








Workers of All Countries, Unitel!






K.Marx
F.Engels
V.Lenin

pn Historical Materialism

A Collection

[<m

PROGRESS PUBLISHERS
MOSCOwW



Compiled by T. BORODULINA

PUBLISHERS' NOTE

This collection contains works of Marx,
Engels and Lenin on the theory of historical ma-
terialism. They deal with the laws governing
the development of society, the relation between
the productive forces and the relations of pro-
duction, the basis and the superstructure, tell
about socio-economic formations, the role of
revolutions in social development, the role of
the masses and the individual in history and
discuss many other questions. Alongside the-
oretical works, the collection contains excerpts
from articles and books by Marx, Engels and
Lenin showing how the founders of the theory
of historical materialism applied it to an anal-
ysis of contemporary events. The collection
does not contain all of their works which are of
interest to students of historical materialism.
To include them in a single volume would have
been impossible. The compiler set herself the
ajim to collect the most important writings of the
classics of Marxism-Leninism on questions of
historical materialism.

The collection consists of two parts. The first
includes the works of Marx and Engels, the
second those of Lenin.

The material is arranged chronologically.

All the translations have been taken from the
&ublications prepared by Progress Publishers,

oscow: Marx and Engels, Selected Works in
three volumes, and Lenin, Collected Works in
45 volumes. The volume is supplied with edi-
$orial notes and a name index.

MAPKC, 3HI'EJEBC. JIEHUH
0B HCTOPHYECKOM MATEPHAJIHM3ME

Ha aneauizenom R3vixe
First printing 1972

Printed in the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics



CONTENTS
I

KARL MARX e FREDERICK ENGELS

THESES ON FEUERBACH. By Karl Marz . . . . . . . . ..
From THE GERMAN IDEOLOGY. By Karl Merz and Frederick
Engels . . . . . . . . .o oo e e
From THE POVERTY OF PHILOSOPHY. By Karl Marz . .
From MANIFESTO OF THE COMMUNIST PARTY. By Karl Marz
and Frederick Engels . . . . . .. . . .. ... .. ..
From WAGE LABOUR AND CAPITAL. By Karl Marz . . . . .
From THE CLASS STRUGGLES IN FRANCE, 1848 TO 1850. By
Karl Marz . . . . .« .« v« v v v i e e e e e e e
From ADDRESS OF THE CENTRAL COMMITTEE TO THE COM-
MUNIST LEAGUE. By Xerl Marz and Frederick Engels . . .
From THE PEASANT WAR IN GERMANY. By Frederick Engels
From REVOLUTION AND COUNTER-REVOLUTION IN GER-
MANY. By Frederick Engels . . . . . . . . . . . .. ...
From THE EIGIITEENTH BRUMAIRE OF LOUIS BONAPARTE.
By Karl Marz . . . . . . . . . . . . ...
SPEECTHI AT THE ANNIVERSARY OF THE PEOPLE’S PAPER.
By Kerl Marz . . . . . . .« v v i it it e
PREFACE TO A4 CONTRIBUTION TO THE CRITIQUE OF
POLITICAL ECONOMY. By Karl Merz . . . . . . ...
From AFTERWORD TO THE SECOND GERMAN EDITION OF

THE FIRST VOLUME OF CAPITAL. By Karl Marz . . . .
From CAPITAL, VOL. 1. By Karl Marz . . . . . . . .. ..
From CAPITAL, VOL. 111. By Kerl Marz . . . . . . .. .. .
From THE HOUSING QUESTION. By Frederick Engels . . . . .
From CRITIQUE OF THE GOTHA PROGRAMME. By Karl Mars
From KARL MARX. By Frederick Engels . . . . . . .. ... .
meE SOlCIALISM: UTOPIAN AND SCIENTIFIC. By Frederick

REELS o L L L L o e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e

SOCIAL CLASSES—NECESSARY AND SUPERFLUOUS. By Fre-
derick Engels
From ANTI-DUHRING. By Frederick Engels . . . . . . .

From INTRODUCTION TO DIALECTICS OF NATURE. By Fre-
derick Engels

84
103

105

112
114

116
120
134
136

141
145
152
155
159
174

179

199
202

226



6 CONTENTS

From LUDWIG FRUERBACII AND THE END OF CLASSICAL
GERMAN PHILOSOPHY. By Frederick Engels . . . . . .
From PREFACE TO THE FIRST, 1884 EDITION OF TIHE
ORIGIN OF THE FAMILY, PRIVATE PROPERTY AND
THE STATE. By Frederick Engels . . . . . . . . . . ..
From PREFACE TO THE 1888 ENGLISII EDITION OF MANI-
FESTO OF THE COMMUNIST PARTY. By Frederick
Engels e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s e e e e
From TIHE 1891 INTRODUCTION TO MARX'’S TIIE CIVIL WAR
IN FRANCE. By Frederick Engels . . . . . . . . . .. ..
From SPECIAL INTRODUCTION TO THE 1892 ENGLISH EDI-
TION OF SOCIALISM: UTOPIAN AND SCIENTIFIC.
By Frederick Engels . . . . . . . « « « o o o0 0
INTRODUCTION OF 1895 TO KARL MARX’'S WORK THE
CLASS STRUGGLES IN FRANCE, 1848 TO 1850. By Frede-
rick Engels . . . . . . . .« 0 . s e e e e e e e e

LETTERS

MARX TO P. V. ANNENKOV IN PARIS. December 28, 1846 .

MARX TO J. WEYDEMEYER IN NEW YORK. March 5, 1852
MARX TO L. KUGELMANN IN HANOVER. July 11, 1888 . . .
ENGELS TO P. L. LAVROV IN LONDON. November 12-17, 1875
ENGELS TO C. SCHMIDT IN BERLIN. August 5, 1890 . . . .
ENGELS TO OTTO VON BOENIGK IN BRESLAU. August 21, 1890
EN(iFé‘OS TO J. BLOCH IN KONIGSBERG. September 21 [-22],
ENGELS TO C. SCHMIDT IN BERLIN. October 27, 1890 . . . .
ENGELS TO F. MEHRING IN BERLIN. July 14, 1893 . . . . .
ENGELS TO W. BORGIUS IN BRESLAU. January 25, 1894 .

HI
V. I. LENIN
From WHAT THE “FRIENDS OF THE PEQOPLE” ARE AND IIOW
THEY FIGHT THE SOCIAL-DEMOCRATS (A Recply to
Articles in Russkoye Bogatstvo Opposing the Marxists) [
From THE ECONOMIC CONTENT OF NARODISM AND THE
CRITICISM OF IT IN MR. STRUVE’S BOOK. (The Reflection
of Marxism in Bourgeois Literature.) I. Struve. Critical Remarks
on the Subject of Russia’s Economic Development. St. Petersburg,
1894 . . . . .. e e e e e
Prom REVIEW. Karl Kautsky. Bernstein und das sozialdemokratische
Programm. Eine Antihritik . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .
From WIIAT IS TO BE DONE? Burning Questions of Our Movement
From REVOLUTIONARY DAYS . . .. . ... ... ...".
From POLITICAL SOPHISMS . . . . . ... .. ... ...
From TWO TACTICS OF SOCIAL-DEMOCRACY IN THE DEMO-
CRATIC REVOLUTION . . . . . .. .. . ... .«...
From THE LATEST IN /SKRA TACTICS, OR MOCK ELEC-
TIONS AS A NEW INCENTIVE TO AN UPRISING . . . . .
SOCIALISM AND RELIGION . . . . . . . . . . .o« ...

