 the Mensheviks opposed
the hegemony of the working class in the revolution and the workers'
alliance with the revolutionary JJeasantry. After the defeat of the revolution most of the Mensheviks became liquidators: they demanded the
liquidation of the illegal revolutionary working-class party in favour
of a legal party that would renounce revolutionary struggle and adapt
its activity to the conditions of the reactionary monarchist regime. In
1917 Mensheviks entered the bourgeois Provisional Government. After
the victory of the Octobet Socialist Revolution they participated in the
counter-revolutionary struggle against the Soviet state.
p. 397
m Russklye Vedomosti (Russian Recorder), Syn Otechestva (Son of the Fatherland), Nasha Zhizn (Our Life) and Nashi Dni (Our Days)-newspapers of

a liberal trend.
p. 399
(Emancipation)-a journal published abroad from 1902
t.o 1905; organ of the liberal bourgeoisie.
In 1903 tile Osvobozhdeniye League appeared with the journal for its
centre. It took definite shape in January 1904 and existed until October
1!105.
p. 399
017 Sc~ Marx and Engels, Manifesto of the Communist Party (Marx and Enp. 399
gels, Selected Works, Vol. 1, Moscow, 1969, p. 137).
See Note 200.
p. 405
•19 See Karl Marx, The Class Struggles in France, 1848 to 1850 (pp. 105-11
of this book).
p. 406
"" See ~arx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. I, Moscow, 1969, p. 277.
p. 408
•21 Moskovskiye Vedomosti (Moscow Recorder)-one of the oldest Russian
newspapers, founded in 1756. From 1905 it was a leading organ of the
Black Hundreds and was published until the October Socialist Revolution of 1917.
p. 408

•1• O.<vobozhdeniye

•1•

••• Sec Friedrich Engels, "FlUchtlings-Literatur" (Marx and Engels, Selected
Works, Vol. 2, Moscow, 1969, p. 383).
p. 413
• 21 Cadets-members of the Constitutional-Democratic Party, the leading
party of the liberal-monarchist bourgeoisie in Russia. It was founded
in October 1903 and its membership was made UJI of representatives of
th~ bourgeoisie, landowners and bourgeois intellectuals.
p. 416
••• Bez:aglavtsi-a semi-Cadet, semi-Menshevik group of the Russian bour(\'oois intelligentsia, which was formed around the political weekly Bez
Zaglav!ya (Without a Title), published in January-May 1906. Under
cover of formal non-partisanship, the Bezzaglavtsi propagated the ideas
of bourgeois liberalism and opportunism and supported the revisionist•
in Russian and international Social-Democracy.
p. 116
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Reference is to the experience of barricade fighting in Moscow in December 1905.
p. 416
"'" SPP Friedrich Engels, "l'liichtlings-Lite~atur" (Marx and Engels, Selected
Works, Vol. 2, Moscow, 1969, p. 38a).
p. 420
12• See Marx's letter to L. Kugelmann of March 3, 1869 ('.\larx and Engels
Selected Correspondence, Moscow, 1965, p. 218).
p. 421
228 The Duma-a representative body which the tsarist government was
compelled to convene as a result of the revolutionary events of 1905
Formally the Duma was a legislative body, but actually it had no reai
power. Elections to the Duma were not direct, equal or universal. The
electoral rights of the working clasws and of the non-Hussian nationalities
inhabiting Russia were greatly curtailed, while considerable numbers
of workers and peasants had no franchise at all.
By calling the Third Duma (1907-12) the Octobrist Duma (the Octobrist
Party was a monarchist party of big capitalists), Lenin emphasised its
anti-popular, reactionary character.
p. 422
229 Balalaikin-a character in M. Y. Saltykov-Shchedrin's A Modern Idyll,
synonymous of a liberal windbag and liar.
Molchalin-a character from A. S. Griboyedov's Wit Works Woe,
personifying servility and toadyism.
p. 422
030 Proudhonism-an anti-Marxist trend in j)etty-bourgeois socialism, so
called after its ideologist, the French anarchist Pierre Joseph Proudhon_.
(For Proudhon see Name Index.)
p. 424
131 Bakuninists--representatives of a trend called after 111. A. Bakunin,
ideologist of anarchism. The Bakuninists waged a relentless struggle
against Marxist theory and the Marxist tactics of the working-class
movement. Their fundamental principle was a rejection of all forms
of state, including dictatorship of the proletariat, which revealed their
failure to understand tlie historical role of the proletariat. They held
that a secret revolutionary society, a certain ''invisible dictatorship"
made up of "outstanding" individuals, was to lead Jleople's revolts, after
which a "stateless" social system would be proclaimed.
On penetrating into the International, Bakunin made it his object
to seize control of the General Council. He waged a struggle against
Marx, using all and every means without scruple. At the Hague Congress
in 1872, the leaders of anarchism, Bakunin and Guillaume, were expelled
from the First International for their disorganising activities. Marx
and Engels sharply criticised the theory and adventurist tactics of the
Rakuninists.
p. 424
••• Bernsteinism-an anti-Marxist, opportunist trend in international Social·
Democracy that arose in Germany at the end of tlie nineteenth century
and derived its name from Eduard Bernstein, the most outspoken ideolo4gist of revisionism (for Bernstein see Name Index.)
p. 42
• 33 Neo-[(antianism-a reactionary trend in bourgeois philosophy thaL arose
in Germany in the middle of the nineteenth century. The neo-Kantians
arcepted the most reactionary, idealist conceptioM of Kant's philosophy
and rejoctecl whatever elements of materialism it contained. Under the
slogan "back to Kant" they preached resurrection of Kant's idcali~
and fought against diHlectical and historical materialism. Engels in
his book f,ud,vig Feuerbach nnd the End of Classical German Philosophy
characterised the neo-Kantians as "theoretical reactionaries", wretched
eclectics and flea-crackers.
Lenin criticised the neo-Kantians' philosophy in bis book Materialism
225

and Empirio-Criticism.

p. 425
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... See Karl Marx, Capital, Vol. 1, Moscow, 1965, p. 19.
p. 425
••• Reference is to the Theory of Marginal Utility, advanced in the 18th
century. It was supported in the 19th century by the Austrian school
of political economy (Bohm-Bawerk, Menger and others). The economists
of this school asserLed that the source of value wa" not the socially necessary labour but the utility of a commodity. Of decisive significance in
this respect is the utility of the last increment of any commodity secured,
which satisfies the least enjoyable want (if a person has ten pieces of
bread, it will be the utility of the tenth piece). The level of "marginal
utility" of a commodiLy depends on the demand for it, its rarity, etc;
p. 42:>
• 3 e Reference is to the Paris Commune of 1871 and the December 1905 armed
uprising in Moscow and other cities, which was the apogee of the first
Russian revolution of 1905-07.
p. 428
237

238

,lfillerandism-an opportunist trend named after the French socialistreformist Millerand, who in 1899 entered the reactionary bourgeois
p. 428
government of France and supported its anti-popular policy,
The orthodoz-German Social-Democrats who opposed revision of Marx~

2 39

~m

Guesdists-a revolutionary, Marxist trend in the French socialist movement at the end of the 19th and beginning of the 20th century, led by
Jules Guesde and Paul Lafargue. After the split in the Workers' Party
of France in 1882, the Guesdists formed a separate party but retained
the old name and remained true to the Havre Party Programme adopted
in 1880, the theoretical part of which was written by Marx. They advocated the indPpendent revolutionary policy of the proletariat.
In 1901 all champions of revolutionary class struggle, led by Guesde,
formed the Socialist Party of France (whose members were called
Gucsdists after their leader).
J auresists-followers of the French Socialist lean Leon J aurcs, who,
jointly with Millerand, formed a group of Independent Socialists in
1890s, and headed the Right, reformist wing of the French socialist
movement. In 1902 they founded the French Socialist Party, which adhered to reformist principles.
Broussists (Possibilists)-a petty-bourgeois, reformist trend, led by
Benott Malon and Paul Brousse. They re1iudiated the revolutionary
programme and tactics of the proletariat and slurred over the socialist
aims of the working-class movement suggesting that the workers should
limit their struggle to what was "possible" in the conditions of capitalism. In 1902, in conjunction with other reformist groups, the Possibilists founded the French Socialist Party.
In 1905 the Socialist Party of France and the French Socialist Party
united to form a single party, which assumed the latter name. p. 429

... The Social-Democratic Federation was founded in 1884. Among its leaders there were reformists (Hyndman and others), anarchists, and revolutionary Soeial-DemocraLs (Harry Quelch, Tom Mann, ct al.). The
last-named group constituted the Left wing of the socialist movement
in Great Britain.
Engels criticised the Social-Democratic Federation !or sectarianism,
for its lar,k of contact with the mass workin11-class movement in Great
Britain and for support of the French Possibilists. In 1907 the SocialDemocratic Federation was renamed the Social-Democratic Party, which
in 1U11, together with Left clements from the Independent Labour Party,
founded the British Socialist Party. In 1920 that party, as well as the
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Communist Unity group, played the major part in founding the Commu.
nist Party of Great Britain.
the l ndependent Labour Party-a reformist organisation founded in
1893. The membership of the I.L.P. consisted of the new trade unionists
and members of some of the old trade unions, as well as intellectuals
and petty bourgeois holding Fabian views. The leader of the party was
Keir Hardie.
The Independent Labour Party held a bourgeois-reformist stand
devoting its chief attention lo parliamentary forms of struggle and p~
liamentary deals with the Liberal Party.
p. 429
1 l ntegralist.•-representativcs of "inlegraln socialism, a variety of petty.
bourgeois socialism, who constituted a Centrist trend in the Italian
Socialist Party. Their leader was Enrico Ferri. In the 1900s the integralists fought over a number of questions with the reformists, who held
extremely opportunist positions and collaborated with the reactionary
bourgeoisie.
p. 429
.... Seo Note 214.
p. 429
1143 "Revolutionary syndicali.•m"-a
petty-bourgeois semi-anarchist trend
that made its appearance in the Jabour movement of several West-European countries at the close of the nineteenth century.
The syndicalists saw no need for the working class to engage in political struggle, and repudiated the leading role of its Party.
They believed that by organising a general strike of the workers, the
trade unions (in France, syndicates) could without a revolution overthrow capitalism and take over control of production.
p. 429
·m Materialism and Empirio-Criticism-tho main philosophical work of
V. I. Lenin, in which he developed Marx's·philosophy, provided answe1'8
to the basic philosophical questions facing the Party at that period and
drew philosophical conclusions from the latest achievements of natural
science.
This book contains two sections from Chapter IV of the work. In them
Lenin counterposed historical materialism to the Machists' unscientific
attempts to su hstitute "social energetics", biological and other Jaws
for the specilic laws of social development. He also exposed the pseudonon-part1sanship of bourgeois philosophy. He showed that the development of philosophy in an antagonistic class society inevitably manifests
itself in the struggle of two philosophic trends-mate1·ialism and ideal·
i"m-which express the interests of the progressive and reactionary
classes respectively.
p. 431
.... H..!1•rence is to the Preface to Marx's work Contribution to the CritiqU8
of Political Economy (see pp. 136-40 of this book).
p. 431
.., SPe Marx and Engels, Selected Correspondence, Moscow, 1965, p. 290.
p. 436
• 47 ,ifalthusianism-reactionary theory of the English economist Thomas
Hobert Malthus (1766-1834), who claimed in his book An Essay on tM
Principle of Population that the growth of the means of consumption
lagged behind the growth of the population and that owing to this "absolute law of population" p<.iverty and hunger was the inevitable Jot
of the popular masses. On the basis of this "law" invented by Malthus
the Malthusians asserted that wars, epidemics and natural calamities had
a "benelicial'' effect on the development of humanity since they di·
minishcd population.
Marx subjected Malthus's theory to scathing criticism and proved
that there was no "absolute law of population" since each socio-economic
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fonnation had its own law of population, and that the poverty and hardships of the masses were the consequence of the capitalist mode of production, under which a small number of exploiters appropriatl'd the
· surplus labour of millions of peorile, and that the transition to the communist mode of production woulcl create conditions for a full satisfaction
of the needs of each person.
p. 436
248 See Note 10.
p. 439
••• See Marx and Engels, Selected Correspondence, Moscow, 1965, pp. 290,
306.
p. 439
••• See Frederick Engels, "Special Introduction to the English edition of
1892 of Socialism: Utopian and Scientific" (pp. 243-54 of this book).
p. 439
' 1 Reference is to Engels's Anti-Diihring (1878), Ludwig Feuerbach and the
End of Classical German Philosophy (1888) and "Special Introduction to
the English edition of 1892 to Socialism: Utopian and Scientific"'. p. 440
"" Lenin quotes a passage from A. V. Lunacharsky's "Sketches of Modern
Russian Literature", which was published in Kos. 2 and 3 of Zagranichnaya Gazeta (Gazette Etrangi\rc), the weekly newspaper of a group of
Russian emigrants published in Geneva from March 16 to April 13,
1908.
p. 445
•&a Obrazovaniye (Education)-a literary magazine of a populal'-scicntific
and socio-political character published in St. Petersburg from 1892
p. 41,5
to 1909.
m Vekhi (Landmal'ks)-a symposium containing articles of prominent
Cadets and other publicists close to them, published in Moscow in 1909.
In these articles representatives of Russian liberalism renounced the
revolutionary-democratic traditions of the liberation movement in Russia, condemned the 1905-07 Revolution and thanked the tsarist government for having "with its bayonets and jails" saved the privileged secp. 449
tions of society from "the fury of the people".
'" The diehards-the name given by Russian political literature to the

extreme Right-wing representatives of the reactionary landowner class.
p. 449
2'8 Otzovism (from the Russian word otozvat-to recall) an opportunist
trend represented by a small section of the Bolsheviks, wliich arose
after the defeat of the 1905-07 Revolution.
The otzovists demanded the recall of the Social-Democratic deputies
from the Duma and tho rejection of work in the trade unions, co-operatives and oLher legal organisations. However. in condiLions of reaction
that set in after the defeat of the revolution the Party could expand its
connections with the working masses and muster forces for a new revolutionary upsurge only by combining illegal methods of work with work
in legal organisations. The otzovists' policy, which they pursued under
eover of revolutionary phrases. did immense damage to the Party in
its work to strengthen tics with the masses.
p. 450