228

238

239
240

243

255

273
284
285
287
290
292

294
297
303
306

313

380



CONTENTS

from GUERRILLA WARFARE . . . .. ... .. ... ...
from ON THE QUESTION OF A NATION-WIDE REVOLUTION
from AGAINST BOYCOTT. Notes of a Social-Democratic Publtetst
MARXISM AND REVISIONISM . . ... ... ... .. ..

From MATERIALISM AND EMPIRIO-CRITICISM. Critical Com~
ments on a Reactionary Philosophy . . . . . . . . . . ..

CERTAIN FEATURES OF TIIE HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT
OF MARXISM ... .. . .. ... ..o,

THE THREE SOURCES AND THREE COMPONENT PARTS OF
MARXISM . . . . o . o o e e

From LIBERAL AND MARXIST CONCEPTIONS OF THE CLASS
STRUGGLE . . . . . . . . 0 vttt e e e oo a

From KARL MARX. (A Brief Biographical Sketch with an Ezposition

of Marzism} . . . . . . . . v e o e e e e e e e e
from THE COLLAPSE OF THE SECOND INTERNATIONAL
ON THE SLOGAN FOR A UNITED STATES OF EUROPE ., . .

From THE SOCIALIST REVOLUTION AND THE RIGHT OF NA-
TIONS TO SELF-DETERMINATION . . . ... ... ..

From A CARICATURE OF MARXISM AND IMPERIALIST ECO-
NOMISM . . . . . . . o v o e e e e

From THE MILITARY PROGRAMME OF TIIE PROLETARIAN

REVOLUTION . . . . . . .. o iii et o
From IMPERIALISM AND TIIE SPLIT IN SOCIALISM ., . . . .
From STATISTICS AND SOCIOLOGY . . . . . . . .. .. ..
From LETTERS ON TACTICS . . . . . . . . . ... . ...

From THE STATE AND REVOLUTION. The Marzist Theory of
the State and the Tasks of the Proletariat in the Revolution . . .
MARXISM AND INSURRECTION. A Letter to the Central Commit-
tee of the RS.D.LP.(B.) . . . . . . .« i v v o
From ROUGH OUTLINE OF THE DRAFT PROGRAMME FOR
%%Epﬁé('l‘HAORDINARY SEVENTH CONGRESS OF THE
CPBY oL
From THE IMMEDIATE TASKS OF THE SOVIET GOVERNMENT
From SPERECH AT T{IE FIRST CONGRESS OF ECONOMIC
COUNCILS, MAY 26, 1918 . . . . . . . . ¢ . v . v . ..
From TIIE PROLETARIAN REVOLUTION AND THE RENE-
GADE KAUTSKY . . . . . . . . o i v i it e
From THE ACHIEVEMENTS AND DIFFICULTIES OF THE
SOVIET GOVERNMENT .. . . . .. . . o v ovuo..
From A GREAT BEGINNING. (Heroism of the Workers in the Rear.
“Communist Subbotniks™) . . . . . e v o4 v e e e e e
THE]E?.'QATE. A Lecture Delivered at the Sverdlov University, July 11,
From ECONOMICS AND POLITICS IN THE ERA OF THE DICTA-
TORSHIP OF THE PROLETARIAT . ... .......

415
417
419
423

431
447
452

459
464
468

472
480
487

499
501
512
514

520
523
579
584
587
597
603
619
621

629



8 CONTENTS

From “LEFT-WING” COMMUNISM—AN INFANTILE DISORDER 648
A CONTRIBUTION TO THE HISTORY OF THE QUESTION OF

THE DICTATORSHIP. A Note . . . . . . . . . .. ... 660
From SPEECH DELIVERED AT AN ALL-RUSSIA CONFERENCE

OF POLITICAL EDUCATION WORKERS OF GUBERNIA

AND UYEZD EDUCATION DEPARTMENTS, NOVEMBER 3,

1820 . . . ..o 678
From SPEECH IN DEFENCE OF THE TACTICS OF THE COMMU-

NIST INTERNATIONAL DELIVERED AT THE THIRD CON-

GRESS OF THE COMMUNIST INTERNATIONAL, JULY 1,

1924 . . L L L L e 681
From ON CO-OPERATION . . . . . . . .. .. .. ... .. 683
OUR REVOLUTION (Apropoes of N. Sukhanov’s Notes) . . . . . . 686
Notes . . . . . ... e e e e e e e e 691



I

KARL MARX
FREDERICK ENGELS


















KARL MARX

THESES ON FEUERBACH!

1

The chief defect of all hitherto existing materialism—that of
Feuerbach included—is that the thing [Gegenstand], reality, sen-
suousness, is conceived only in the form of the object |Objektl, or
of contemplation [Anschauungl, but not as human sensuous activity,
practice, not subjectively. Hence it happened that the active side,
in contradistinction to materialism, was developed by idealism—
but only abstractly, since, of course, idealism does not know real,
sensuous activily as such. Feuerbach wants sensuous objects,
really differentiated from the thought objects, but he does not
conceive human activity itself as objective [gegenstindliche] 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 appear-
ance. Hence he does not grasp the significance of “revolutionary”,
of “practical-critical”, activity.

II

The question whether objective lgegenstindlichel truth can be
attributed to human thinking is not a question of theory but is
a practical question. In practice man must prove the truth, that
is, the reality and power, the this-sidedness [Diesseitigkeit] of his
thinking, The dispute over the reality or non-reality of thinking
which is isolated from practice is a purely scholastic question.

4 1
, The matei‘ialist
gtances and
‘wcts of othe
b

st doctrine that men are products of circum-
Upbringing, and that, therefore, changed men are prod-
T ¢ircumstances 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 divid-
ing 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.

v

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 com-
pleting 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-contra-
dictoriness of this secular basis. The latter must itself, therefore,
first be understood in its contradiction and then, by the remova}l
of the contradiction, revolutionised in practice. Thus, for in-
stance, 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.

\j

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

V1

Feuervach resolves the religious essence into the kuman essence.
But the human essence is no abstraction inherent in each single
individual. In its reality it is the ensemble of the social relatjons.

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 [Gemiit] 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.
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VvII

Feuerbach, consequently, does not see that the “religious senti-
ment” is itself a social product, and that the abstract individual
whom he analyses belongs in reality to a particular form of
socicty.

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 practi-
cal 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.

X1

The philosophers have only interpreted the world, in various
ways; the point, however, is to change it.

Written in the spring of 1843

Originally published by Engels Translated from the German
in 1888 in the Appendix to tho

separate edition of his Ludwig

Feuerbach and the End of Classical

German Philosophy



KARL MARX AND FREDERICK ENGELS

From THE GERMAN IDEOLOGY?

CHAPTER [

FEUERBACH. OPPOSITION OF THE MATERIALISTIC
AND IDEALISTIC OUTLOOK

i1

[s. 1] As we hear from German ideologists, Germany has in the
last few years gone through an unparalleled revolution. The
decomposition of the Hegelian philosophy, which began with
Strauss,® 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
the French Revolution was child’s play, a world struggle beside
which the struggles of the Diadochi® appear insignificant. Prin-
ciples ousted one another, heroes of the mind overthrew each other
with unhcard-of rapidity, and in the three years 1842-453 more
of the past was swept away in Germany than at other times in
three centurics.