See Frederick Engels, Ludwig Feuerbach and the End of Clnssical German
Philosophy ancl Anti-Diihring; Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, Manifesto of the Communist Party.
p. 453
"" See Karl l\larx and Frederick Engels, Manifesto of the Communist Party
(pp. 84-10~ of this book).
p. 457
••• See Note 200.
p. 457
•'7
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Liquidationism- an opportunist trend that aros~ among the Menshevik
Social-Democrats after the defeat of the 1905-07 Revolution.
The liquidators demanded the dissolution of the revolutionary illegal
party of the working class. Summoning the workers to give up the revolutionary struggle against tsarism, they intended to convene a nonParty "labour congress" to establish an opportunist '·broad" labour party
which, abandoning revolutionary ~logans, would engage only in the
legal activity permitted by the tsarist government. The policy of the
liquidators was not supported by the workers. The Prague Conference
of the R.S.D.L.P. held in January 1912 expelled them from tho Party.
p. 457
2•1 Frederick Engels, Ludwig Feuerbach and the End of Classical German
Philosophy (see Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 3, Moscow, 1970,
p. 351).
p. 459
262 Karl Marx, Capital, Vol. I, Moscow, 1965, p. 372.
p. 460
••• Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, Manifesto of the Communist Part11
(see pp. 84-94 and 92 of this book).
p. 463
•H Reference is to the Basie Congress of the Second International held in
November 1912. It was an extraordinary congress called to express a
1irotest against the Balkan War and the imminent danger of a world
imperialist war. The Congress adopted a resolution (manifesto) calling
on the socialists of all countries to •·prevent the outbreak of war". "The
workers consider it a crime to shoot each other", the Manifesto said,
"in the interest and for the profit of capitalism, for the sake of dynastic
honour and of diplomatic secret treaties." In the event of war, "socialists
shall be bound to intervene so that it might be brought to a speedy end,
and to employ all their forres fo1· utilising the economic and political
crisis created by the war in order to rouse the masses of people and hasten
the downbreak of the predominance of the capitalist class."
When the world imperialist war broke out in August 1911, most leaders
of the socialist parties of the Second International betrayed the cause
of socialism, went back on the Basie resolution and sided with their
imperialist governments. The Russian Ilolsheviks led by Lenin, as well
as German Left Social-Democrats (Karl Liebknecbt, Rosa Luxemburg
and others) and some groups in other socialist parties remained true
to the principles of internationalism and, in conformity with the Basie
Manifesto, called upon the workers of their countries to fight against
their own imperialist governments and against the imperialist war. p. 465
••• Reference is to the Paris Commune of 1871, the generai political strike
in Russia in October 1905, and the armed uprising in Moscow in December 1905, as well as in Rostov-on-Don, Krasnoyarsk, :"iovorossiisk and
other cities, whirh was the apogee of the 1905-07 Revolution.
p. 467
00• Lenin, with his know!Pdg~ of imperialism and proceeding from the law
he himself had discovered on the unequal economic and political development of capiL11lism in the epoch of imperialism, came to the conc]usion that the proposition of Marx and Engels that socialist revolution
could be victol"ious only if it developed in all, or at least the main, capitalist countries. was no longer applicable in the new conditions .. He
showed that, owing to the unequal eronomic development, political
prerequisites for the victory of the socialist revolution could not be
simultaneously encountered in various countries. Lenin pointed o.ut
that the aggravation of contradictions, and conllicts among capital!st
countries weakened the system of imperialism and made it easier
to break the weakest link of the chain. Therefore, he held, the oldf
proposition should be replaced by a new one, that the victory o
socialism was possible first in several or even in one capitalist country.
H
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This brilliant formulation, discovered by Lenin, is given in this
article.
In "The Military Programme of the Proletarian Hevolulion" (see
pp. 499-500 of this book) Lenin again returns to this question, thus
stressing its great importance.
p. 468
•G1 Sec Note 230.
p. 470
•G• Dreyfus case-the trial of the Jew Dreyfus, a French General Stall officer,
whllm the reactionary monarchists among the French military, bent on
provocation, falsely charged in 1894 with espionage and high treason.
The French reactionaries took advantage of the frame1l-up indictment
of Dreyfus, who was sentenced to life imprisonment, to foment antisemitism and attack the republican regime and democratic liberties.
Owing to the mass campaign for a re-examination of the Dreyfus case
that developed in France, with Emile Zola and other prominent progressive intellectuals coming ont in his defence, Dreyfus was pardoned
p. 471,
in 1899 and acquitted in 1906.
The Zabern incident took place in November 1913. It was caused by
Prussian officer's insulting treatment of Alsatians. which led to an outburst of indignation among the local population, most of whom were of
French origin, against the oppression of Prussian militarism.
p. 474
07° Cultural-national autonomy-an opportunistic programme on the national question advanced in the 1890s by the Austrian Social-Democrats
Otto Bauer and Karl Renner. Its basic proposition was that all persons of
the same nationality, irrespective of what part of the country they lived
in, should form an autonomous national union, which would have full
supervision of public education (separate schools for each nationality)
and other cultural acti vi Lies.
This policy would have strengthened the influence of the church and
of the reactionary nationalistic ideology within each nationality and
hampered the organisation of the working class by enhancing the division
of workers according Lo nationality.
p. 475
·m Sec Karl Marx, "Confidential Communication" (Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 2, Moscow, 1969, p. 176).
p. 477
m Sec Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, "Articles from the N eue Rheinische
Zeitung". The proposition quoted by Lenin is from Engcls's article "Der
Prager Aufstand" (The Prague Uprising). The book, used by Lenin,
p. 477
did not mention the author of the article.
273 Reference is lo Marx's propositions on the Irish question, contained
in his Jetter lo L. Kugelmann of November 29, 1869, and Lo Engels of
Jleccmber 10, 1869. Lenin quotes from Marx's Jetter to Engels of November 2, 1867.
Jl. 477
274 The Augean stables-in Greek mythology, tho stabfos of King Augeas of
Elis that had not been cleaned for many years; the stables were cleansed in one day by Heracles, as one of his labours. The expression is used
to denote any collection of rubbish and fillh or any extreme neglect and
disorder in affairs.
p. 478
.,. See Friedrich Engels "Der demokralische Pans.lavismus" (The Democratic Pan-Slavism).
p. l,78
·'Z76 By qualifying this argument as an Octobrist one Lenin points out that
it is quite in line with the position of the Octobrists, the counter-revolutionary party of industrial and commercial bourgeoisie and big landowners.
p. 480
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See Note 200.
p. 481
Karl Marx, •·critique of the Gotha Programme" (see pp. 159-173 of thia
book).
p. 481
"" See Note 270.
p. 482
••• See Marx and Engels, Selected Correspondence, Moscow, 1965, pp, 351•
p. 484
••1 The Zimmerwald Left group wa~ founded on Lenin's initiative at the
IntPrnational Socialist Conference held in Zimmerwald in September
1915. There were delegates from the Central Committee of the R.S.D.L.P,
tho Left Social-Democrats of Sweden, Norway, Switzerland and Germany'
the Polish Social-Democratic opposition and the Social-Demoorab
of the Latvian area. The Zimmerwald Left group, headed by L~nin
waged a struggle against the Centrist majority of the Conference. Th~
group elected an executive body-a Bureau and published the journal
Vorbote (Herald) in German, which carried a number of articles by Lenin
The Bolsheviks were the leading force in the Zimmerwald Left group:
p. 484
••• "Imperialist economism"-the name given by Lenin to an opportunist.
trend that arose among Russian Social-Democrats duing the First World
War of 1914-18. Representatives of that trend, Bukharin, Pyatakov and
others, opposed the slogan of the right of nations to self-determination
because, they asserted, there could be no national liberation movements
and national wars in the era of imperialism.
The "imperialist economists" interpret~d Marxism in an extremely
dogmatic and simplified manner and believed that since in the era of
imperialism the working class was faced with the task of accomplishing
the socialist revolution, it was inexpedient to wage struggle for democracy, for political freedoms, the emancipation and national indepen·
dence of oppressed peoples, etc.
Some views o! the "imperialist econo!Tlists" were shared by the Leffl
Social-Democrats of Holland, Poland and other countries. Lenin pointed
out that "imperialist economism" was an international disease. p. 481
3
•• The quotation is from Engels's The Origin of the Family, Private Prop-•
erty and the State (see Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 3, Moscow.
1970, p. 329).
p. 49:
•« Suzdal daubing-the name given to the crude, primitive icons produced
in pre-revolutionary Russia by peasant artisans in the Suzdal uyezd.
It implies work done in a crude, superficial fashion.
p. 494
285 Golos (Voice)-a Menshevik weekly published in Paris from September
1M4 to January 1915. From January 1915 tho neswpaper Nashe Slov~
(011r Word) was published in its place.
The Organising Committee (O.C.)-leading centre of the Mensheviks
set up at the August conference of the liquidators in 1912.
Semkovsky's article "Decay of Russia?", which Lenin evidently basin mind, was published in No. 45 of Nashe Slovo, on March 21, 1915.
p. 497
••• See Karl Marx, "Author's Preface to the Second Edition of The "Eighteenth
Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte" (sec Marx and Engels, Selected Works,
Vol. 1, Moscow, 1969, p. 395).
p. 502
281 See :\farx and Engels, Selected Correspondence, Moscow, 1965, p. HO.
p. 504288 Sec Marx and Engels,''.;'Selected Correspondence, Moscow, 1965, p. 351.
p. 504>
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••• See Marx and Engels, Selected Correspondence, Moscow,
••0

•81

71~

196~,

p. 408.
p. 504
See Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 3, llfoscow, 1970, pp. 440-52.
p. 505
War industries committees were established in nussia in May 1915 by
the big imperialist bourgeoisie to help the tsarist monarchy in war.
In an attempt to bring the workers under their influence and inculcate
defencist sentiments, the bourgeoisie decided to organise "workers'
groups" in these committees so as to create the impression of "a class
peace" between the bourgeoisie and the proletariat in Russia. The Bolsheviks boycotted the war industries committees with the support of
the majority of workers. From the Menslieviks 10 representatives were
elected to the "workers' group" with K. A. Gvozdyov at the head.
p. 507

m The Chkheidze faction-the Menshevik group in the Fourth Duma led
by N. S. Chkheidze. During the First World War it officially held a Centrist stand but actually supported the policy of the Russian social-chauvinists.
p. 309
Nashe Dyelo (Our Cause)-a Menshevik monthly, chief organ of the
liquidators and Russian social-chauvinists, published in Petrograd
in 1915.
Golas Truda (Voice of Labour)-a legal Menshevik paper published
in Samara in 1916.
p. 509
"' See Note 285.
p. 509
••• See Engels's letter to Sorge of November 29, 1886 (Marx and Engels,
Selected Correspondence, Moscow, 1965, p. 395).
p. 514
211 See Note 212.
p. 515
1&7 Lenin here quotes the words of Mephistopheles from Goethe's Faust.
Erster Tei!, Studierzimmer.
p. 516·
1111

!88

The expression "His Majesty's Opposition" belongs to P. N. Milyukov,
the leader of the Cadet Party. In a speech made at a luncheon given by
the Lord Mayor of I.ondon on June rn, 1909, Milyukov said: "So long as
th~re is a legislative chamber in Russia which controls the budget, the
Russian Opposition will remain the Opposition of His Majesty, not to
p. 518
His Majesty."

"No Tsar, but a workers' government"-a slogan advanced by Trotsky
during the 1905 revolution. It became one of the basic postulates of
Trotsky's theory of permanent revolution-a revolution without the
peasantry, which was counterposed to Lenin's theory of the development
of the bourgeois-democratic revolution into the socialist revolution,
with the hegemony of the proletariat in the movement of the whole people.
p. 518
aoo See Karl Marx, The Ctvil War in France. Address of the General Council
of (he International Working Men's Association and Frederick Engels,
Introduction to Marx's The Civil War in France (Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 2, Moscow, 1969, pp. 217-30 and 178-89).
p. 518
199

soi Blanquism-a trend in the French socialist movement headed by the
ontstanding revolutionary and prominent representative of French utopian communism-Louis Auguste Blanqui. The weak point of the
Blanquists was their conviction that the revolution could be carried out
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by a small group of conspirators and their lack of understanding of the
need to draw the working masses into the revolutionary movement.
p. 518
See Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, Preface to the 1872 German Edition
o{ the Jlfanifesto of the Communist Party; Karl Marx, The Civil War
in France. Address of the General Council of the International Working
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Men's Association and "Critique o{ the Gotha Programme"; Engels's
letter to A. Bebe! of March 18-28, 1875 and Marx's letters to L. Kugelmann of April 12 an~ 17, 1871 (Marx and Engels, Selec~ed Works, Vol. 1,
Moscow, 1969, p. 98, Vol. 2, Moscow, 1969, pp. 217-24, Vol. 3, Moscow
1970, pp. 9-30; Marx and Engels, Selected Correspondence, Moscow, 1965:
pp. 290-96, 262-64).
p. 519
Reference is to G. V. Plekhanov's work Anarchism and Socialism.
p. 519
Clausewitz K. Hinterlassene Werke ilber Krieg und Kriegfiihrung. Bd. I
p. 521
T. 1. Vom Kriege. Berlin, Diimmler, 1832, XXVlll, 371 S.
The State and Revolution-an outstanding work of creative Marxism.
In this book Lenin demonstrated that the question of the state was one
of the fundamental issues of Marxism and showed how Marx's and Engels's views of the state developed. He analysed the connection between
the state and the class character of society, substantiated the historical
necessity and inevitability of the socialist revolution and the dictatorship of the proletariat, set out the essence and the tasks of the proletarian state and proletarian democracy and developed Marx's teaching
on socialism and communism. The book includes Chapters I, II, Ill
and V of this work.
p. 525
Hegel set forth his theory of the slate in the concluding part of his book
Grundlinien der Philosophie des Rechts (Principles of the Philosophy of
Right) published in 1821. Marx gives a comprehensive analysis of Hegel's
hook (particularly §§ 261-313 dealing with the question of the state)
in his work Zur Krttik der Ilegelschen Rechts Philosophie (A Contribution
to the Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Right).
p. 526
Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 3. Moscow, 1970, pp. 326-27.
p. 526
See Note 212.
p. 527
See Note 214.
p. 527
Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 3, Moscow, 1970, p. 327,
p. 528
Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 3, Moscow, 1970, pp. 327-28.
p. 529
Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 3, Moscow, 1970, p. 328.
p. 530
Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 3, Moscow, 1970, p. 328.
p. 531
Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 3, Moscow, 1970, p. 329.
p. 531
Marx and Engels, Selected Work_., Vol. 3, Moscow, 1970, p. 329.
p. 532
Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 3, Moscow, 1970, p. 330.
p. 533
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Engels, Anti-Diihring, Moscow, 1969, pp. 332-33.
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p. 534

m Reference is to Marx's "Critique of the Gotha Programme" (section IV)

and Engels's A nti-Diihring, and also Engels's letter to A. Behel of March
18-28, 1875 (Marx and Engels, Selected Correspondence, Moscow, 1965,
pp. 290-96).
p. 536
• 19

Karl Marx, Capital, Vol. I, Moscow, 1965, p. 751.