All this is supposed to have taken place in the rcalm of pure
thought.

Certainly it is an interesting event we are dealing with: the pu-
trescence of the absolute spirit. When the last spark of its life had
failed, the various components of this caput mortuum* began to
docompose, entered into new combinations and formed new sub-
stances. The industrialists of philosophy, who till then had lived
on the exploitation of the absolute spirit, now scized upon the
new combinations. Each with all possible zeal 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 com-
modity in spite of all efforts found no response in the world market,
the business was spoiled in the usual German manner by fabri-

* Literally: dead hcad; a term used in chemisiry for the residuum
left after distillation; here: remainder, residue.— Ed.
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cated and fictitious production, deterioration in quality, adul-
teration of the raw materials, falsification of labels, fictitious pur-
chases, 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 pet-
tiness, 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.] 1deology in General, German Ideology in Particular

[s. 2] German criticism has, right up to its latest efforts, never
quitted 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. Not only in their answers but in their very questions there
was a mystification. This dependence on Hegel is the reason why
not one of these modern critics has even attempted a comprehen-
sive criticism of the Hegelian system, however much each pro-
fesses to have advanced beyond Hegel. Their polemics against

* [Here the following passage is crossed out in tho first version of the
clean copy:]

[p. 2] We preface therefore the specific criticism of individual repre-
sentatives of this movement with a few general observations, elucidating
the ideological premises common to‘all of them. These remarks will suifice
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 one who has at least made some progress and whose works can be
examined de bonne foi.

1. Ideology in General, German Ideology in Particular

A. We know only a single sclence, the science of history. One can look
at history from two sides and divide it into the history of nature and the
nllSthry of men. The two sides are, however, inseparable; tho history of
e:isutm and the history of men are dependent on each other so long as men
o . '%‘he hlstory. of nature, so-called natural science, does not concern
wholore"dhm we will have to examine the history of men, since almost the
o toe ideology amonnts either to a distorted interpretation of this history

& a complete abstraction Irom it. 1deology is itself only one of the aspects
of this history.
as(rlxréttll;]e first version of the clean copy further comes a passage, which
of histor eer} crossed out, abogt the premises of the materialistic conception
(sccond Y. In this book, this passage is included in the text of the main
) 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 bedy of German philesephical criticism from Strauss
to Stirner is confined to criticism of religious conceptions.*** The
critics started from real religion and actual theology. What reli-
gious consciousness and a religious conception really meant was
determined variously as they went along. Their advance consist-
ed in subsuming the allegedly dominant metaphysical, politi-
cal, juridical, moral and other conceptions under the class of reli-
gious 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, ete. On all sides it was only a question of dog-
raas and belief in dogmas. The world was sanctified to an ever-
increasing extent till at last our venerable Saint Max**** wag
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 Hegel-
fans 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 dominfon 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 Feverbach and Max Stirner.—Ed,
*** [The following passage is crossed out in the manuscript:] ... claiming
to be the absolute redeemer of the world from all evil. Religion was con-
tinually regarded and treated as the arch-enemy, as the ultimate cause of
all relationships repugnant to these philosophers.
*#3* Max Stirner.—Ed.
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chains and their limitations arc products of their consciousness,
the Young Hegelians logically put to men the moral postulate
of exchanging their present consciousness for human, critical
or egoistic consciousness,* and thus of removing their limita-
tions. This demand to change consciousness amounts to a demand
to interpret reality in another way, i.e., to rccognise it by means
of another interpretation. The Young-llegelian idcologists, in
spite of their allegedly “world-shattering” statements, are the
staunchest conservatives. The most recent of them have found
the correct cxpression 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 Chris-
tianity 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, discove-
ries of universal importance.

1t 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. 3] The premises from which we begin are not arbitrary ones,
not dogmas, but real premises from which abstraction can only
be made in the imagination. They are the real individuals, their
activity and the material conditions under which they live, both
those which they find already cxisting and those produced by their
activity. These premises can thus be [p. 4] 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 eslab-
lished is the physical organisation of these individuals and their

* The reference is to Ludwig Feuerbach, Bruno Bauer and Max Stir-
ner.— Fd.

** 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. .
#+*s [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 preduce their means of subsistence.

21087
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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 natu-
ral conditions in which man finds himself—geological, orohydro-
graphical, climatic and so on.* The writing of history must al-
ways 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 step 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 de-
pends first of all on the nature of the actual means of subsistence
they find in existence and have to reproduce.

[p. 5] This mode of production must not be considered simply
as being the reproduction of the physical existence of the indi-
viduals. 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 cxpress 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
individuals 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 [Verkehr]
of individuals with one another.® The form of this intercourse is
again determined by production.**

[3. Production and Intercourse. Division
of Labour and Forms of Property: Tribal, Ancient, Feudal]

[s. 3] The relations of different uations 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 whole internal structure of the nation
itself depends on the stage of development reached by its produc-
tion and its internal and external intercourse. 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, ot

lack of development, of men up to the present time. X
** The first version of the clean copy ends here. Further this book con-

tains the text of the main version of tho clean copy.—Ed,
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ductive forces of a nation are developed js shown most manifestly
by the degree to which the_dIVISIOD qf _labour has been carrl.ed.
Fach nmew productive force, insofar as it is not merely a q}lantlta~
tive extension of productive forces already known (for instance
the bringing into cultivation of fresh land), causes a further
development of the division of laboqr.

The divisiou of labour inside a nation leads at first to the sepa-
ration of industrial and commercial from agricultural labour,
and hence to the separation of fown and 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 determinmed by the methods employed in agriculture, industry
and commerce (patriarchalism, slavery, estates, classes). These
same conditions are to be seen (given a more developed inter-
course) in the relations of different nations to one another.

The various stages of development in the division of labour
are just so many different forms of ownership, i.c., the existing
stage in the division of labour determines also the relations of
individuals to one another with reference to the material, instru-
ment and product of labour.

The first form of ownership is tribal [Stammeigentuml owner-
ship.® It corresponds to the undeveloped stage of production, at
which a people lives by 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
thenr the members of the tribe, finally slaves. The slavery latent
In the family only develops gradually with the increase of popula-
tion, the growth of wants, and with the extension of external
relations, both of war and of barter.

The second form is the ancient communal and State ownership
Wh}Ch proceeds especially from the union of several tribes into
a city by agreement or by conquest, and which is still accompanied

¥y slavery. Beside communal ownership we already find movable,
and later also immovable, private property developing, but as
a0 abnormal form subordinate to communal ownership. The citi-
zens hold power over their labouring slaves only in their commu-
aity, and on this account alone, therefore, they are bound to the
eoim of communal ownership. It is the communal private prop-
Tly which compels the active citizens to remain in this sponta~

2%
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neously derived 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 them-
selves 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 find 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” proves) and proceed-
ed 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 prole-
tariat, 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 fowrn and its little territory, the
Middle Ages started out from the country. This different starting-
point 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 cen-
turies of the declining Roman Empire and its conquest by the bar-
barians 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 popu-
lation 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 consti-
tution. Like tribal and communal ownership, it is based again on
a community; but the directly producing class standing over
against it isnot, 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. The hierar-
chical structure of landownership, and the armed bodies of re-
tainers associated with it, gave the nobility powor over the serfs.
This feudal organisation was, just as much as the ancient commu-
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nal ownership, an assoc.iation against a §ubjected pyoducing class;
bul the form of association and the relation to the direct producers
were different because of the different conditions of produc-
tm’ll‘l}'ds feudal system of landownership had its counterpart in the
towns in the shape of cerperative property, the feudal organisa-
tion of trades. Here property consisted [s. 4] chiefly in the labour
of each individnal person. The necessity for association against
the organised robber-nobility, the need for communal covered
marhkets in an age when the industrialist was at the same time
a merchant, Lhe growing competition of the escaped serfs swarm-
ing into the rising towus, the feudal structure of the whole coun-
try: these combined te bring about the guilds. The gradually
accumulated small capital of individual craftsmen and their
stable nurmbers, as against the growing population, evolved the
relation of journcyman aud apprentice, which brought into being
in the towns a hierarchy similar to that in the country.