p. 536

sso The Thirty Years' War (1618-48)-the European war caused by the struggle

between Protestants and Catholics. It began with a revolt in Bohemia
against the tyranny of the Hapsburg monarchy and the onslaught of
Catholic reaction. The European states which then entered the war
formed two camps. The Spanish and Austrian Hapshurgs and the Catholic
princes of Germany, who rallied to the Catholic church and were sup·
ported by the Pope, opposed the Protestant countries-Bohemia, Den·
mark, Sweden, the Dutch Republic, and ,a number of German states
that had accepted the Reformation. The Protestant countries were sup·
ported by the French kings, enemies of the Hapsburgs. Germany became
the chief battlefield and object of military plunder and predatory claims.
The war ended in 1648 with the signing of the Peace Treaty of Westphalia, which completed the political dismemberment of Germany. p. 537
111 See p. 224 of this book.
p. 537
an See p. 83 of this book.
p. 538
813 See pp. 94, 101 of this book.
p. 539
••• See Notes 212 and 214.
p. 540
811 See pp. 128-129 of this book.
p. 542
••• The Second International-an international association of socialist
parties founded in 1889. With the development of imperialism opportunist tendencies began to prevail there. When the First World War broke
out in 1914, the opportunist leaders of the Second International openly
supported the imperialist policy of their bourgeois governments. The
Second International collapsed.
p. 542

••• As a result of the bourgeois-democratic revolution in Russia, the tsarist
autocracy was overthrown on February 27 (March 12), 1917, and a bourgeois Provisional Government was formed.
p. 544
"'" Black Hundreds-monarchist gangs formed by the tsarist police to tight
the revolutionary movement.
p. 544
See Notes 212, 214 and 223.
p. 544
See Marx and Engels, Selected Correspondence, Moscow, 1965, p. 69.
p. 546
881 Re!erence is to the "Second Address of the General Council of the International Working Men's Association on the l'ranco-Prussian War. To the
Members of the International Working Men's Association in Europe and
the Uniied States" written by Marx in London between September 6 and
9, 1870 (Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 2, Moscow, 1969.
p. 548
pp. 195-201).
••• See Marx's letter to L. Kugelmann of April 12, 1871 (Marx and Engels,
Selected Corre.•pondence, 1965, p. 263).
p. 548
111 See Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 1, Moscow, 1969, p. 99.
p. 549
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Seo Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 2, Moscow, 1969, p. 21 7.
p. 549
See Marx and Engels, Selected Correspondence, Moscow, 1965, pp. 262-63
p. 549
See p. 101 of this book.
p. 551
See Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 2, Moscow, 1969, pp. 217,
218, 219, 220, 221.
p. 553
See Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 2, Moscow, 1969, p. 222.
p. 554
See Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 2, 1\loscow, 1969, pp. 220
221.
p. 555
Dyelo Naroda (People's Causc)-a daily newspaper, organ of the SocialistRevolutionary Party, published in Pctrograd from March 1917 to Iuly
1918.
p. 556
Sec Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 2, Moscow, 1969, p. 221,
p. 559

m The Girondists-a bourgeois political group during the French bourgeois

revolution of the close of the 18th century. They represented the interests of the moderate bourgeoisie and vacillated beLween revolution
and counter-revolution, p)lrsuing a policy of compromise with the
monarchy.
p. 562
8 ' 3 See Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 2, Moscow, 1969, pp. 221
and 222.
p. 562
••• See Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 2, Moscow, 1969, p. 223.
p. 563
m See Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 3, Moscow, 1970, pp. 11-12.
p. 563·
us See Marx's letter to Bracke of May 5, 1875 and Engels's letter to A. Behel of March 28, 1875. Engels's letter to A. Behel of March 28, 1875
is analysed in Chapter IV of this work, which is not included in this
book (Marx and Engels, Selected Correspondence, Moscow, 1965, pp.
290-96, 296-97).
p. 564
•11 See pp. 171-72 of this book.
p. 565
848 See p. 172 of this book.
p. 566
••• See p. 101 of this book.
p. 566
•50 See Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 2, Moscow, 1969, p. 22i.
p. 567
351 See Engcls's leLter to A. Behel of March 28, 187::; (:\farx and Engels,
Selected Correspondence, Moscow, 1965, p. 294).
p. 568
m See p. 163 of this book.
p. 570
••• See p. 164 of this book.
p. 571
ss< See p. 164-65 of this book.
p. 572
••• SeP p. 165 of this book.
p. 573
••• Reference is to the students of a seminary portrayed by X. G. Pomyalovsky in his Sketche.• of Seminary Life, notorious for lhrir extreme i~norance
and barbarous customs.
p. 574
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Reference is to the large demonstration of Petrograd workers and soldiers that started spontaneously and had !or its slogan "All power to the
Soviets!"
p. 580
358 The counter-revolutiouary revolt, headed by the tsarist general Kornilov, which started on August 25 (September 7), 1917. The Bolshevik
Party called on the revolutionary workers and soldiers to light th~ counter-revolution. Red Guard units were swiftly organised and the advance
of the Kornilov troops was stopped. The revolt was suppressed. Under
the pressure of the masses, the Provisional Government was compelled to
order the arrest and prosecution of Kornilov and his accomplices. p. 580
••• The A !!-Russia Democratic Conference was held in Petrograd from September 14 to 22 (September 27 to October 5), 1917. It was called by the
Mensheviks and S. R.s with the purpose of weakening the mounting
revolutionary movement. The Conference was attended hy delegates
from petty-bourgeois parties, the Soviets, trade unions, Zemstvos, commercial and industrial bourgeoisie and military units. The Bolsheviks
took part in the conference in order to expose tke Mensheviks and S. R.s.
The Democratic Conference set up a Pre-parliament (Provisional Conncil of the Republic), which was an attempt to stop the revolution and
introduce bourgeois parliamentarism.
p. 581
860 The A lezandrinsky Theatre in Pe.trograd was the place where tho Democratic Conference was convened.
The Peter and Paul Fortress in Petrograd served as a prison for political convicts before the October Revolution.
p. 583
3 61 Officer cadets-pupils of military officers' schools in tsarist Hussia.
During the October Socialist Revolution and immediately after it,
military cadets in Petrograd, Moscow and some other cities tried to
offer armed resistance to the revolutionary people and Soviet pow~r. but
they were defeated.
The Savage Division-a division formed during the First World War
from volunteer mountaineers of the Caucasus. General Kornilov tried
to use it as a shock force in his assault on 1·evolutionary Petrograd. p. 583
361 Novnya Zhizn people-Mensheviks gronped round the newspaper Novaya
Zhizn, which was publislll'cl from April 1917 to July 1918.
p. 593
36Z Lenin quotes from Engels's Anti-Diihring (see Engels, Anti-Diihring,
Moscow, 1969, p. 336).
·
p. 595
384 The Constituent A ...embl11 was convened on January 5, 1918. Th• elections to the Constituent Assembly were actually held on party lists drawn
up before the October Socialist Revolution, and its composition expressed the old balance of forces when the bourgeoisie was in power. This
!Pd to a sharp contradiction hPtween the will of the great majority of
people who had fought for Soviet power and the policy pursued by tho
Menshevik and S. R. majority of the Constituent Assembly which expressed the interests of the bourgeoisie and landowners. Since the C.onstituent Assembly refused to discuss the Declaration of Rights of the
Working and Exploited People and approve the decrees on pHaCe. on the
land, and on the transfer of the power to the Soviets, it was dis.•olved
by a decree of the Central Executive Cotnmittee on January 6 (19), 19_18~
p. ~n"
965 Reference is to K. Kautsky's pamphlet Dictatorship of the Proletariat.
p. 603
366 Quoted from Marx's "Critique of the Gotha Programme'' (sec p. 172 of
this book).
p. oO'i
46•
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See Engels's letter to A. Behel of March 18-28, 1875 (Marx and Engele
Selected Correspondence, 1965, p. 293).
p. 60S
••• This proposition is contained in Engels's Introduction lo Karl Marx's
The Civil War in France (Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 2, Moscow, 1969, p. 186).
p. 610
869 Lenin quotes Engels's article "On Authority" (Marx and Engels, Selected
Works, Vol. 2, MoHcow, 1969, l'· 379).
p. 610
870 See Marx's leller lo L. Kugolmann on April 12, 1871 (Marx and Engels
Selected Correspondmce. Moscow, 1965, p. 262); Marx's The Civil wa;
in France (Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 2, Moscow, 1969 pp
217, 222-23) and Engels's 1891 lntroduclion to Marx's The Civil 'wa;
in France (see p. 241 of this book}.
p. 610
871 See Preface to the 1872 German edition of the Manifesto of the Communist Party, v.Tillen by Marx and Engels (Marx and Engels, Selected
p. 611
Works, Vol. 1, Moscow, 1969, p. 99).
872 Se<' Frederick Engels, The Origin of the Family, Private Property and
the State (Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 3, Moscow, 1970, p. 328),
p. 612
873 See Marx and Engel8, Selected Correspondence, Moscow, 1965, p. 294.
p. 6t3
374 See p. 241 of this book.
p. 61.3
876 See Frederick Engels, The Origin of the Family, Private Property and tM
State (Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 3, Moscow, 1970, p. 329).
p. 613
870 See Marx and Engels, Selected Works, :Vol. 2, Moscow, 1969, pp. 220
p. 613
and 221.
177 Whigs and Tories-political parties in Britain that took shape in the
1870s and 1880s. The Whigs expressed the interests of the financial and
commercial bourgeoisie and also a section of the aristocracy that have
become bourgeoisified. The Whigs founded the Labour Party, The Tories
represented the big landowners and the upper sections of the Church
of England. They championed the old, feudal traditions of Great Britain and opposed all liberal and progressive demands. Subsequently they
founded the Conservative Party. The parties of Whigs and Tories alternately came to power.
p. 614
378 See Note 268.
p. 614
.,. Hcference is to the cruel suppression of the Irish uprising against
Britisl1 rule in 1916.
Ulster-a region in north-eastern Ireland inhabited mainly by Eng- ,
lish people; the troops from Ulster, together with English troops, look
part in suppressing the uprising of the Irish people.
p. 614
Shylock-a usurer from Shakespeare's comedy The Merchant of Venice,
who demanded a pound of flesh from his debtor as agreed in the contract.
p. 618
881 See Note 326.
p. 618
••• Befercn<·<' is to the plot to surrender Petrograd directed by the counterrevolutionary organisation "National Centre", which guided the activities of a number of anti-Soviet groups.
p. 621
088 Reference is to the Herne International which was founded by the leaders
of West-European socialist parties at the Berne conference in 1919, in
•• 7
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place of the Second International which ceased to exist on the outbreak
of the First World War.
The Berne International actually played the role of servitor to the
international bourgeoisie.
p. 622
"' Sadowa-a village near the town of Kouiggriitz (now Hradec Krnlove,
Czechoslovakia), where a battle was fought on July 3, 1866. The battle
ended in the complete victory of Prussia over Austria and settled the
outcome of the Austro-Prussian war.
p. 625
385 See Note 326.
p. 646
•sa See Frederick Engels, Anti-Diihring, Moscow, 1969, pp. 128-129. p. 647
,., The Third, Communist I nternational--a union of Comm1111ist Parties
of various countries, an international revolutionary organisation of tho
proletariat, founded in 1919.
Its foundation was necessitated by the whole situation in the workingclass movement, which had split on the outbreak of the First World War
when the opportunist leaders of the Second International betrayed the
cause of socialism, and the Second International collapsed.
The Communist International re-established and strengthened connections between the working people of all countries and played a great
part in exposing opportunism in the international working-class movement, strengthening the young Communist Parties, working out the
strategy and tactics of the international Communist movement.
In May 1.943 the Executive Committee of the Communist International
adopted a decision to dissolve the Communist International pointing
out that the organisational form of uniting the workers had outlived
itself and did not answer the requirements of the new historical period.
p. 653
m The programme of the R.S.D.L.P. was adopted at the Second Party
Congress in August 1903.
p. 660
"" Zarya (Dawn)-a Marxist scientific and political journal published by
the Editorial Board of Iskra in Stuttgart in 1901-02.
For Iskra see Note 214.
p. 660
••o Quoted from the resolution of the Third Congress of the R.S.D.L.P·
"On the Armed Uprising".
p. 661
Reference is to Lenin's articles "The Historical Meaning of the InnerParty Struggle in Russia" and "Strike Statistics in Russia".
p. 661
392 See Note 214.
p. 662
898 See Note 387.
p. 663
394 See Note 60.
p. 664
••• See Karl Marx "Die Krisis und die Kontrerevolution" (The Crisis and
Counter-revolution).
p. 664
••• Frankfurt Assembly-All-German National Assembly which was convene•! after tlic 1848 revolution in Germany and went into session in
::I-lay 1848 in Frankfurt-am-Main. The main object of the Assembly was
to put an end to political disunity and work out an all-German constitution. However, because of the cowardice and vaci!lat.ions of the liberal majority of the Assembly and the irresoluteness and inconsistency
of its petty-bourgeois Left wing the Assembly abstained from taking
over the supreme state power and could not adopt a resolute stand on
the main problems of the 1848-49 German revolution.
In June 1849 the Assembly was dissolved.
p. 664
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XO'l'ES

ThP Ninth of January 1905-"Bloody Sunday", the day on which over
140 thousand Petersburg w01·kers, carrying gonfalons and icons and
accompanied by their wives and children, marched to the Winter Palace
to present a petition to Lhc tsar. On the order of the tsar, his troops opened
Ii.re on the peaceful procession; over a thousand people were killed and
about flve thousand wounded. Th• events of January 9 marked the beginning of the revolution of 1905-07.
p. 665
898 Sec Note 223.
p. 665
399 Heference is to the weekly ncw•paper Nasha Zhizn (Onr Life), which
was published at intervals in St. Petersbmg from November 1904 to
July 1906.
p. 666
• 00 The First Duma, dorninat•d by the Cadets and groups close to them, was
convened in April 1906. It did not carry out any ref01·ms and was dissolved by the tsa1·ist government in July 1906.
p. 667
1 1'he Bulygin Duma-a consultative representative body, which the
tsarist government promised to convene in August 1905. The draft law
on its convocation was worked out by the Minister for the Interior Bulygin. According to the draft only landowners, capitalists and a small
section of rich peasants could be elected to the Duma. The elections to
the Duma did not take place.
p. 667
897

'°

'°" Brentanoism-a

political trend originated by the German bourgeois
economist Lujo Brentano. Brentano preached a "class peace" in capitalist society and asserted that the social contradictions of capitalism
could be overcome without resorting to class struggle, and that the labour problem could be solved and the interests of workers and capitalists
reconciled through the establishment of reformist trade unions, and
factory legislation.
p. 673