Thus the chief form of property during the feudal epoch con-
sisled 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 determnined by the restricted conditions of produc-
tion—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 strong-
ly marked; but apart from the differentiation 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
;endcred difficult by the strip-system, beside which the cottage
industry of the peasants themsclves emerged. In industry there
was no division of labour at all in the individual trades them-
solves, and very litile between them. The separation of industry
and commerce was found already in existence in older towns; in
tho newer it only developed later, when the towns entered into
wmutual relations.

Tho grouping of larger territories into feudal kingdoms was
a necessity for the landed nobility as for the towns. The organi-
sation of the ruling class, the nobility, had, therefore, everywhere
8 monarch at its head.*

—_—

. .

on t Furt?}er, in the manuscript, the remainder of lhe page is left blank.

histopy, it page begins the summary of the materialistic conception of

of 1oLy The fourth, Bourgeois, form of property is dealt with in Part IV
e chaptler, Seclions 2-4.— £d.
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[4. The Essence of the Materialistic Conception of History.
Social Being and Social Consciousness]

[s. 5] The faet is, therefore, that delinite individuals who are
productively aetive in a definite way* enter into definite soeial
and political relations. Empirical observation must in each sepa-
rate instanee bring out empirically, and without any mystification
and speculation, the econnection of the social and politieal strue-
ture with produetion. The soeial structure and the State are con-
tinually 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 henee as they work under definite mate-
rial limits, presuppositions and conditions independent of their
will **

The production of ideas, of eonceptions, of eonsciousness, is
at first direetly interwoven with the material activity and the
material intereourse of men, the language of real life. Coneeiving,
thinking, the mental intercourse of men, appear at this stage as
the direct efflux of their material behaviour. The same applies to
mental produetion as cxpressed in the language of politics, laws,
morality, religion, metaphysies, ete., of a people. Men are the
produecers of their eoneeptions, ideas, ete.—real, active men, as
they are conditioned by a definite development of their produetive
foreces and of the intercourse corresponding to these, up to ils
furthest forms.*** Conseiousness ean never be anything else than
conseious existence, and the existenee of men is their actual life-
proeess. If in all ideology men and their eireumstances appear up-
side-down as in a camera obscura, this phenomenon arises just as
much fron: their historical life-proeess as the inversion of objects
on the retina does from their physical life-process.

* [The original! version:] definite individuals under definite relations
of production.

_** [The following passage is crossed out in the manuscript:] The ideas
which these individuals form arc ideas cither about their relation to nature
or about their mutual relations or about their own nature. It is evident
that in all thesc cases their ideas are the couscious expression--teal or
iltusory—of their real relationships and activities, of their production and
intercourse and of their social anil political organisation. The oppositc
assumption is ouly possible if in addition to the spirit ol the real, materially
cvolved individuals a scparate spirit is presupposcd. If the consclons expres-
sion of the real relations of these indiviguals is ittusory, if in their imagina-
tion they turn reality upside-down, then this in its turn is the result of their
%imited material mode of activity and their limited social relations arising
rom it.

*+% [The original version:] Men are the producers of their conceptions,
ideas, elc., and preciscly 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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In direct contrast to Germau philosophy which descends frorp
hoaven to earth, here we ascend from earth to heaven. Tha} is
10 say, we do not sel out from what men say, imagine, conceive,
nor from men as narra?ed, thought of, imagined, concelved,.m
order to arrive al men in t}}e ﬂesh.. We set oul froni real, active
wnen, and on the basis of their real life-process we demonstrate the
development of the ideological reflexes and echoes of this life-
process. The phantoms formed in the human brain are also, neces-
sarily, sublimates of their material life-process, which is empiri-
cally verifiable and bound to material premises. Morality, reli-
gioi. metaphysics, all the rest of ideology and their corresponding
forms of consciousness, thus no longer retain the semblance of
independence. They have no history, no development; but men,
developing their material production and their material inter-
course. alter, along with this their real existence, their thinking
and the products of their thinking. Life is not determined by con-
sciousness, butl consciousness by life. In the first method of ap-
proaclt the starting—pgint ishcgnsciouincss taken as the living indi-
vidual; in the second method, which conforms to real life, it is
the real living individuals themselves, and consciousness is con-
sidered solely as their consciousness.

This method of approach is not devoid of premises. It starts
oul from the real premises and does not abandon them for a mo-
ment. [ts premises arc men, notl in any famtastic isolation and
:'iigidlity, but in their actual, empirically perceptible process of

evelopment under definite conditions. As soon as this active
lifc-process is described, history ceascs to be a collection of dead
facts os it is with the empiricists (themselves still abstract),
911‘ alptlmagined activity of imagined subjects, as with the
idealists.

Whore speculation ends—in real life—therce real, positive science
begins: the representation of the practical activity, of the practi-
cal process ol development of men. Empty talk about conscious-
ness ceases, and real knowledge has to take its place. When real-
Ity is depicted, philosophy as an independent branch of knowledge
{(‘)ses its medium of existemce. At the best its place can only be

dk}m by.a summing-up of the most general results, abstractions
(\)th)ch arise from the observation of the historical development
i T}fn. meed apart from real history, these abstractions have
Cilitqtesnbtehl:’es no value what_soev.cr. They cair only’ serve 1o fa-
Sequ(enc ; arrangement of historical material, to indicate the
recipe e o hlts separate strata. But they by no means qﬁord a
epochs ngf Sﬁ. ema, as does philosophy, for .neatly. trimming the
when v \Jstory. On the contrary, our difficulties begin only
real dens set about the observation and the arrangement—the

epiction—of our historical material, whether of a past epoch
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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.*

m
[1. Conditions of the Real Liberation of Man)

{11 We shall, of course, not take the trouble to enlighteu 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 ncver 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 spinniug-jenny, serfdom can-
not be abolished without improved agriculture, and that, in gener-
al, people cannot be liberated as long as they are unable to obtain
food amd drink, housing and clothing in adequate quality and
quantity. “Liberation” is a historical and not a mental act, aud it
is brought about by historical conditions, the [development]
of industry, commerce, [agrilculture, the [conditions of inter-
course) {...[¥** [2] then subsequently, in accordance witl the differ-
ent stages of their development, the nonsense of substance, sub-
ject, 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 develop-
ment is taking place, these mental developments, these glorified
and ineffective trivialities, naturally serve as a substitite for the
lack of historical development, and they take root and have to
be combated. But this fight is of local importance.* ¥

* The main {second) versiou of the clean copy ends liere. Further,
this book continues with three parts of tlie original manuscript.—Ed.
** [Marginal notes by Marx:] Philosophic liberation and real libora-
tion; Man. The Unigque one. The 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.
***s [Marginal note by Marx:} Phrases and real movement. The impor-
tance of phrases in Germany.
*#sxs [Marginal note by Marx:] Language is the language of reality.
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|2. Criticism of Feuerbach's Contemplative
and Inconsistent Materialism)

l...}1* [8] im reality apd for the pr'acti.cc'zl materia!id';, i.e., the
communist, it is a qx;esl;xon of rovqlutrorysxpg th(_) oxxstxvng world,
of practically attackmg‘and cl}angmg cxisting things. When occa-
stonally we find such views with Feuerbach, they are never more
than isolated surmises aqd have much too little influence o his
general oitlook to be considered here as anything else than embryos
capable of development. : )

Feuerbach’s “conception” of the sensuous world is confined on
the one hand to merc contemplation of it, and on the other to
mere Iceling; he says “Man” instead of “real historical man”.
“Max? is really “the German”. In the first case, the contemplation
of 1lie sensuous world, he necessarily lights on things which con-
tradict his consciousness and feeling, which disturb the harmony
he presupposes, the harmony of all parts of the sensuous world
and especially of man and nature.** To remove this disturbance,
he must take refuge in a double perception, a profanc one which
only perceives the “flatly obvious” and a higher, philosophical, one
which perceives the “true essence” of things. He does not see how
tire sensuous world around him is, not a thing given direct from
all eternity, remaining ever the same, but the product of in-
dustry 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, modi-
fying its social system according to the changed nceds. Even
the objects of the simplest “sensuous certainty” are only given
him through social development, industry and commercial inter-
course. The cherry-tree, like almost all fruit-trees, was, as is
well kuown, only a few centuries ago transplanted by commerce
Into our zone, and thercfore only [9] by this action of a definite
Society In a definitc age it has become “sensuous certainty” for
Feuerbach,

Lucidentally, when we conceive things thus, as they really
are and happened, every profound philosophical problem is re-
s\olvej(i., as will be seen cven more clearly later, quite simply into an
mpirical fact. For instance, the important question of the rela-
—_—

,: F\‘Ji}‘;e Dages of the manuscript ate missing here.—Ed.
the Senéuo;]:'guerbach’s failing is not that he subordinates the flatly obvious,
in"esﬁgation é)fpteiamencc’ to the sensuous reality e.stabhs_hed by more accurate

he sensuous facts, but that he cannot in the last resort cope

With the sengy ; it wi :
the “eno o ous world except by looking at it with the “eyes”, i.e., through
he Spectacles”, of the phi‘;osopher. ’
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tion of man to nature [Bruno goes so far as to speak ol “the anti-
theses 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 lofty works”* on “substance” and “self-conscious-
ness” were born, crumbles of itself when we understand that the
celebrated “unity of man with nature” has always existed in in-
dustry and has existed in varying forms in every epoch according
to the lesser or greater devclopment of industry, just like the
“strugglo”™ of man with nature, right up to the developmenti 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 1o the mode
in which they are carried on; and so it happens that in Manchester,
for iustance, Feuerbach sees only factories and machines, where
a hundred years ago only spinuing-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.
Feucrbach speaks in particular of the perception of natural sci-
ence; 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 ils material, only through trade
and industiry, through the sensuous activity of men. So much is
this activily, 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 priorily of external nature remains unassailed, and all
this has no application to the original men produced by generatio
aequivoca®**; but this differentiation has meaning ouly insofar as
man is considered 1o be distinct from nature. For thal matter,
nature, the nature that preceded human history, is not by any
means the nature in which Feuerbach lives, il is nature which
today no longer exists anywhere (except perhaps on a few Austra-
lian coral-islands of recent origin) and which, thercfore, does not
exist for Feuerbach.

Certainly Feuerbach [10] has a great advantage over the “pure”
materialists in that he realises low man too is an “object of the

* Goethe, Faust, “Prolog im Himmel” (“Prologue in Heaven”).—Ed.
** Sponlaneous gencration.—Ed.
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But apart from tlre fact that he only conceives him as an
“object of the seuses”, not as “sensuous activily”, because he still
emains in Lhe realm of theory and conceives of men not in their
r'\-eu social conneclion, not under their existing conditions of
ﬁlfe‘ which have madg them what they are, he never_arrives at
the really existing active men, but stops at the abgtra}:t}on “man”,
and gets no further thian recognising “the true, individual, cor-
oreal man” emotionally, i.c., he knows no gther “human rela-
tionships” “of man to man” than love and Iriendship, and even
then idealised. He gives no criticism of the present condiiions
of life. Thus he never manages to conceive the sensuous world as
the fotal living sensuous activity of the individuals composing
it; and therefore when, for example, he sees inslead of healthy men
a crowd of scrofulous, overworked and consumptive slarvelings,
he is compelled to take refuge in the “higher perception™ and in
the idesl “comnpensation in the species”, and thus to relapse into
idealism at the very point where the communist materialist sees
ke necessity, and at the same time the condition, of a transforma-
tion both of industry and of the social structure.

As far as Feuerbach is a materialist he does not deal with histo-
ry, and as far as he considers history he is not a materialist.
With him materialism and history diverge completely, a fact
which incidentally is already obvious from what has been said.*

senses’

[3. Primary Historical Relationships, 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]** Siuce we are dealing with the Germans, who are devoid
of preruises, we must begin by stating ihe first premise of all
human existence and, therefore, of all history, the premise, name-
Wy thai men must be in a position to live in order to be able Lo
make history”, But life involves before everything else eating
and drinking, a habitation, clothing and many other things.***
ilhe first historical act is thus the production of the means to sat-
isfy {hese needs, the production of material life itself. And
—_—

why " [The following passage is crossed out in the manuscript:] The reason

‘.hi;tg;e’,“‘?Verghplcss_dlscuss history here in greater detail is that the words

exen ty ?yd lllstu}‘lqa{” usually mean everylhing possible to the Germans

his & lioﬁ 1ty, a brilliant example of this is in particular Saint Bruno with

s '1')‘!1 lpxt elpqupnce".

rrn [%lmtgl_nal note by Marx:] Ilistory.

conditj Marginal note by Marx:] Hegel.® Geological, hydrographical, etc.,
lons, Human bodies. Needs. labour.
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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 dono this, and they have
never, therefore, had an earthly basis for history and conse-
quently 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 never-
theless made the 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 [12] 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 gpiritual ancestry of the great historical wisdom of the Ger-
mans 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 “prchistoric 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 “pre-
history™ with especial cagerness 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 spe-
culative Impulse and set up and knock down hypotheses by the
thousand. .

The third circumstance, which, from the very outset, enters
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 rela-
tionship, 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 dala, not according to “the
concept of the family”, as is the custom in Germany.