Bez Zaglavtya (Without a Title)-a political weekly published in St.
Petersburg and edited by S. N. Prokopovich, who worked in close cooperation with Kuskova and others. The Bez Zaglaviya supporters, a
semi-Cadet, semi-Menshevik group of Russian bomgeois intellectuals,
supported revisionists in the R11ssian and international Social-Democrat ic movement.
p. 673
• 0• Reference is to the disagreements in the Social-Democratic group of the
German Rcichstag over the shipping subsidies (Dampfersubvention).
Late in 1884 German Reichchancellor Bismarck, in pursuance of the
expansionist colonial policy of Germany, demanded from the Reichstag
that it approve subsidies to the shipping companies for establishing
regular shipping routes to East Asia, Australia and Africa. The Left
w\ng of the Social-Democratic group, led by Behel and L\cbknecht, re-·
jectcd the subsidies, but the Right wing, which constituted the majority,
derlared itself in favour of granting subsidies, even before the official
debate on the question. But they made a number of reservations, in
particular that the ships for the new lines should be built at German
shipyards. Only after the Reichstag declined this demand did the whole
group unanimously come out against the government bill. The behaviour of the majority of the group was critici•ed by the newspaper Sozialdemokrat and Social-Democratic organisations.
p. 674
••• The "You.th"-the petty-boul'geois semi-anarchist opposition in the
German Social-Democratic Party, which emergecl in 1890. Its central
group consisted of young writers and students (hence the name) who
aspired to the role of theoreticians and leaders in tlre parLy. The opposttfon dtd not understand the changes that took place after the annul-
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ment of the Anti-Socialist Law (1878-90) and denied the need for making
use of legal forms ol struggle. They opposed the participation of SocialDemocrats in parliament, and accused the Party of opportunism and
defending the interests of the petty bourgeoisie. Engels waged struggle
against the '"Youth" grouf.
The Edurt Congress o the German Social-Democratic Party held
in October 1891 expelled some leaders of the "Youth" group from the
Party.
p. 675
• 0 • See Note 232.
p. 675
•O? Severny Golos (Voice of the North)-a legal paper, organ of the R.S.D.L.P.,
which appeared in St. Petersburg from December 6 to 8, 1905 and was
edited jointly by the Bolsheviks and the Mensheviks.
Nachalo (The Beginning)-a legal daily Menshevik newspaper, published in St. Petersburg from November 13 to December 2, 1905.
Novaya Zhizn (New Life)-the first legal Bolshevik newspaper published daily in St. Petersburg from October 27 to December 3, 1906. p. 675
... Polyarnaya Zvezda (The Pole Star)-a weekly journal, mouthpiece of
the Right wing of the Constitutional-Democratic Party. It was edited
by P. B. Struve and published in St. Petersburg from December 15,
1905 to March 19. 1906.
Nasha Zhizn (Our Life)-a daily newspaper of Menshevik leanings,
published In St. Petersburg at intervals, from November 6, 1904 to
July 11, 1906.
Blank was on its editorial board.
p. 676
••• See Note 214.
p. 681
410 Lenin's article "Our Revolution" was Y<Titten apropos of the third and
fourth volumes of Notes on the Revolution by N. Sukhanov, a prominent
Menshevik.
p. 686
4 11

Lenin evidently refers to the characterisation of the Paris Commune as
a "thoroughly expensive political form" given by Marx in his work The
Civil War in France (see Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 2, Moscow, 1969, p. 223) and the high appraisal of the "elasticity" of the Parisians given in Marx's letter to L. Kugelmann of April 12, 1871 (see
Marx and Engels, Selected Correspondence, Moscow, 1965, p. 263). p. 686

" 2

Lenin refers to the ~following passage from Marx's letter to Engels of
April 16, 1856: "The whole thing in Germany will depend on the possibility of backing the proletarian revolution by some second edition of
the Peasant War. Then the affair will be splendid" (Marx and Engels,
Selected Correspondence,\Moscow, t1965, p. 92).
p. 686
Sec Note 326.
p. 687
The Brest Peace Treaty was)ignedJr.between Soviet Russia and the Quadruple Alliance (Germany, Austria-Hungary, Bulgaria and Turkey)
in Brest-Litovsk in March 1918. The terms were extremely onerous for
Soviet Russia. But in •pite of its being a great burden on the Soviet
econo,my, the Brest Peace Treaty gave Soviet Russia a peaceful respite
and allowed her to muster forces for the defeat ol the counter-revolutionary bourgeoisie in the coming Civil War.
p. 688
The New Economic Policy (NEP)-the economic policy of the proletarian
state in the period of transition from capitalism to socialism. lt was
called new in contrast to War Communism, the economic policy which
the Soviet government wa• obliged to pursue in the period of foreign
military intervention and the Civil War. This latter policy was based
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on extreme centralisation of production and distribution, prohibition
of freedom of the trade and introduction of the surplus-appropriation
sysLcm, under which the peasants were obliged to deliver tlie state all
surplus products.
Under the New Economic Policy, introduced after the Civil War, trade
became the basic form of contact between socialist industry and small
peasant farming. With the repeal of the surplus-appropriation system
in favour of a tax in kind, tlie peasants were able to dispose of their
surplus products at will, sell them on the open market and purchase the
manufactured goods they needed.
The New Economic Policy permitted a certain margin of capitalist
enterprise for some timo but the basic economic positions were held
by the proletarian state. NEP envisaged a development of productive
forces, raising agriculture on a higher level and accumulating funds
necessary for building socialist industry.
p. 688

NAME INDEX
A
Adler, Friedrich (1879-1960)-oue
of the Right-wing leaders of
Austrian
Social-Democracy;
member of the Centrist Twoand-a-Half
International
(1921-23).-649
Aikin, John (1747-1822)-English
physician, radical publicist.56
A lezander II I of Macedon (The
Great) (356-323 B.C.)-soldier
and statesman.-52
Annenkov, Pavel Vasflyevich (18121887)-Russian liberal landowner, man of letters. -273
Appian (end of the 1st century-170s
A.D.)-Roman hlstorian.~234
Arkwright, Richard (1732-1792)English industrialist; misappropriated a number of patents for inventions made in
England.-249
Augustus (Gaius Julius Caesar Octavianus) (63 B.C.-14 A.D.)lst Roman Emperor (27 B.C.14 A.D.).-26, 307
Avenariu.. , Richard (1843-1896)German idealist philosopher;
formulated the main .propositions of empirio-criticism, a
reactionary philosophy resurrecting the subjective idealism of Berkeley and Hume. 437, 441, 443, 445, 446
Avksentyev, Nikolai Dmitriyevich
(1878-1943)-one of the lead-

ers of the Socialist-Revolutionary Party. After the February 1917 bourgeois-democratic revolution Minister of the
Interior in the bourgeois Provisional
Government.-531,
556
Avramov, P. F. (c. 1875-1906)Cossack officer who displayed
great cruelty during the suppression by the tsarist troops
of the peasant movement in
Tambov Gubernia in 1905;
he subjected Maria Spiridonova, a Socialist-Revolutionary,
to torture during the interrogation.-670-72
Axelrod, Lyubov lsaakovna (Orthodox) (1868-1946)- philosopher
and literary critic, participant
in the Social-Democratic movement, Menshevik; criticised
Economism, neo-Kantianism
and empirio-criticism in her
works.-431
Axelrod, Pavel Borisovich (18501928)-one of the leaders of
Menshevism, an opportunist
trend in Russian SocialDemocracy.-385, 467
B
Bailly, Jean Sylvain (1736-1793)prominent figure in the French
bourgeois Revolution of the
end of the 18th century, a leader of the liberal constitutional bourgeoisie.-121
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Bakunin, Mikhail Ale.wndrovich
(1814-1.876)--anarchist ideologist (see also NoLc 231.).386, 561
Barbes,
Annand
(1.809-1870)French petty-bourgeois democrat, active in the 1848 revolution; was sentenced to life
imprisonment and amnestied
in 1.854.-1.34.
Barrot, Odilon (1791-1873)-French
politician, participant in the
revolution of 1830; subsequently, leader of tbe liberalmonarchist bourgeois opposition; from December 1.848 to
October 1.849 headed the Ministry supported by the Party
of Order.-270.
Barth, Ernst Emil Paul (18581.922)-German
philosopher,
sociologist and teacher; from
1.890 lectured in Leipzig University.-290, 291, 302, 303, 305
Bauer, Bruno (1.809-1882)-German
idealist philosopher, a prominent Young Hegelian.-16,
1.7, 26-28, 37, 38, 40-43
Rauer, Otto (1.882-1938)-a leader
of the Austrian Social-Democratic Party and the Second
International, ideologist of
"Austro-Marxism", which camouflaged) rejection of revolutionary Marxism, of the
class struggle of the proletariat, with Marxist phraseology. One of the authors of the
bourgeois nationalist theory
of "cultural-national autonomy" (see Note.270).-475, 482,
649, 657
Bayle, Pierre (1647-1706)-French
philosopher, Sceptic.-237
B agarov (Rudnev), Vladimir A lexandrovich (1.874-1939)-Russian
philosopher and economist,
Social-Democrat. During the
revolution of 1.905-07 contributed to Bolshevik publications; after the defeat of the
revolution departed from Bolshevism. Together with A. A.
Bogdanov revised Marxist philosophy from the standpoint of
idealism and cmpirio-criticism.-425, . 432, 433, 445

Bebe!, August (1.840-1.913)-a prominent leader of the German
Social-Democrats and the international
working-class
movement. Began his political
activity in the first half of
the 1860s; was member of the
First International. In 1869
with Liebknecht, founded th~
German
Social-Democratic
Workers' Party; elected to the
Reichstag several times. In
the 1890s and beginning of
the 1900s opposed reformism
and revisionism in the German
Social-Democratic
movement.-264, 564, 568
Reesly, Edward Spencer (1.8311915)-English historian and
positivist philosopher. Popularised Auguste Comte's ideas in
England and translated his
works into English.-439
Belinsky, Vissarion Grigoryevlch
(181.1-1848)-Russian revolutionary democrat, literary critic and publicist, materialist
philosopher. -385
Belorussov, Alexei Stanislavovich
(1859-191.9)-Russian bourgeois
publicist; after the OctobPr Socialist Revolution of
1917 participated in the work
of
various counter-revolutionary organisatious.-590
Bernstein, Eduard (1830-1932)loader of the extreme opportunistwing in the German SocialDcmocratic movement and the
Second International, theoretician of revisionism and reformi•m. In 1896-98 he published, in the N eue Zeit, a
series of articles entitled "Problcme des Sozialismus" (Problems o[ Socialism), issued
later as a separate book, Die
l7oraussetzungen

des

Sozialis-

mus und die A ufgaben der Sozialdemokratie (Prerequisites of
Socialism and the Tasks of
Social-Democracy), in which he
re,·ised philosophical, economic and political tenets of
revo utionary Marxism.-302,
380-83, 424, 428. 554. 560-61,
5i9, 603, 611, 660, 673, 675

NAME INDEX

Bismarck, Otto (1815-1898)-Prussian and German statesman
and diplomat. Forcibly accomplished the unification of
German states into a united
German empire under Prussian
hegemony. From 1871 to
1890 directed Germany's home
and foreign policy. In 1878
promulgated the Anti-Socialist Law.-167, 168, 191, 258,
261, 262, 264, 270, 271, 407,
531
Bissolati, Leonida (1857-1920)-a
founder of the Italian Socialist Party and leader of its
reformist Right wing. In 1912
was expelled from the party.508, 555
Blanc, Louis (1811-1882)-French
petty-bourgeois socialist, historian. During the 1848 revolution entered the Provisional
Government and headed the
commission for '·studying the
labour question"; his compromise tactics helped the
bourgeoisie to divert the workers from the revolutionary
struggle. Elected a member
of the National Assembly in
February 1871, he remained
in the camp of the enemies of
the Paris Commune.-117, 120,
518, 610
Blank, Rufim Markovich (b. 1866)llussian liberal publicist, adhered to the Left wing of the
Cadet Pal'ty.-667-70, 672-77
Blanqui, Louii Auguste (18051881)-French revolutionary,
utopian Communist, pal'ticipant in Paris insurrections
and revolutions from 1830 to
1870; headed several secret
revolutionary societies. His
prison terms added up to over
thirty-six years.
In his strivings to sei 1.e power With the aid of a small
group of revolutionary conspirators, he failed to understand that the organisation
of the musses for revolutionary
struggle had a decisive role
to 1ilay. Although l\Iarx, Engels and Len(11 highly appre-

731

ciated his services to the revolutionary cause, they criticised him for his mistakes
and for the futility of his
conspiratorial tactics.-111,
134, 518, 519
Bloch, Joseph (1871-1936)-student
of Berlin University, later a
journalist, publisher and editor of the magazine Sozialistische Monatshefte.-294
Blas, Wilhelm (1849-1927)--German historian and publicist,
belonged to the Right wing
of the German Social-Democratic Party.-323, il36
Boenigk, Otto, baron van-German
public figure; lectured on socialism in Rreslau Vniversity.-292
Bogdanov, A. (Malinousky, Alexander Alcxandrouich) (187:1-1928)-Russian philosopher,
sociologist and economist: physician by pl'ofession. Afler the
Second
Congress
of the
R.$.D.L.P. (1903) si<led with
the Bolsheviks. During the
reaction of 1907-10 following
the defeat of the 1905-07 revolution, departed from Bolshevism. Tried to create his
own philosophical system,
"cmpirio-monism", a variety of

subjective-idealist Machist philosophy, masked by Marxist
terminology. Expelled from
the Bolshevik ParlY in hrne
1909 at a meeting
the enlarged editorial board of the
newspaper Proletary (The Proletarian).-125. 431-37, 443,
446
Bogu.•lawiki, Albert i•o11 (1834190~)-German general and
writer on military subjects. 269, 270
BIJhm-Rawerk,
Eugen
(18511914)-Austrian bourgeois economist, l'epre~entative of the
so-called Austrian school in
poliliral eronomy; ils followers hampered the dissemination of l\lal'xi"t idHas bv interpreting economic Imvs from
a subjertive, ideali>l standpoint.-li25. 427
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Bolingbroke, Henry (1678-1751)English deist philosopher and
politician, one of the Tory
leadcrs.-247
Bonaparte, Douis-see Napoleon III.
Borgius, W.-306-08
Bourbons-royal dynasty in France
(1589-1792, 1814-15 and 181530).-12.), 129. 231
Bracke, Wilhelm (1812-1880)-German Social-Democrat, close to
Marx and Engels; one of the
main publishers and distributors of Social-Democratic literature.-563, 564
Branting, Karl Hjalmar (18601925)-an opportunist, leader
of the Social-Democratic Party of Sweden and one of the
leaders of the Second I nternational.-555
Brentano, Luio (1844-1931)-German vulgar bourgeois economist, one of the chief representatives of Katheder Socialism.-254.
Bright, John (1811-1889)-English
manufacturer, one of the
founders of the Anti-Corn Law
League, From the end of the
1860s a leader of the Liberal
Party; Minister in several Liberal cabinets.-251
Brouckere, Lo1iis de (1870-1951)a leader of the Belgian Workers' Party; prior to the First
World War headed its Left
wing. During the war (19141918) became a social-chauvinist. Subsequently joined the
government.-429
Brousse, Paul Louis Marie (18541912)-French petty-bourgeois
socialist, participant in the
Paris Commune. After its defeat lived in emigration, adhered to the anarchists. On
his return to France in the
1880s, joined the Workers'
Party and fought against its
Marxist wing; became one of
the ideologists and leaders
of the Possibi!ists.-429
Brutus, Marcus Junius (c. 8.5-42
B.C. )-Roman politician; headed the conspirators who assassinated Julius Cae~ar.-121