These three aspects of social activity are not of course 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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isted simultaneously since the dawn of history and the first men,
e).ld which still assert themselves in history today.
an’l‘he production of life, both of one’s own in labour and of fresh
life in procreation, now appears as a double {13] relationship:
on the one hand as a natural, on the other as a social r‘elapo‘nshlp.
By social we understand the co-operation of several individuals,
no malter under what qondltlons, in what manner and to what
end. 1t follows from this that a certain mode of production, or
industrial stage, is always combined with a certain mode of co-
operation, 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 socicty, hence,
that the “history of humanity” must always be studied and treat-
ed 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 lhistory, 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 experi-
ence 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 [14]
the curse of heing “burdened” with matter, which here makes its
appearance in the form of agitated layers of air, sounds, in short,
of lapguage. Language is as old as consciousness, language is
practical consciousness that exists also for other men, and for
that reason alone it really exists for me personally as well; lan-
g;lﬂ_ge. like consciousness, only arises from the need, the necessity,
. il)‘lt‘?l‘COI}}‘se with other men.** Where there exists a relation-
witlh, It exists for me: the animal does not enter into “relations”
the 3?yth1ng, it does not enter into any relation at all. For

animal, its relation to others does not exist as a relation.
—_—

. .
heis Ii[fh:argl?}al note by Marx:] Men have bistory because they must produce
th i détan .because the.y must‘ produce 1.t moreover in a ce_rtain way:
s i ermined by their physical organisation; their consciousness is

e ["i‘ohd in just the same way.
Ship v e following words are crossed out in the manuscript:} My relation-
my surroundings is my consciousness.
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Consciousness is, therefore, from the very beginning a social prod-
nct, and remains so as long as men exist at all. Consciousness
is at first, of course, merely consciousness concerning the imme-
diate sensnous environment and consciousness of the limited con-
nection with other persons and things outside the individual who
is growing self-conscious. At the same time it is consciousness of
nature, which first appears to men as a completely alien, all-
powerful and unassailable force, with which meun’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 partic-
ular 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 restrict-
ed relation to nature, just because nature is as yet hardly modi-
fied historically; and, on the other hand, man’s consciousness of
the nccessity of associating with the individuals around him is
the beginning of the consciousness that he is liviug in society
at all. This beginuing 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 shecp-like or tribal consciousness receives its further deve-
lopment and cxtension through increased productivity, the in-
crease of needs, and, what is fundamental to both of these, {15] the
increase of population. With these there devclops 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 divi-
sion 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 repre-
sents something without representing something real; from now
on consciousness is in a position to emancipate itself {rom the
world and to procced to the formation of “pure” theory, theology,
philosophy, ethics, etc. But even if this theory, theology, phi-
losophy, ethics, etc., comes into contradiction with the existing
relations, this can only occur becausc cxisting social relations
have come into contradiction with existing forces of production;

* [Marginal note by Marx:] The first form of ideclogists, priests, is
concurrent.
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moreover, can also occur in a particular national sphere of
rough the appearance of phe cqntradiction, not within
the national orbit, but _betwee_n this national consgiousness and
the practice of other natlons,* i.e., between the national and the
eneral consciousness qf a nation (as we sec it now in Germany);
but since this contr?dlctlon seems to BX{St only as a cgmtradw—
tion within the national consciousness, it seems to this nation
tlien that the struggle too is confined to this national muck.

[16] Moreover, it is quite Immaterial what consciousness starts
t0 do on its own: out of all such muck we get only the one infer-
ence that these three moments, the forces of production, the
state of socicty, and consciousness, can and must come into
contradiction with one another, because the division of labour
jmplies the possibility, nay the fact that intellectual and mate-
rial activity**—enjoyment and labour, production and consump-
tion—devolve on different individuals, and that the only possi-
bility of their not coming into contradiction lies in the negation
in its turn of the division of labour. It is self-evident, moreover,
that “spectres”, “bonds”, “the higher being”, “concept”, “scruple”,
are merely the idealistic, spiritual expression, the conception ap-
parently of 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 it move.

this’
relations th

|4. Social Division of Labour and Its Consequences:
Private Property, the State, “Estrangement” of Social
Activity]

With the division of labour, in which all these contradictions
are implicit and which in its turn is based on the natural divi-
sion of labour in the family and tlie separation of society into
Individual faniilies opposed to one another, is given simultancously
the distribution, and indeed the unmegual distribution, both quan-
titative and qualitative, of labour and its products, hence prop-
erty: [17] the nucleus, the first form of which lies in the family,
:\l'here wife and children are the slaves of the husband. This latent
;ratvery in the family, though still_very crude, is the first prop-
defy"b‘m even at this early stage it corre.sponds perfectly to the
e mftmn of modern economists who c‘all it the power of dispos-
pr% of the labour-power of others. Division of labour and private
sam%ertg are, moreover, identical expressions: in the one the
the ot} Ing is affirmed with reference to activity as is affirmed in

other with reference to the product of the aclivity.
\

L .
*a [Mflfg{nal note by Marx:} Religion. Tho Germans and ideology as such.
thinkin, 2810l note by Marx that has been crossed out:} Activity and
8, l.c., activity deprived of thought and inactive thinking.
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Further, the division of labour implies the contradiction be-
tween 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 inter-
est 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 independ-
ent form as the State, divorced from the real interests of individ-
ual and community, and at the same time as an illusory commu-
nal life, always based, however, on the real ties existing in every
family and tribal conglomeration—such as flesh and blood, lan-
guage, division of labour on a larger scale, and other interests—
and 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. 1t follows from this 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-Franzisische Jahr-
biicher'® 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 are inserted by KEngels in the margin.—Ed.
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long as a cleavage exists between the .part.icular and the common
--terest, as long, therefore, as activity is not vo}untanly, but
mt rally, divided, man’s own deed becorues an alien power op-
nzqu‘ to him, which enslaves him instead of being controlled by
him. For as sooIr as the distribution of labour comes into being,
each man has a particular, c;;cluswe sphere of activity, which is
forced upon him and from which hq cannqt‘escape. He is a hupter,
a fishermar, a shepherd, or a critical critic, .and must remain so
if ke does ot want to lose his means of hvel‘ihood; while in com-
munist society, where nobody has one exclusive sphere of activity
but cach can become accomplished in any branch he wishes, so-
ciety regulates the general production and thus makes it possible
for me to do one thing today and another tomorrow, to hunt in
the morning, fish in the afternoon, rear cattle in the evening,
criticise after dinner, just as 1 have a mind, without ever be-
coming hunter, fisherman, shepherd or critic.

[18] This fxation of social activity, this consolidation of what
we ourselves produce into an objective power above us, growing
out of our control, thwarting our expectations, bringing to nought
our calculations, is one of the chief factors in historical develop-
ment up till now. The social power, i.e., the multiplied productive
force, which arises through the co-operation of different indi-
viduals as it is determined by the division of labour, appears to
these individuals, since their co-operatton is not voluntary but
has cone about maturally, not as their own united power, but as
an alien force existing outside them, of the origin and goal of
whiclt they are ignorant, which they thus cannot control, which
on the contrary passes through a peculiar series of phases and
stages independent of the will and the action of man, nay even
})eiug the prime governor of these.* How otherwise could for
fnstance property have had a history at all, have taken on differ-
ent forms, and landed property, for example, according to the
differeut premises given, have proceeded in France from parcella-
fion to centralisation in the hands of a few, in England from cen-
tralisation in the hands of a few to parcellation, as is actually the
case today? Or how does it happen that trade, which after all
IS nothing more than the exchange of products of various indi-
viduals and countries, rules the whole world through the relation
of supply and demand—a relation which, as an English economist
*?a)’?"hovers over Lhe carth like the fate of the ancients, and with
mvisible hand allots fortune and misfortune 10 men, sets up em-
pires 119] and overthrows empires, causes nations 1o rise and to

—

. ¥ To this
n thig bool]( y

assage Marx wrote in the margin the text which is reproduced
fol)

P as the first two paragraphs of the next section (5) immediately
Wing this paragraph.—Fd.
31087
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disappear—while wilh the abolition of the basis of private
property, with the communistic regulation of production (and, im-
plicit in this, the destruetion of the alien relation between men and
what they themselves produce), the power of the relation of sup-
ply and demand is dissolved into nothing, and men get excbange,
production, the mode of their mulual relation, under their own
conlrol again?