Buchez,
Philippe (1796-1865)French politician and historian, bourgeois Republican
one of the ideologists of ChriS:
tian socialism.-170
Buchner. Friedrich Karl (18241899)-German
philosopher,
one of the chief representatives
of vulgar materialism; physician hy profession. Gave a
systematic expo~ition of vulgar materialism in his main
work, Kraft und Stoff (1855).287' 437' 439
Bulkin, Fyodor Afanasyevich (b.
1888)-Russian Social-Democrat. During the First World
War (1914-18) worked on the
war industry committees in
Novgorod, Samara and Petersburg. -508
Burenin, Victor Petrovich (18411926)-Russian publicist and
writer, was on the editorial
board of the reactionary newspaper N ovoye Vremya (New
Times).
Lenin often used his surname to denote dishonest
methods in polemics.-331,

333, 354

c
Caesar (Gaius Julius) (c. 10()..
144 B.C.)-Roman general and
"tatesman.-121, 307
Calvin, Jean (1509-1564)-prominent figure in the Reformation, founder of Calvinism, a
Protestant trend, which expressed the interests of the
bourgeoisie in the epoch of
primitive accumulation
of
capita!.-236, 24'1, 245, 304
Carnphausen, Ludolf (1803-1890)Prussian statesman, one of tbe
leaders of the Rhenish liberal
bourgeoisie. From Mareh 29
to June 20, 18!i.8, headed the
Prussian bourgeois-liberal government, whose treacherous
policy in relation to the working class made it possible for
the reactionary forces in the
country to gain strengtb.664

NAMF. [NDEX

Cartll•right, EdmurLd (1743-1823)English inventor.-249
Carus, Paul (1852-1919)-American plrilo•opher, subjective
idealist and mystic; tried to reconcile religion and science.445
Caussidiere, Marc (1808-1861)Frcnch petty-bourgeois democrat, participant in the 1834
uprising in Lyons. from February to June 1848 police
prPfect in Paris; deputy to
the Constituent Assembly; in
June 1848 emigrated to England.-120
Cavaignac, Louis Eugene (18021857)-French general, reactionary politician. In June
t8'i8 headed military dictatorship and brutally suppressed
the uprising of the Paris workers.-107, 591
Charlemagne (Charles the Great)
(c. 742-814)-King of the
Franks (768-800) and Emperor
of the West (800-814).-68
Charles I (1600-1649)-Kiug of
Great Britain (1625-49), executed during the English bourgeois revolution.-245
Cherbuliez, Antoine Elisee (17971869)-Swiss economist, follower of Sismondi.-69
Chernov, Viktor Mikhailovich (187619.'\2)-one of tlre leaders and
tlmorcticians of the SocialistRevolutionaries. In 1917 Minister of Agriculture in the
bourgeois Provisional GovernmPnt, pursued a policy of
se,·ere repressions against peasants who seized landed estalcs. -531, 532, 556. 557, 574,
575, 580. 581, 591
Chern11shft•sky, Nikolai GavrilOl'ich
(18~8-1889)--Hussian revolutionary demorral, srientist,
writer and literary c1·ilic, one
of _the precursors of Hussian
Social-Democracy. -385, 596
Chkheidze, Nikolai Semyono~ich
(1864-1926)-a MenshPvik leader.-508, 509, 515, 518
Chkh•nkell, Akak11 /l!anol!ich (b.
1874)-Russian Social-Democrat, Menshevik.-503
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Clausewitz, Karl (1780-1831)-Prussian general, military theoretician.-52i, 523
Clemenceau, Georges Benjamin (18411929)-French politician and
statesman, for many years leader of the Radical Party. In
1906-09 headed the French Government. Defended the interests of big capital and pursued a policy of brutal reprisals against the working class.
In November 1917 again headed the government and introduced military dictatorship
in the country. In 1920 he
was defeated in the presidential elections and retirPd from
politics.-614
Cobden, Richard (1804-186:1)-English factory-owner, a leader
of the Whig Party; headed the
Free Traders' struggle against
the Corn Laws.-251
Comte, Auguste (1798-1857)- French
philosopher and psychologist,
founder of positivism.-439
Constant de Rebecque, Benjamin
(1767-1830)-French
writer,
liberal politician.-121
Constantine I (c. 274-337)-Homan
Emperor (306-337) ..-272
Cornelissen, Christian-Dutch anarchist, follower of P. A. Kropotkin; opposed Marxism.
Chauvinist during tlre First
World War of 1914-18.-575
Cornelius, Jlan.• (1863-1947)-German philosopher, subjective
idealist.-443
Cousin, Victor (1792-1867)--French
idealist philosopher, eclectic. -121
Crispien,Arthnr(1875-1946)-a leader of the Gcnnan Social-D~mo
crats. publicist. In 1917-22
headed the Right wing of the
Independent Social-Democratic Party of Germany.-677
Cromwell, Oliver (1599-1658\ -leader of the bourgeoisie and
the aristocracy turned bourgeois, during the English bourgeois revolution o! the 17th
century. l•'rom 1653 Lord Protector o! Englancl, ~rotlancl
and lrcland.-121, 245, :l07
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C unow, H el nrich (1862-1936)-German Right-wing Social-Democrat, historian, sociologist and
ethnographer. At first adhered
to Marxists, then a revisionist
and falsifier of Marxism. 465, 466
D
Danielson,
Nikolai
Frantsevick
(N.-on) (1844-1918)-Russian
economist; an ideologist of liberal Narodism in the 1880s
and 1890s. His political
activity is expressive of the
Narodniks'
evolution from
revolutionary actions against
tsarism to a policy of conciliation with it.-378
Danton, Georges Jacques (17591794)-prominent leader of the
French bourgeois revolution
of the end of the 18th century, headed the Right wing of
the Jacobins.--119, 120
Darwin, Charles Robert (18091882)-English
naturalist,
founder of materialist biology,
the theory of the origin and
evolution of new species of
animals and plants. ThP main
principles and facts in proof
of this theory are expounded
in his book On the Origin of
Species (1859).-187, 226, 239,
287, 313, 320, 325, 436
David, Eduard (1863-1930)-a leader of the German Ri~ht-wing
Social-Democrats, revisionist;
economist by profession.-503,
553
Descartes, Rene (1596-1650)-French
dualist philosopher, mathematician and naturalist.-290
Desmoulins, Camille (1760-1794)French publicist, prominent
in the bourgeois revolution of
the end of the 18th century,
Right-wing J acobin.-120
Dietzgen, Joseph (1828-1888)- -German worker, Social-Democrat,
philosopher; arrived independently at the basic propositions of dialectical materialism. -411-43, 4'15
/Jiocletian (c. 245-313)-Roman
Emperor (284-305).-271

Disraeli, Benjamin, Earl of Beaconsfield (1804-1881)-British
statesman and writer, a Tory
leader; leader of the Conservative Party in the latter
half of the 19th century
Prime Minister (1868 and 1874:
1880).-252
Dittmann, Wilhelm (1874-1954)a leader of the German SocialDemocrats, 1>ublicist. In 19171922 one of the leaders of th&
Right wing of the Independent Social-Democratic Party
of Germany.-677
Dobrolyubov, Nikolai Alexandrovich (1836-1861)-Russian revolutionary democrat, literary critic and materialist philosopher.-596
·Dubasov, Fyodor Vasilyevich (18451912)-admiral, one of th&
inspirers of tsarist reaction,
responsible for the suppression of the December 190!>
armed uprising in Moscow.422, 665, 672, 674, 676
Duhem, Pierre Maurice Marie (18611.916)-French theoretical physicist, author of a number of
works on the history of physics; held Machist views.-443
Duhring, Eugen (1833-1921)-German philosopher and economist, whose views were an eclectic mixture of positivism,
metaphysical materialism and
idealism. His confuse<! and
pernicious views on philosophy, political economy and
socialism were supported by
some of the German SocialDemocrats, which constituted
a great danger for the as yet
weak party. Engels subjerted
them to annihilating criticism
in his work Anti-Diihring.202-04, 208, 210, 216, 218,
219, 222-24, 338, 339, 312-46,
350, 351, 354, 381, 421, 426,
437' 439, 440, 453, 536, 67 4
D urnovo, Pyotr Nikolayevich ( 18441915)-one of the most reactionary statesmen of tsarist
Russia. Appointed Minister of
the Interior in October -1905;
displayed great brutality in
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suppressinll' the first Russian
revolution; inspired BlackHundred organisations for pogroms.-672
Dutov, Alexander Ilyich (18641921)--colonel of the tsarist
army. After the October Socialist Revolution one of the
organisers of the counter-revolutionary operations in the
Urals.-593
E
Engels, Friedrich (1820-1895).138, 139, 323, 324, 325, 327.
332, 335, 336, 338, 339, 342,
343, 344, 346, 350, 351, 352,
353, 374-77, 381-83, 38;), 387,
388, 401, 420, 421, 423, 426,
437-41, 445, 447' 433, 459,
460, 462, 481-84, 492, 500,
503-07, 510, 514, 518. 519,
:i25, 526, 528-30, 532-39, 543,
545, 548, 549, 564, 568. 573,
577. fi95, 604, 605, 608-13,
629, 631, 641, 647' 652
Erler, Karl- see Laufenberg, Ileinrich.
F
Fechner. Gustav Theodor (18011887)-German naturnlist and
idealist philosopher. His works
were important for experimental psychology. In philosophy he was infiuenced by
Schelling, tried to reconcile
idealism and religion with
the spontaneously materialist
nature of the discoveries he
made in science.-439
Ferri, Enrico (1856-1929)-a leader
of the Italian Social-Democratic Party.-435
Feuerbach, Ludwig Andreas (18041872)-German
materialist
philosopher and atheist, a predecessor of Marxism.-11-17,
25-27. 41-43, 61, 30:!, 437.
439.·441, 445, 453
Fichte, Johann Gottlieb (17621814)-representative of classical German philosophy, subjective idea!ist.-304
Foch,
Ferdinand
(1851-1929)-·
French marshal; command er
of a number of French armies
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during the Virst World War
(1914-18), then chief of General Stafl of France, Supreme
Commander-in-Chief of the
Allied armies. In 1918-20 one
of the organisers of the armed
intervention against Soviet
Russia.-625
Forster, William Edward (18181886)-English factory-owner
and politician, Liberal M.P.,
Chief Secretary for Ireland
(1880-82); pursued a policy
of brutal suppression of the
national
liberation
movement.-251
Fourier, Charles (1772-1837)French utopian socialist. -- l 87,
189, 190, 214, 273, 282, 386
Friedrich Wilhelm III
(17701840)-King of Prussia (17971840).-191
Friedrich :Wilhelm IV (1759-1861)King of Prussia (1810-61). 223
G

Galvani, Luigi (1737-1798)-ltalian physiologist and physicist,
the founder of galvanism, who
proved the existence of the
electric current in the animal
organism. Galvani's experiments greatly inDuenced the
development of natural science
and marked the beginning of
electrophysiology. -337
Garibaldi, Giweppe (1807-1882)a leader of the Italian revolutionary democrats and outstanding general. In 18481867 headed the Italian people's
struggle against foreign domination, and fought for Italy's
unilication.-477
Gegechkori, Yevgeni Petrovich (b.
1879)-Menshevik; chairman
of the counter-revolutionary
government in Transraucasia
from November 1917; later.
Minister of Foreign Affairs
and Deputy Chairman of the
Georgian Menshevik government; white emigre from
1921.--592, 593
Ghe, A. Y. (d. 1919)---Russian
anarchist. After the October
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Socialist Revolution supported Soviet power.-575
Robert (1837-1910)-British bourgeois economist and
statistician, expert in finances,
head
of the
statistical
department in the Board of
Trade (1876-97).-196
GladstoTUJ, Robert (1811-1872)-British businessman, bourgeois
philanthropist,
cousin
of
William Gladstone.-173
Gladstone, William Ewart (18091898)-British Tory statesman.
Leader of the Liberal Party
in the latter half of the 19th
century, Prime Minister (18681874, t880-85, 1886, 189294).-173
Goethe, Johann Wolfgang (17491832)-German writer and
thinker.-168
Gotz, Abram Rafo.tlovigh (18821940)-a Socialist-Revolutionary leader. After the October
Socialist Revolution waged
struggle against Soviet power. -589, 592, 593
Gould, Jay (1836-1892)-American
millionaire, rail way dealer and
financier.-298
Giffen,

Gracchus, Gaius Sempronius (153121 B.C.) and Tiberius Sempronius (163-133 B.C.), brothers (The Gracchi)-Roman

tribunes; fought to implement
agrarian laws in the interests
of the peasants.-121, 270
Grave, Jean (1854-1939)-French
petty-bourgeois socialist, a
theoretician of anarchism. At
the beginning of the 20th
century took an anarchosyndicalist stand. During the
First World War (1914-18)
adhered to social-chauvinism.-575
Grun, Karl (1817-1887)-German
petty-bourgeois publicist; in
the mid-40s one of the chief
representatives of "true socialism". His 11 true socialism"
was a utopian teaching, according to which the essence of
"true" man would be realised
in future society. He combined
abstract idealist features of

•

Feuerbach's philosophy with
Proudhon's anarchist ideas.439
Guchkov, A le:rander I vanovich (18621936)-big Russian capitalist,
organiser and leader of the
Octobrist Party. ~·ollowing the
February
1917
bourgeoisdemocratic revolution was
Minister of the Army and Navy
in the first bourgeois Provisional Government.-516, 518
Guesde, Jules (1845-1922)-one of
the organisers and leaders of
the French socialist movement
and the Second International;
did much to disseminate Marxism and develop socialist
movement in France. However, while opposing the policy of the Right-wing socialists, he made mistakes of a
sectarian nature both in theory
and tactics. At the beginning of the First World War
of 1914-18 took a social-chauvinist stand and entered the
French
bourgeois
government.-429, 658
Guizot, Franfois Pierre Gutllaume

(1787-1874)-French historian
and statesman; from 1840 to
the ~·ebruary 1848 revolution
directed the home and foreign
policy of ~·ranr.e, expressing
the interests of the big financial bourgeoisie.-107, 121,
127, 137, 231, 307, 462
Gillich, Gustav (1791-1847)-German
bourgeois economist and historian, author of a number of
works on the history of national economy.-308
Gvozdyov,

Kuzma Antonovich (b.

1883)-Menshevik; social-chauvinist during the First World
War of 1914-18, chairman of
the workers' group in the
Central War Industry Comrnitteo. -508, 509
H

John (b. 1839)-English
trade unionist, chairman of
the garment workers' trade
union. From 1872 onwards

Hales,

,.

•
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lU!aded the reformist wing of
the British Federal Council of
the International and fought
against the General Council
of the International and its
leaders, Marx and Engels;
strove to capture leadershi,P
of the lnternational's orgam8nlions in England; took a
rhauvinist stand in respect
to the Irish worldng-cl ass movement, oppo•ing the formation of Lbe International's
se!'tions in Ireland. In May
1873 the General Council expelled him from the I nternational.-504
Jlarcourl, William (1827-190-i) ·British Liberal statesman. In
1894-98 leader of the Liberal
Party.-407
Jlaxthausen, August (1792-1866)Prnssian official and writer,
author of a book on the survivals of the communal system in Russian agrarian re.
lations. -84
Hegel, Georg Wilhelm Friedrich
(1770-1831)-German philosopher, objective idealist. __ Ilj,\l
historic service to 11hilos~
was his thorough elaboration
of idealist dialectics, which
became one of the theoretical
sources of dialectical"1.at.erialism. -14-16, 27, 41, 44, 46,
120, 139, 141, 143, 179, 209,
228, 230, 232, 234, 275, 291,
301, 302, 304, 317, 337-39,
.
341-47, 351, 352, 381, 386, 425,
439, 440, 453, 459, 526, 534
Heinzen, Karl (1809-1880)-Gcrman publicist, petty-bourgeois
democrat; opposed Marx and
Engels. In the autumn o!
1850 went to live in the
U.S.A.-284
Henderson, Arthur (1863-1935)a leader of the Labour Party
and the British trade union
moveme'nt. In 1908-10 and
1914-17 chairman of the Labour group in Parliament. A
social-chauvinist during the
First World War of 1914-18.509, 555, 614
Henry VII (1457-1509)-King of
47-1087
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England
(1485-1509).-2116
Henry VIII (1491-1547)-King of
England (1509-47).-53, 246
llerzen, Alexander Ivanovich (18121870)-Russian revolutionary
dem0<1rat, materialist philosopher, publicist and writer. 385
Ililferding, Rudolf (1877-1941)one of the opportunist loaders
of the German Social-Democratic Party and the Second
International. Author of Das
Finanzkapital (Finance Capital), _published in 1910. Although the book contains se1·ious theoretical mistakes and
opportunist propositions, it
has contributed to the analysis of monopoly capitalism.489, 677
II illquit, Morris (1869-1933)-American socialist, lawyer. At first
adhered to Marxism, then degraded to reformism and opportunism.-661
Hindenburg, Paul von (1847-1934)German field marshal and
statesman. D11ring the First
Worl1l War of 1914-18 Commander-in-Chief of tho Ger..&' man army· on the ~;astern
front, then Chief of General
Staff. One of the organisers
-,( of the military intervention
fl. against Soviet Russia. Took
part in the suppression of the
November 1918 revolution in
Germany. In '1925-34 President of the Weimar Republic. In 1933 entrusted Hitler
with forming the government,
thus officially handing over
power to the nazis.-625
IIobbe.•, Thomas (1588-1679)-English philosopher, representative of mechanistic materialism; had anti-democratic social
and political views.-247, 288,
301
Haglund, Carl Zeth Kon.•tantin
(1884-1956)-leader of the Lchwing Social-Democratic and
the yo11th movement in Sweden. In 1917-24 one of the
leaders of the Communist Party
of Sweden. In 1924 was •x-
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pelled from the Party for
opportunism and opposition
to the decisions of the Fifth
Congress of the Comintorn;
returned to the ranks of the
Social-Democratic Party in
1926.-656
llorner, K.-sec Pannekoek, An·ton.
Jfttme, David (1711-1776)-English

economist and philosopher,
subjective i<lcalist, agnostic.439, 440
Huxley,
Thomas Henry (18251895)-English
naturalist,
Darwin's closest associate and
populariser of his theory. His
researches in zoology, palaeonthology, anthropology and
comparative anatomy were of
great importance for substantiating
Darwin's
theory.
Though a spontaneous materialist, he rejected materialism
and proclaimed himself an
agnostic. -439, 441
Hyndman, Henry Mayers (18'121921)-a leader of the Drilish
Socialist Party, reformist. Left
the party in 1916, after the
party conference in Salfol'fl
condemned his social-chauvinist stand in relation to the
imperialist war.-509, 658
Jacoby, Johann (1805-1877)-Ger-

man
publicist,
politician,
bourgeois democrat~ physician
by profession. In 1872 joined
the Social-Democratic Party,
from which he was elected
to the Beichstag in 1874.
He was not a Marxist, but
Marx and Engels held him
in high esteem as a democrat
who sided with the proletarian movement, though they
disagreed with him on many
points. -625
Jaures, Jean (1859-1914)-prominent figure in the French and
international socialist movement, historian. One of the
leaders of the reformist l:nited
Socialist Party of France,
founder and editor-in-chief of

l' Humanite, the party's cen-

tral organ. Actively fought
against militarism and the
imminent imperialist war.
Assassinated by a hireling of
the militarists in June 1914.402, 429
Junius-see Luxemburg, Rosa.

K
P. JC-procurator
of the Petersburg Judicial
Chamber, acted as prosecutor
at the trial of the SocialDemocratic group of the Second
Duma.-422
Kant, Immanuel (1721-1804)-German philosopher, lather of
classical German idealism.301, 304. 425, 439. 41,0
Kautsky, Karl ('1854-1938)-one of
the leaders anrl theoreticians
of the German Social-Democrats and the Second International. Author of a number
of works on )farxist theory:
Kamyshansky,

Karl Marx's Okonomische Lehren '(Economic Teaching of
Karl Marx), Die Agrarfrage

(The Agrarian Question), etc.
"Betrayed socialism at the outbreak of the imperialist world
war (1914) by supporting the
war and justilying thP policy
of German imperialism ..\uthor
of the reactionary theory of
ultra-imperialism. After the
October 1917 Socialist Revolution in Russia opposed Soviet power and the dictatorship of the proletariat.-314,
332, 336, 365, 380-83, 389,
390, 415, 416, 465-67, '176,
478, 483, 484, 486, 488, 489,
500, 502-06, 509-11, 527' 530,
538, 539, 542-43, 547, 549,
55~, 555, 550, 603-18, 623,
6.19, 657' 658, 661-63, 666,
677, 689
Kerensky,

Alexander

Fyodorovich

(1881-1970) -Social ist-Rcvolutionary. After the February
i 917 bourgeois-democratic r~v
olution Minister of Justice,
Minister of the Armv and
Navy and then Prime 'Minister in the bourgeois Provisional Government and Su-
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prcme Commander-in-Chief. In
1918 fled abroad.-531, 580,
589, 593
Kiesewetter, Alexander Alexandrovich (1866-1933)-Russian lib-

eral bourgeois historian and
publicist.-1,22, 668-70, 672
Kievsky, P.-see Pyatakov, Georgi
Leonidovich.
Klopstock, Friedrich Goltlieb (1724-

1803)-German poet.-314
Koller, Ernst Matthias (1841-1928)-

German reactionary statesman, deputy to the Reichstag
(1881-88), Prussian Minister
of the Interior (1894-95); conducted a policy of persecution
of the Social-Democratic Party.-271
Kornilov, [,avr Georgievich (18701918)-tsarist general. In August 1917 headed a counterrevolutionary revolt. After its
suppression was imprisoned;
escaped from prison and fled
to the Don, where he became
one of the organisers and
then commander of the whiteguard Volunteer Army.-580,
581, 589, 591-93
Kropotkin, Pyotr A lexeyevich (1842f921)-a prominent leader and
theoretician of anarchism.-575
Krupps-dynasty of German industrialists, owners of st•el
works, the biggest armaments
manufacturers in Germany.614
Kugelmann, Ludwig (1830-1902)German physician, participant
in the 1848-49 revolution,
member of the First International and delegate to several
of its congresses; Mend of the
Marx family. Between 1862
and 1874 corresponded with
Marx, keeping him informed
about the state of affairs in
Germany.-285, 421, t,36, 439,
549
Kuskova,. Yekaterina

Dmitrlevna

(1869-1958)-Russian public
figure and publicist. In 1906,
with S. N. Prokopovich, published Bez Zaglaviya (Without
a Title), a semi-Cadet, semiMenshevik journal.-673

L

Labriola, Arturo (1873-1959)-Ita-

lian politician, lawyer and
economist, one of the leaders
of the I tali an syndicalist
movement. Author ol a number
of books on the theory of
syndicalism, in which ho
tried to adapt the programme
of "revolutionary syndicalism"
to Marxism.--i.29
Lagardelle, Hubert (b. 1871)French petty-bourgeois politician,
anarcho-syndicalist.
Wrote a number of books on
the
history
of anarchosyndicalism • in l'ranco.--i29
Lnnge, Friedrich Albert (18281875)-Gorman philosopher,
subjective idealist, one of the
first neo-Kantians. In his works
distorted the essence of the
working-class movement, supported Malthus's reactionary
theory of population and regarded capitalism. as tho "natural and eternal" system o!
human society.-168. 435, 436,
439
Lassalle, Ferdinand (1825-1864)-German petty-bourgeoissocialist, father of Lassalleanism,
a variety of opportunism in
the
German working-class
movement. One of the founders
of the General Association of
German Workers (1863). The
setting up of the Association
was of great significance for
the working-class movement,
but Lassalle, elected preHident, led it along an opportunist path.
The Lassalleans aimed at
building a "free people's state~
by means of legal agitation
for universal suffrage and by
setting up producers' co-operative societies subsidised by
the Prussian state. Lassalle
supported the" policy of Germany's
unification
"from
above" nnder
reactionary
Prnssia's hegemony.---161-63,
166-70, 264, 383, 391. 564,
~70, 571
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Laufenberg, lfrinrich (A'rler, Karl)

Les.<ing, Gotthold Ephraim (1729-

(1872-1932) -German
Lcftwing Social-Democrat, publirist. Following the :'\ovember
1918 l'evolution in Germany
joined the German Communist
Party; headed its "Left" opposition. After the expulsion
of the "Left" opposition from
the Communist Party, he took
part in founding the Communi8t Workers' Party of Germany.-65:)

1781)-German writer, critic
and philosopher, prominent in
the Enlightcnment.-143

f,avrov. 'Pyotr
f,avrovich (Mirtov) (1823-1900)-ideologist of

Naro<lism, representative of
the subjective school in sociology. Father of the reactionary Narodnik theory of
"heroes•, and "mob,,. which
denied the objective laws governing the development of
sodety and attributed the progress of mankind to the activity of "crilically thinking
individuals" ,-287-89, 377
f,eclair, Anton von (b. 1848)Austrian reactionary philosoplier, subjective ideafot of the
immanent school.-445
Ledri1,-Rolli n.

A le:rn wlre

A ugusle

(1807-1874)-French publicist,
a leader of petty-bourgeois
democrats; in 1848 member
of the Provisional Government, deputy to the Constituent and Legislative assemblies, where he headed the Montagne party; subsequently an
emigrc.-117
LPgien, Carl von (1861-1920)German Right-wing SocialDemocrat, a leader of German trade unions, revisionist. -503, 509, 555, 557
f,cnsch, Paul (1873-1926)-German
Social-Democrat. At the outbreak of the First World War
(191'i-18) took a social-chauvinist stand. Jn Hl22 expellPd
frow ihe Social-Democratic Party ol Germany. --46~,
478. 481. 503
Leo

XIII

(Gioacchino

Count

Pecci)

Pope

(elected

1,07

Vincenzo,

(1810-1903)--·in 1878).--

Mcinius (Caius

Licinius

Stolo)-

R oman statesman of the first
half of the 4th century B. C. •
as a people's tribune, togethe;
with Sextus passed laws in
the interests of the plebeians.-20
Liebig, Justus (1803-1873)-German scientist, one of the
founders of agricultural chemistry.-158, 287
Liebknecht, Karl (1871-1919)-outstanding figure in the German
and international workingclass movement; one of tlie
leaders of the
Left-wing
Social-Democrats in Germany;
son of Wilhelm Liebknecht.
An organiser and kader of the
Spartacus League. Together
with Rosa Luxemburg headed
the revolutionary vanguard of
the German workers during
the Novembe1· 1918 revolution. Was one of the founders
of the Communist Party of
Germany and leader of the
Berlin workers' uprising in
January 1919. A!Ler its suppression was brutally murdered by counter-revolutionaries. -6.56
Liebknecht, Wilhelm (1826-1900)prominent in the German and
international
working-el ass
movement, a founder and leader of the German SocialDemocratic Party .-362
Lloyd George, David (1863-1945)Dritish statesman and diplomat, leader of the Liberal
Party. From 1800 onwards
Member of Parliament. h1
1905-08 President of the Board
of Trade; in 1!l08-15 Chancellor of the Exchequer. Played
an important role in framing the British Government's
policy of preparing an imperialist world war. Through
flattery, lies and promises to
workers tried to hinder and
1ircvent the formation of a
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working-class
revolutionary
party in Britain. In 1916-22
Prime Minister.-508. 509
Locke, John (1632-1704)-English
dualist philosopher, elaborated a sensualist theory of
knowledge, which was materialist at its foundation; bourgeois economist.- 121, 301
Longuet, Jean (!876-1938)-a l~ad
er of the French Sor.ialist
Party and the Second International, publicist. During the
First World War (11Jl4-18)
headed the Centrist pacifist
minority in the F.S.P. Opposed
affiliation of the 1''.S. P.
with the Communist International and the formation of the
Communist Party of France.
-614,
661,
662,
666,
677
f,opatin, Lev Mikhailovich (18531920)-Rnssian idealist philosopher, preached s1iiritualism, and believed that one of
the "vital problems" of philosophy was to prove the "immortality of the soul".-V.4
Louts XIV (1638-1715)-King of
France (1643-1715).-130. 237
Louis XVIII (1755-·1824)-King of
France (1814-15 ann 181524).-121
Louis Napoleon-see Napoleon II I.
Louis Philippe (1773-1850)-Duke
of Orleans, King of France
(1830-48).-129, 170, 172, 2/i5,
250
Lunacharsky, A natoly rasilyevich
(1875-1933)-Rnssian SocialDemocrat, Bolshevik. During
the years of reaction (190i-10)
departed from Bolshcvi;m, was
a member of the otnti-Party
Vperyod grOUJl, came up with
preaching god-building. Lenin
exposed the erronPousncs" of
Lunacharsky's views and criticised them. After the Odober Socialist Revolution. 1irominent Soviet statesman and
public figure.-414. 4/i6
Luther, Martin (1483-l.i46)-leader
of the German Reformation,
fouDder of Protestantism (Lutheranism) in Germany; idc-

741

ologist of German burghers. 120, 236, 244, 304
f,uxemburg, Rosa (Junius) (18711919)-promiuent figure in the
working-class
international
movement, one of the organisei·s of the Spartacus League.
After the ~ovember 1918 revolution in Germany took
part in the Inaugural Congress
o[ the Communist Party of
Germany. In Januar}· 1919
was arrest.eel and murdered
on the order of the Scheidcmann govcrnrnent.-'196, 4911,
611, 661
Lvov, Georgi Yevgenyevich (18611925)-big Russian landow11er, Constitutional-Democrat.
After the February 1!H 7 bourgeois-clemocratic
revolution
-from March to July-Chairman of the Council of Ministers and Minister of th~
Interior in t.he bourgeois Provisional
Governmen!.-JIO,
518