[5. Development of the Productive Forces
as a Material Premise of Communism]

{18} This “estrangement” (1o wse a term which will be compre-
hiensible to the philosophers) can, of course, only he abolished
given lwo practical premises. For it to become an “intolerable”
power, i.c., a power agajnst which men make a revolution. it
must necessarily have rendered the great mass of hnmanity “prop-
erityless”, and produced, al the same time, the coniradiction
of an existing world of wealth and culture, both of whicli condi-
tions presupposc a great increase in productive power, a high de-
gree of its development. And, on the other hand, this develop-
ment of productive forces (which itself implies the actual empiri-
cal existence of men in their world-historical, instead of local,
being) is an absoluntely necessary practical premise because without
it want is merely made gencral, and with destitution the struggle
for necessities and all the old filthy business would necessarily
be reproduced; and furthermore, because only with this universal
development of produclive forces is a universal intercourse between
men eslablished, which produces in all nations simultaneously
thie phenomenon of the “propertyless” mass (universal competition),
makes cach nation dependent on the revolutions of the others, and
imally has put world-historical, empirically universal individuals
in place of local ones. Without this, (1) communism could ouly
exist as a local event; (2) the forces of intercourse themselves could
1ol have developed as wuniversal, hence intolerable powers: they
would have remained home-bred conditions surrounded by super-
stition; and (3) cach extension of intercourse wonld abolish local
cominunisin, Empirically, communism is only possible as the
acl of the dominant peoples “all at once” and simultaneously,*
which presupposes the universal development of productive
forces and ihe world intiercourse bound up with communism.*

[19] Moreover, the mass of propertyless workers—ihe utterly
precarious position of labour-power ont a mass scale cul off from
capital or from even a ljmiled satisfaction and, thercfore, no

* [Marx’s remark on top of the next page ol the manuscripl conlinuing
the text:| Communism.,
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[—
[y temporarily deprived of work itself as a secure source
; 1Afe_,1,res'upposes the world market through competition. The
ok It. riat can thus only exist world-historically, just as commu-
pl."ole (liw activity, can only lhiave a “world-historical” existence.
mvsmfd—h.istorical existence of individuals, i.e., existence of indi-
‘}'Il(;:'mls which is directly linked np with world history.
”{18] Communism is for us not a state of affairs which is to be
established, au ideal to which reality [will! have to adjust itself,
\Ve call commnuism the real movement \thh abolishes the pres-
ont state of things. The. conditions of this movement result from
the premises now in existence.*®

Jonmger 1eTe

* * *

[19] The form of intercourse determined by the existing produc~
tive forces at all previons historical stages, and in its turn deter-
mining these, is civil society. The latter, as is clear from what we
have said above, has as its premises and basis the simple [amily
and the multiple, the so-called tribe, and the more precise de-
terminants of this society are enumerated in our remarks above.
Already here we see how this civil society is the true source and
theatre of all history, and how absurd is the conception of history
held hilherto, which neglects the real rclationships and confines
itself to high-sounding dramas of princes and states.

In the main we have so far considered only one aspect of human
aclivity, the reshaping of nature by men. The other aspect, the
reshaping of men by men...**

‘Origin of the State and the relation of the State to civil
sociely. %

{6. Conclusions from the Materialistic Conceplion of History:
Continuity of the Historical Process, Transformation
of History into World History, the Necessity
of a Communist Revolution}

‘ (201 History is nothing but the succession of the separate gener-
?ﬁleons,, tach of which exploits the mgterials, the cap}Lal frnds,
tiOnglovduct,lvc forces handed down to it by all preceding genera-
tivit“: fmd thus, on the one ha.nd, continues the traditional ac-
mod'}' R Completply changed circumstances and, o the other,
ilies the old circumstances with a completely changed activity.
: .
first ,Pflzigl‘éti};)i lélfartxﬁ;sscr:igctti:}}li:sjgg}graph is ingerted by Marx above the
ax %{]ﬂl‘gmal note hy Marx:] Intercourse and productive power.
Legins \\'iilo end of the page in the manuscript is left blank. The next page

! 1 the expositio ions jalisti -
eption of hislory,f[;i;.l n of the conclusions from the materialistic con

3¢
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This cau be speculatively distorted so that later history is made
the goal of earlier hislory, e.g., the goal ascribed to the discovery
of America is to further the eruption of the French Revolution,
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 tlie words “des-
tiny”, “goal”, “germ”, or “idea” of earlier history is nothing nrore
than an abstraction formed from later history, from the active
influence whicli earlier history cxercises on later listory.

The further the separate spheres, which act on one another,
extend in the course of this development, Lthe more the original
isolatiorn of the separate nationalities is destroyed by the de-
veloped mode of production and intercoursc and the division of
labour bhetween varifous malions maturally brought fortlr by these,
the more history becomes world history. Thus, for iustance, if
in England a machine is invented, which deprives countless
workers of bread in India and China, and overturns the whole
form of existemnce of these empires, this invention becomes a world-
historical fact. Or again, take the case of sugar and coffee 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,!? caused the Germans [21] to
rise against Napoleon, and thus became the real basis of the
glorious Wars of Liberation of 1813. From this it follows that thlsl
transformation of history into world history is mot indeed a mere;
abstract act omr the part of the “self-consciousness”, the world:
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 clothes{
himself.

In history up to the present it is certainly an empirical fact'
that separate individuals have, with the broadening of their
activity imto 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 aud more
enormous and, in the last instamce, turns out to be the world
market. But it is just as empirically established that, by the over<
throw of the existing stale of society by the communist revolu-(
tion (of which more below) and the abolition of private property
whiclr is identical with it, this power, which so baflles the Ger-
man theoreliciaus, will be dissolved; aud that then the liberation,
of each single individual will be accomplished im the measure
in which history becomes transformed into world history.* From

* [Marginal note by Marx:l On the production of consciousness.