M
MacDonald, Jomes Rnmsa11 (18661937)-British politician, one
of the founders and leaders
of the I11d1•pendent Labour
Party and o[ the Labour Party; pursued an opportunist
policy and preached the theory
of class collaboration and the
gradnal growing of capitalism
over into socialism. In 1924
aud 1929-31 was Primo Minister.-677
Mnch, Ernst (1838-1916)- ·Austrian
physicist and philosopher.
subjective idealist, one of tile
founders of empirio-criticism;
in the I hrory o[ lmowlerlge r1•vived views of Herkelcv aud
Ilnmc. -433, 43'1, t,37-39, 441,
l,43-46
MacMohon, 1}forie Edme Patrice
M auric• (I 808-189:\)-Fr~uch
reactionar}' politician, marshal, Donapartist; one of the
hangmen of the Paris Commune; President of the Third
Republic (1873-79).-262
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Malthus, Thomas Robert (17661834)-English
clergyman,
economist; exponent of a misanthropic theory of population.-168, 288, 436
Mann, Tom (1856-1941)-prominent figure of the British
working-class
movement.504
Manners, John James Robert (18181906)-British
statesman,
Tory, subsequently a Conservative; Member of Parliament,
Minister in several Conservative governments.-252
Marrast, Armand (1801-1852)French publicist; one of the
leaders of moderate bourgeois
republicans, editor of the newspaper National; in 1848 member of the Provisional Government and mayor of Paris,
President of the Constituent
Assembly
(1848-49).-117,
121
Martov, Lev (Tsederbaum, Yuli
Osipovich) (1873-1923)-a Menshcvik leader. After the October Socialist Revolution opposed Soviet power; in 1920
emigrated to Germany.-589591, 596, 623
Marx, Karl (1818-1883).-141, 142,
174, 176, 178, 180-82, 188,
206, 208, 216, 224, 239, 240,
248, 255-57, 260, 261, 263,
290, 291, 294, 295, 302, 303,
307, 308, 313-16, 319-28, 33133, 335-47' 349, 350, 352-60,
364-66, 368-70, 372, 374-76,
3S0-84, 388, 389, 406, 408,
1119, 420, 421, 423-26, 478,
481, 488, 489, 502-05, 509,
.510, 514, 518, 519, 525-27'
532, 534, 536-41, 543-51, 552,
5f,3-56, 557, 560-67, 570-73,
575, 576, 5'i9, 582, 591, 592,
603-05, 607-18, 629, 652, 663,
664. 686, 688
Maurer, Georg !.udwig (17901872)-German historian, researcher into the social system
of ancient and medieval Gerrnany. -84, 291
Jlf oyer, S i.<rmund-author of the
book /)fe sociale Frage in Wien
(1871), entrepreneur.-336

Mehring, Franz (1846-1919)-outstanding figure in the German
working-class movement, historian and publicist; in the
1880s became a Marxist; wrote
a number of books on the
history of Germany and German Social-Democracy, biographer of Karl Marx; one
of the leaders and theoreticians of the German Leftwing Social-Democrats; played
a prominent role in the
foundation of the Communist
Party of Gcrmany.-303, 546,
663, 664
Mendelssohn, Moses (1729-1786)German reactionary philosopher, deist.-143
Metternich, Clemens, Prince (17731859)-Austrian reactionary
statesman; Foreign Minister
(1809-21) and Chancellor (18211848).-191
Mignet, Franfois Auguste Marie
(1796-1884)-French bourgeois
historian of a liberal leaning.
Like other liberal historians
of the Restoration, recognised
· the role of class struggle in
history, but merely as a struggle between the landowning
aristocracy and bourgeoisie.
In his works attempted to
substantiate the right of the
bourgeoisie to political {lower,
opposed the revolutionary
struggle of the
popular
masses.-231, 307, 462
Mikhailovsky, Nikolai Konstantlnovich (1842-1904)-theoretidan of liberal Narodism, publicist, literary critic, one of
the rPpresontatives of the subjective school in sociology.
From 1892 onwards-editor of
the magazine Russkoye Bogatstvo (Russian Wealth) in the
columns of which he fought
against
Marxists. -313-16,
320-39, 341, 342, 344, 346.
M7, 349-60, 367, 369-72; 374,
377' 381, 435, 528
M illerand, Alexandre Etienne (1859·
1943)-French politician. In
the 1890s sided with the socialism. In 1899 betrayed so-
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cialism and entered the bourgeois government. In 190910, 1912-13 and 1914-15 was
in charge of various ministries.
In 1920-24 President of
the ~·rench Republic.-428
Milyul<ov, Pavel Nikolayevich (18591943)-oue of the founders
and leader o! the Cadet Party,
ideologist of the Russian imperialist bourgeoisie, historian and publicist. -422, 523
Min, Georgi Alezandrovich (18551906)-colonel, commander of
the Semyonovsky Guards Regiment. Distinguished himself
by extreme brutality when
suppressing
the
Moscow
armed uprising in December
1905, and was promoted by
the tsar to the rank of major
general. Killed by a Socialistl\evolutionary. -672
Mirtou-see Lavrov, Pyotr Lavrovich.
Moleschott, Jakob (1822-1893)Dutch scientist, one of the
chief champions of vulgar
materialism, revived mechanistic views on nature and
society. -287, 437
Montesquieu, Charles Louis (16891755)-l~rench
sociologist,
economist and writer of the
Enlightenment, theoretician
of constitutional monarchv. 304, 562
•
Moody, Dwight Lyman (1837-1899)
-American evangelist.~250
Morgan, /,ewis Henry (1818-1881)Americau scientist, ethnographn, archaeologist and historian of primitive society, spontaneous materialist.-84, 307,
325, 327
Miilberger, Arthur (1847-1907)German petty-bourgeois publicist, follower of Proudhon,
author of a number of books
on the history of social thought
in France and Germany; came
up with criticism of Marxism.-157, 424, 674
Munzer, Thomas (c. 1490-1525)leader and ideologist of poor
peasants in the time of the
Reformation and the Peasant

War of 1525. preached the
ideas of equalitarian utopian
communism.-115
N

Napoleon I (Bonaparte) (17691821)-Emperor of France
(1804-14 and 1815).-36, 120122, 128, 129, 132, 133, 191,
307' 341, 542, 688
Napoleon I I I (Bonaparte, Louis;
Louis Napoleon) (1808-1873)Emperor of France from 1852
to 1870; nephew of Napoleon I.
After the defeat of the revolution in 1848 was elected
President of the French Republic; on the night of December 1, 1851, staged a coup
d'etat.-120, 121, 127, 129133, 172, 250, 257, 261, 262,
541
Newton, Isaac (1642-1727)-EngIish physicist, astronomer and
mathematician, founder of classical. mechanics. -57
Nicholas TT (Romanov) (18681918)-the last Russian Emperor (1894-1917).-269, 514,
619
N.-on-see Danielson, Nikolai
Frantsevich.

Noske,
Gustav
(1868-1946)one of the opportunist leaders
of the German Social-Democratic Party. In 1918, during
the November revolution in
Germany, organised the suppression of the sailors' revolutionary movement at Kiel.
l n 1919-20 War Minister; organiser of reprisals against
the workers of Berlin, and also
of the murder of Karl Liebknecht and Rosa Luxemburg. 657
0
Orleans-royal dynasty in Franco
(1830-48).--125, 129 .
Orthodox-sen Axelrod, Lyubov Tsaakovna.

Ostwald, Wilhelm Friedrich (18531932)-German naturalist and
idealist philosopher.-443, 444
Owen, Robert (1771-1858)-Dritish
utopian socialist.-12, 214
'
386, 683
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l'alchinsky,
Pyotr loakimovich
(d. 1930)-Russian engineer.
After the February 1917 bourrevolution
geois-democratic
Deputy Minister of Trade and
Industry in the bourgeois Provisional
Government;
inspired
industrialists
to
sabotage.-531, 532
Pannekoek, Anton (Horner, K.)
(1873-1960)-Dutch
SocialDemocrat. In 1918-21 member
of the Communist Part v of
Holland, took an ultra-Left,
sectarian stand. In 1921 withdrew from the Communist
Party and soon after retired
from politics.-653
Pearson, Karl (1857-1936)-English mathematician, biologist
and idealist philosopher. Tried
to lend popular form to
positivism and fought materialist world outlook.-443
Pecqueur, Constantin (1801-1887)French economist, utopian socialist. -149
Petzoldt, Joseph (1862-1929)-German philosopher, subjective
idealist, pupil of Ernst Mach
and Richard Avenarius, rejected materialism as a phitrend,
opposed
losophical
scientific socialism.· -1li5
Philippe II, Auguste (1165-·1223)King of France (1180-1223).804
Plekhanov, Georgi l/alentinovich
(1856-1918)-ontstanding
figure in the Hussian and international working-class movement, was fm;;t to disseminate
Marxism in Russia.
Between -1883 and 1903
Plekhanov wrote a number of
works which greatly contributed to tile defence and dissemination of materialist views.
Among
these works were
Socialism and the Political
Struggle, Our Differences, The

Development of the .Wonist View
of Jlistory, E.<says on the History of Materialism, On the
Role of Personality in History.

But already then he made
some serious mistakes which
were the embryo of his future Menshcvik views. Aft.er
the Second Congress of tlio
R.S.D.L.P.
Plckbanov favoured
collaboration with
opportnnists and tilcn joined
the Mensheviks.
[,enin had a high opinion of
Plekhanov's
philosophical
works and valued his role
in disseminating Marxism in
Russia; but he sharply criticised Plekhanov for his deviations from Marxism and
the blunders in his political
activity.-352, 358, 359, 425,
465-67, 503, 509, 519, 518,
550, 555, 557 t 360, 575, 658,
660, 673
Poincare,
Henri
(1854-1912)French mathematician and
physicist; in philosophy was
close to Machism.-143, 444
Pomyalovsky Nikolai Gerasimovich
(1835-1863)-Russian
democratic writer; in his works ho
came out against the autocratic. and bureaucratic or<h'r in
Russia, against violence and
arbitrary rnle.--571
Potresov, Alexander 1Vilwlayevich
(1869-1934)-onc of the Menshevik leaders.-503, .108, 509
Prolwpovich,

Sergei

1Vikulayevich

(1871-1955)- Russian bourgeois economist and publicist,
pT'omineut Economist, one of
the first champions of Bernstciuism in Russia.--391, 673
Proudhon, Pierre Joseph (18091865)·-French publicist, economist and sociologist, one of
tile founders ol anarchism. In
181i.O he sharply criticised capitalism, but he saw the way
out not in the dcstr11ction of
the capitalist mode of production which inevitably breeds
poverty, inequality and exploit•tion of the working people, but in the "rectification"
of capitalism, in the elimination of its shortcomings ani!
abuses through reforms. According to l'roucl110n, commo-
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dity production was to be
preserved and society was to
consist of small owners exchanging
their
products
through the so-called exchange
bank which he suggested to
set up. Karl Marx criticised
the theory and practice of
Proudhonism and showed its
anti-scientific and reactionary
character in the book The
Poverty of Philosophy. Answer
to the "Philosophy of Poverty"
by M. Proudhon published in

1847, and other works.-77,
81, 139, 155, 157, 158, 273283, 321, 374, 386, 390, 1,77'
560, 561
Publicola

(Publius

Valerius)

(d. 503 B.C.)-semi-legendary
statesman o[ the Roman Republic. -121
Pyatakov, Georgi Leonidovich (Kievsky, P.) (1890-1937)-mem-

bcr of the Bolshevik Party
from 1910. During the First
World War (1914-18) maintained an anti-Leninist position in regard to the right of
nations to self-determination
and other important questions
of Party policy. After the
October Socialist Revolution
was in the Soviet Government
of the Ukraine and held some
other responsible posts. Headed the anti-Party group of
"Left Communists" in the Ukraine. In 1927 the Fiftr.enth.
Congress of the R.C.P.(B.) expelled him from the Party
for being an active figure in
tlte Trotskyite opposition. In
1928 he was reinstated, and
i 11 1936 expelled again for
his anti-P!!-rty activity.-f87489, 491-98
R
Berngardovic~

(18851939)-took part m the
Social Democratic- movement in
Galicia, Poland and Gr.rmany
from the early 1900s. Joined
the Bolshevik Party in 1917,
in 1927 was expell•d from it
for factional activity, rein-
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stated in 1929, and expelled
again in 1936.-682
Fran~ois
(179'!-1878)French naturalist, socialist,
close to revolutionary proletariat; participant in the 1830
and 1848 revolutions; deputy
to the Constitµent Assembly.13-i
/lenaudel, Pierre (1871-1935)-a reformist leader o[ the French
Socialist Party.-509, 535, 614
Renner, Karl (1870-1950)-Austrian politician, leader and theoretician of tho Austrian Rightwing Social-Democrats. An ideologist of "Austro-Marxism"
and one of the authors of the
bourgeois nationalist theory
o[ "cultural-national autonomy". -475
Ricardo, David (1772-1823)-English economist, representative
of classical political cconomy.-79, 80, 285, 454
Richard I (Coeur-de-Lion) (11571199)-King of England (11891199).-304
Jlobespierre, Maximilien
(17fi8171Vi)-prominent
in
the
r'rench bourgeois revolution
of the end of the 18th century,
leader of tho J acobins, head
of the revolutionary government (1793-94).-120
Raspail,

Rodbertus-J agetzow, Johann Karl

(1805-1875)-German vulgar
economist, big Prussian landowner, one of the theoreticians of "state socialism", who
held that the contradictions
between labour and capital
could be settled through reforms carried out by the Prussian Junker state.-383
Romanov. Nicholas-see Nicholas II.
Rossler, Konstantin (1820-1896)-

German publicist, as head
of the semi-official literary
bureau in Berlin (1877-92)
supported Bismru·ck's policy.-270
Rorisseau, Jean Jacques (l 7121778)-French
philosopher,
writer and social theorist,
played an important role in
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ideologically preparing the
t'rench bourgeois revolution
of the eighteenth century.304, 346
Royer-Collard, Pierre Paul (17631845)-French
philosopher
and politician, monarchist.121
Ruge, Arnold (1802-1880)-German
publicist, Young Hegelian,
bourgeois radical. In 1844, together with Marx, published
the journal Deutsck-Franzosische J ahrbiicher in Paris. Soon
afterwards, Marx dissented
with Ruge on points of principle. -336
Rusanov,
Nikolai
Sergeyevich
(b. 1859)-Russian publicist,
Socialist-Revolutionary.-557

s
Saint-Just, Louis Antoine (17671794)-prominent figure in the
French bourgeois revolution
of the end of the 18th century, a Jacobin leader.-120
Saint-Simon, Claude Henri de
Rouvroy (1760-1825)-French
utopian socialist.-214, 386
Sankey, Ira David (1840-1908)American evangelist. -250
Savinkov, Boris Viktorovlch (18791925)-prominent
SocialfatRevolutionary. After the October Socialist Revolution
(1917) organiser of a number
of counter-revolutionary plots,
he! ped to organise military
intervention against the Soviet
republic, white emigre.592
Say, Jean Baptiste (1767-1832)French bourgeois economist,
represontative of vulgar political economy.-121
Schaper, van-representative of the
Prussian reactionary bureaucracy; Oberpriisident of the
Rhine Province (1842-45).136
.Scheidemann, Philipp (1865-1939)a leader of the extreme Right,
opportunist wing of the German Social-Democrats, took
an active part in the bloody
suppression of the German

workers' movement in 19181921.-509, 555, 557' 596, 614,
657
Schelling, Friedrich Wilhelm (17751854)-representative of classical German philosophy, objecti ve idealist, champion of
religion.-439
Schmidt, Conrad (1863-1932)-German economist and philosopher, in his early activity
shared the economic doctrine
of Karl Marx, subsequently
joined the bourgeois opfonents
of Marxism. Author o works
which served as an ideological
source of revisionism.-290,
297
Schroder, Karl (1884-1950)-German Social-Democrat, writer
and publicist. After the November 1918 revolution in
Germany joined the Communist Party, where he sided
with the Left opposition.
When the Left opposition
was expelled from the C.P.G.,
took part in the formation of
the Communist Workers' Party of Germany. Soon after
withdrew from the latter and
returned to the German
Social-Democratic Party.-653
Schubert-Soldern, Richard (18521935)-professor of philosophy
at Leipzig, representative of
the immanent school.-432,
433, 434, 445
Schulze-Delttzsch, Hermann (18081883)-German vulgar economist, advocated harmony of
the class interests of capitalists and workers. -391
Schuppe, Wilhelm (1836-1913)German philosopher, subjective idealist, head of the immanent school.--432, 445
Stibastiani. Horace (1772-1851)French marshal, diplomat.107
Sembat, Marcel (1862-1922)-a re·
formist leader of the French
Socialist Party, journalist.
During the First World War
(1914-18)
social-c4auvinist.
From August 1914 to September 1917 Minister of Public
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Works in the imperialist "Government of National Defence" of France. -555, 557
Semkovsky, S. (Bronstein, Sergei
Yulyevich) (b. 1882)-Russian
Social-Democrat, Menshevik;
contributed to the press organs of the Menshevik liquidators and foreign SocialDemocrats; was against the
right of nations to self-determination. In 1920 broke up
with the Mensheviks.-497
Shaftesbury, Anthony, Earl of (16711713)-English moralist philosopher, prominent deist, politician, Whig.-246
Sickingen, Franz von (1481-1523)German knight, sided with the
Reformation; led the knights'
rebellion in 1522-23. -244
Simmel, Georg (1858-1918)-German idealist philosopher and
sociologist, follower of Kant. 370
Sismondi, Jean Charles Leonard
Simonde de (1773-1842)-Swiss
economist, father of economic
romanticism which expressed
the views of small producers. 69, 502
Skobelev, Matvei Ivanovich (18851939)-from 1903 took part
in the Social· Democratic movement in the ranks of the
Mensheviks. In 1906 emigrated, contributed to Mcnshevik
publications. During the First
World War (1914-tS) Centrist.-508, 531, 556
Smith, Adam (1723-1790)-English economist, representative
o! classical bourgeois political economy.-56, 79, 80, 145,
276, 303. 454
Snowden, Philip (1864-1937)-British politician. In 1903-06
and 1917-20 Chairman of the
Independent Labour Party,
represented its Right wing.
From 1906 onwards Member
o! Parliament.-677
Sombart, Werner (1863-1941)-German vulgar economist. At the
beginning of his career, one
of the typical ideologists of
"social-liberalism ... slightly
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touched 11 p to look like Marxism" (V. I. Lenin, Collected
Works, Moscow, Vol. 18,
p. 68). Later became an open
enemy of Marxism.-377,
421
Sorge, Friedrich Adolf (1828-1906)German socialist, prominent
in the international workingclass and socialist movement,
associate and friend of Marx
and Engels.-504
Spencer, Herbert (1820-1903)-English philoso{lher, psychologist
and sociologist, prominent positivist. In an endeavour to
justify social inequality, Spencer likened human society to
an animal organism and applied the biological theory of
the struggle for existence to
the history of people.-316,
435, 528
Spinoza, Raruch (Benedictus) (16321677)-Dutch materialist philosopher, atheist.-143
Spiridonova, Maria Alexandrovna
(1884-1941)-a Socialist-Revolutionary leader; in 1906 was
convicted and sentenced to
penal servitude for an attempt on the life o! Luzhenovsky, ringleader of the BlackH undred pogromists in Tambov Gubernia. After the February 1917 bourgeois-democratic revolution an organiser of
the Left wing of the S. R .s,
and after the formation of
the Party o! Left SocialistRevolutionaries in November
1917 was a member of its
C.C.-670-72
Staunlng, Thorvald August Mar!nus (1873-1942)-Danish statesman. a Right-wing leader
of the Danish Social-Democratic Party and the Second International, publicist. During
the First World War (191418) held social-chauvinist position. In 1916-20 minister
without portfolio in the bourgeois government of Denmark.
Later headed the Social-Democratic government and coalition governments of bourge-
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ois radicals and Right-wing
Social-Democrats.-55:>
Stein, Lorenz (1815-1890)-German
vulgar economist, exJlert on
the state. He based himself
on Hegel's conservative ideali~t
teaching o[ supraclass
monarchy and eclectically combiued idealism and materialism.-459
Steklov, Yuri Mikhailovich (187319'11)-Russian Social-Democrat; after the Second Congres.q
of the R.S.D.L.P. (1003) sided
with the Bolsheviks. Aulhor
o( a number of works on the
history of the revolutionary
movcment.-515, 518
Stirner, Max (pen-name of Caspar
Schmidt) (1806-1856)-German
philosopher, Young Hegelian,
an ideologist of bourgeois
individuali~m and anarchism.
-16, 17, 40-43, 46, 60, 65
Stolypin, Pyotr Arkadyevich (18621911)-statesman in tsarist
Russia, big landowner. In
1906-11 Chairman of the Council of Ministers and Minister o( the Interior. His name
is associated with a period
of extreme political reaction
when capital punishment was
widely used lo put down the
revolutionary movement (the
Stolypin reaction of 19071910).-422
Strauss, David Friedrich (18081874)-German philosopher, a
prominent Young Hegelian.1<1., 16
Struve, Pyotr Berngardovich (18701944)-Russian bourgeois economist and publicist, a Cadet
leader. ln the 1890s, prominent "Legal Marxist", came
up with "addilions" to and
'·criticism• of the economic
and philosophical teaching o[
Karl Marx, tried to adapt
Marxism and the working-class
mowment to the interests of
the bourgeoisie.-367-71. 373377, 391, 402, 407. <1.21, 422,
446, 550, 667' 676
Stuarts-royal dynasty, mled in
Srolland from 1371 and in

England (1603-49, 1660-1714).
-247
Sudekum, Albert (1871-1944)- -one
of the opportunist leade1·s of
the German Social-Democrats,
revisionist.-465
Sukhanov, N. (Gimmer, Nikolai
Nikolayevich) (b. 1882)-Russian economist and pettybourgeois publicist, Menshevik.
After the October Socialist
Revolution (1917) worked in
Soviet economic bodies and
institutions. ln 1931 was convicted as the leader of the underground Menshevik organisation. -686-88

T
Thierry, Augustin (1795-1856)Frcnch bourgeois historian of
a liberal leaning. While admitting the class division of
society and the class struggle
of Lhe bourgeoisie against the
nobility, he tried to prove
that the clas.qes in feudal
Europe appeal"ed as a result
of conquests of one nation
by another. Though he thoroughly studied the history
of the ·"third estate", he regarded it as a single class.
Disapproved of revolutionary
actions on the pa~t of tlrn pop1tlar
masses. -231,
307,
462
Thiers,
Adolphe
(t 797-1877)-French statesman and historian. After the fall of the
Second Empire (September 4,
1870) one of the actual leaders of the reactionary government; headed it from February 17, 1871. One o( the
main 01·ganisers of the civil
war and the suppression of the
Pads Commune.-146, 231,
262, 407' 408, 462
Torricelli. Evangelista (1608-1647)
-ltalian physicist and mathematician. -306
Treitschke, Heinrich (1834-1896)German historian, publicist,
ideologist and exponent of
reactionary Prussianism, chauvinism and racialism. From
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1886 official hisLoriographer
of the Prussian staLe.-419
Tsereteli, lrakly Georglevich 0882i959)-a Menshevik leader,
Minister of Posts and Telegraphs, later Mini•ter ol the
Interior in the bourgeois Provisional Government (i917),
one of the insLigators of the
JlOgromist persecution of Holsheviks. -515, 518, 531, 532,
556, 557, 574, 575, 580, 591
Tugan-Baranovsky, Mikhail lvanovich 0865-i9i9)-Russian
economist. In 1890s prominent "legal Marxist".-571.
Turati, Filippo 0857-1932)-active
in the Italian working-class
movement, one of the organisers of the Italian Socialist
Party, leader of its Right,
reformisL wing. After the spli L
in the Italian Socialist Party
(1922), headed the reformist
Unitary Socialist Party.-663,
677
Turgenev, Ivan Sergeyevich 08181883)-Russian writer, whose
novels reflected the contradictions typical of social life in
Russia.--J96

v
V anderbilts-dynasty of American
financial and industrial tycoons. -298
Vandervelde, Emile (1866-i938)opportunist leader of the Belgian Workers' Party, Chairman of the International Socialist Bureau of the Second
International. A social-chauvinist during the First World
War (1914-18); entered the
bourgeois government of Belgium, holding various ministerial posts.-429, 555, 557
Venedey, Jakob 0805-1871)-liberal German publicist and politician.-42
Vogt,· Karl (1817-1895)-German
naturalist. Adherent of vulgar materialism; he asserted
that "thought relates to brain
as bile to liver and urine to
kidneys" (Physiological Letters,
Petersburg, 1867); opponent
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of scientific communism.287, 437
Voltaire, Franfois Marie (real
name Arouet) (1694-1778)-outstanding pllrsonaliLy of the
Englightenment in France,
deist philosopher, satirist and
historian. -237
Vorontsov, Vasily Pavlovich (V. V.)
(1817-1918)-Russian economist and publicist, an ideologist of liberal Narodism.-334,
378, 379
V. V.-see Vorontsov, Vasily Pavlovich.

w

Wachsmuth, Ernst Wilhelm Gottlieb
(1784-1866)-German
bourgeois historian, Leipzig
professor, author of a number of
works on ancient and European
history.-305
Wagner, Richard (1813-1883)-German composer.-211
Ward, James (1843-1925)-English
psychologist, idealist philosopher and mystic. In his
works he used the discoveries
made in physics to disprove
materialism and de[end religion. --443-4J
Watt, Jame.• (1736-1819)-Scottish
inventor who built a universal steam engine.-249
WPbb, Beatrice (1858-1943) and
Sidney
(1859-1947)--British
public figures, founders of the
l'abian Society; co-authors of
several works on the history
and theory of the English
working-class
movement. 421, 506, 614
Weitllng, Wtlhelm (1808-1871)prominent figure in the German working-class movement
at its inception, one of the
theoreticians of utopian equalitarian communism; tailor by
trade. -390, 612
Wendel, Friedrich (1886-1960)German Social-Democrat, satirist and publicist. After the
November 1918 revolution in
Germany joined the German
Communist Party, adhered to
its "Left" opposition. After
the expulsion of the "Left"
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opposition from the party,
participated in founding the
Communist Workers' Party of
Germany. At the end of 1920
expelled from the C.W.P.G.653
Weydemeya, Joseph (1818-1866)prominent figure in the German and American workingclass movement, member of
the Communist League; took
part in the 1818-49 revolution
in Germany and in the American Civil War on the side
of the Northerners. First propagandi:;t of Marxism in the
U.S.A.; associate and friend
of Marx and Engcls.-284, 546
Wilhelm I (1797-1888)-King of
Prussia (1861-88) and German
Emperor (1871-88).-262
Wilhelm II (Hohenzollern) (18591941)--German Emperor and
King of Prussia (1888-1918).480
Wilson, Woodrow (1856-1924)Amcrican statesman. Elected
President of the United States
from the Democratic Party
(1913-21). Pursued a policy
of brutal suppression of the
American working-class movement. His foreign policy was
characterised by expansionism,
especially as regards tl1e Lat-in American countries. -619
Wirth, Moritz (b. 1849, d. after
1916)-German
publicist.290
Wolf, Julius (h. 1862)-German
bourgeois economist.-381
Wolffheim, Fritz-German SocialDemocrat, publicist. After the
November 1918 revolution in
Germany joined the German
Communist Party; together
with Laufenberg headed its
"J.eft" opposition. After the
expulsion of the "Left" opposition from the C.P.G. took
part in founding the Communist Workers' Party of Germany. At the end of 1920
expelled from the C.W.P.G.653
Woltmann, Ludwig (1871-1907)German sociologist and anthro-

pologist. Applied Darwin's
teaching to social development,
maintaining that the class
structure of society was conditioned not only by historical
causes, but by natural inequality of human individuals.
Defended the theory of racialism and regarded racial features as an important facto!"
of political and economic development.-435
Wrangel, Pyotr Nikolayevich, baron

(1878-1928)-tsarist general,
extreme monarchist. From April to November 1920 Commander-in-Chief of the whiteguard armed forces of the
South of Russia; fled abroad
after their rout by the Red
Army.-678, 679
y
Yushkevich,

Pavel

Solomonovick

(1873-1945)-Russian SocialDemocrat, Menshevik; advocated positivism and pragmatism, came ur, with a revision
of Marxist philosophy, attempting to substitute empiriosymbolism, one of the varieties ·
of Machism, for it.-446
Yuzhakov,

Sergei

Nikolayevick

(1849-1910)-an ideologist of
liberal Narodism, sociologist
and publicist. One of the managers of the magazine Russkoye Bogatstvo.-356, 378

z
Zmzinov, Vladimir Mikhailovich (b.

1881)-a Socialist-Revolutionary leader.-557
Zhukovsky,

Yuli

Galaktionoviclo

(1822-1907)-Russian bourgeois economist and publicist.
Being hostile to Marxist political economy, Zhukovsky published in the Vestnik Yevropy
(Herald of Enror.el No. 9,
1877, an article 'Karl Marx
and His Book on Capital",
full of malicious attack" on
Marxism. The article gave rise
to lively polemics on Capital
in Russia. N. Mikhailov"ky
wrote an article "Karl Marx
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Judged by Mr. Y. Zhukovsky»,
which was published in the
Otechestvenniye

Zapiski

(Fa-

therland Notes) No. 10, October 1877. Marx wrote his wellknown letter to the editorial
board of the Oteche.<tvenniye
Zapiski in reply to this article
(sec Marx and Engels, Selected
Corresponde11ce, llloscow, 1965,

75!.
pp. 311-13).-314, 343, 347,
381

Zubatov, Sergei Vasilyevich (1864-

1917)-colonel of the Moscow
gendarmerie. In 1901-03 set
up workers' unions under police supervision with a view
to diverting the workers from.
the revolutionary struggle.391