THE GERMAN IDEOLOGY 37

. , above it is clear that the real intellectual wealth of the indi-
th(. ﬂl depends entirely on the wealth of his real connections.
"ldlnvﬂthcn will the separate individuals be liberated from the var-
Qn '\nqtional and local barricrs, be brought into practical con-
10115t,01‘1'\vith the material and intellectual produclion of the
Ilf;,colle world and be pnt in a position to acquire the capacity to
‘:1'0\' {his all-sided production of the whole earth (the creations
:)fJniml). All-round dependence, Lhis natural form of Lhe world-
nistorical co-operation of in.divi.duals, will be transformedv by
this [22] communist revolution into the control and conscious
maslery of these powers, which, born of the action of men on
one another. have till now overawed and governed men as
powers completely alien to them. Now this view can be expres sed
again in speculative-idealistiq, i.e., fantastic, terms as “self-
generation of the species” {‘society as the subject”), and thereby
the comsecutive series of inlerrelated individuals connected
wilh each otlier can be conceived as a single individual, which
accomplishes the mystery of gencrating itself. Tt is clear
here that individuals certainly make ore another, physically and
menlally, but do not make themselves eilher in the nonsense of
Saint Brono, 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 pro-
dnctive forces there comes a stage when productive forces and
means of interconrsc are brought into being, which, under the
existing 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 beuar all
the burdens of society without enjoying its advantages, which,
onsted from society, [23] is forced into the most decided antago-
nism to all other classes; a class which forms the majority of all
members of socicty, and from which emanates Lhe consciousness
of thp necessity of a fundamental revolution, the communist
consciousness, which may, of course, arise among thc other
Clﬂs§(:s too through the contemplation of the situation of this class.
b .lhi’: conditions under which definite productive forces can
ciol“m’ 19}{1, are tpe conditions of the rule of a definitc class of so-
pmcz;c:\l’_igsjl:somal power, deriving from its property, has 1sz
and, thon alistic expression in each case in the form of the State;
ac :’ms (lil_ore, every revolutionary struggle is dirccted against
up il Which till then has been in power.* (3) In all revolutions

11 now the mode of activity always remaincd unscathed and

‘\

[Margin, N . . -
t ginal note by Marx:] The people are interested in maintainin
he bresent state of pro{luction.] peop 8
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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 commu-
nist revolution is dirccted against the preceding mode of activity,
does away with labour,* and abolishes the rule of all classes with
the classes themselves, because it is carried through by the class
which 1o longer counts as a class in society, is not recoguised as a
class, and is in itself the expression of the dissolution of all
classes, nationalities, etc., within preseut socicly; and (4) Both for
the production ou a mass scale of this communist consciousness,
and for the success of the cause itself, the alteration of men on a
wass scile is necessary, an alteration which can only take place
in a practical movewment, a revolution; this revolution is necessary,
thercfore, not only hecause the ruling class cannot be overthrown
in any other way, bul also because the class overthrowing it can
only in a revolution succeed in ridding itself of all the muck of
ages and become fitted to found society anew.**

[7. Summary of the Materialistic Conception of History]

1241 This cogpception of history depends on our ability to ex-
pound the real process of production, starting out from the mate-
rial production of life itsell, and to comprehend the form of inter-
course connected with this and created by this mode of production
(i.e., civil socicty in its various stages), as 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:] ...the form
of activity under which the rule ol...

** [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 con-
tinues to dream, and believes that “real liumanism”, i.e., communism, is
to talce “the place of spiritialism” (which has no place) only in order that
it may gain respect. Thew, he continues in his dream, no doubt “salvation
will be attained, the earth becoming heaven, aud heaven eartlt”. (The theo-
logian is still unable to forget heaven.) “Then joy and bliss will resound in
celestial harmonies to all eternity.” (P. 140.)*® The holy father of the church
will be greatly surprised when judgement day overtakes him, the day when
all this is Lo coine to pass—a day when the reflection in the sky of burning
cities will mark the dawn, when together with the “cclestial harmonies”
the tines of the Marsciilaise and Carmagnole will echo in his ears accompanied
by the requisite roar of cannon, with the guillotine beating time; when the
infamous “mass” will shout ¢a ira, ¢a ira and suspend “self-consciousness”
by means of the lamp-post.14 Saint Bruno hias no reason at all to draw an
cdifying picture “of joy and bliss to all eternity”. We forego the pleasure
of delincating a priori Saint Bruno's conduct on judgement day. It is more-
over difficult to decide whether the prolétaires en révolution have to be con-
ceived as “substance”, as “mass”, desiring Lo overthrow criticism, or as an
“cmavation” of the spirit which is, however, still lacking in the consistence
necessary to digest Bauer’s ideas.
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/ - . .
al producls and forms of consciousness, religion, phi-
0 v elliics, elc., ele., and trace their origins aud growth from
losopjifrl:iq. by which meaus, of course, the whole thing can be
that 1):;1 };1 iis totality (and therefore, too, the reciprocal actiou
(]eleC (c various sides on one aiother). It has not, like tlhie ideal-
9? ~‘.w\j}0w of hislory, in every period to look for a category, but
B 1< constantly on the real ground of history; it does ot explain

theoretic

Su e X . . -
r;.“:“‘ce from the idea bul explains the forination of ideas frou:
! orial practice; and accordingly it coumes to Lhe counclusion

mat ; !
Lh‘al alt Lornis and products of consciousiess cannol be dissolved

py wental criticisin, by resolntiou Into “self-couscionsiiess” or
{eangformatiout iuto “apparitions”, “spectres®, “faucies™,'® etc., but
only by the practical overthrow of the actual social relatious
which gave rise lo this idealistic humbug; that wot crilicism but
revolution is the driving force of history, also of religion, of pliilo-
sophy and all otler types of theory. I1 shows that history does
nol end by beiug resolved iuto “self-cousciousness” as “spirit of
the spirit™* but thal in it at cach slage there is found a materi-
al resull: u sum of productive forces, a liistorically created rela-
tion of individuals to uature aud to one another, which (s handed
down to each geueralion from its predecessor; a mass of produc-
tive forces, capilal funds and coudilions, whick, on the one
hand. is indeed modified by tlie new generation, butl alse on
the other prescribes for it its conditions of life and gives it a
definile devclopment, a special character. 11 shows thatl circum-
stances make inen [25] just as much as men make circin-
slances.

This smur of productive forces, capital fuuds and social forms
of inlerconrse, which cvery individual and generation fiuds in
existence as something given, Is the real basis ol what the philos-
ophers Lave conceived as “substance” aud “essence of man®,
find what they Liave deilied and attacked: a real basis which is not
in tlie least disturbed, in its effect and inlluence on the develop-
ment LOf nien, by the facl that these philosophers revoll against
i‘tf as ‘sqlE—cogscionsuess" and the “Uuique™. These couditions of
\éheéu\v\}}wh different geueraiious find in existence, decide also
sion “V('}HOI‘ not the periodically recurring revoluyonary couvpl-
exisml ‘hv strong e‘nough to ove.rt.hrow the basis of the entire
lutionlg s)yslem. And if these material elements of a com]_)lo.te revo-

UCtiveagL 1ot present (namely, on the one hand the existing pro-
which resl‘tles, on thie other }he formation of a F({\'olutlonar.y mass,
til] thep <1)) t? not only against “scparate.condm'on‘s\ ojf society up
“Lotal o u ixgamst ‘the very “production of life till then, 'thc

activity™ on which it was based), then, as [ar as practical
\ »
*
Brune Bauer’s expression. — Ed,
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—

development is concerned, it is absolutely immaterial whether thy
idea of this revolution has been expressed a hundred times ak

«

ready, as the history of communism proves. 3
1

[8. Unfoundedness of the Former, Idealistic Conception of History,
of German Post-Hegelian Philosoply in Particular] ;

In the whole conception of history up to the present this real
basis of history lias either been totally neglected or elsc con
sidercd as a minor matter quite irrelevant to the course of listory:
History must, therefore, always be written according to an extras
neous standard; the real production of life seems to be primeval
history, while the truly historical appears to e separated from
ordinary life, something extra-superterrestrial. With this thd
relation of man Lo nature is excluded from history and hence thd
antithesis of nature and history is created. The exponents of this
conception of history have consequently ouly 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 “peligious” 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
form in which the division of labour appears with the Indians
and Egyptians calls forth the caste-system in their State and reli-
gion, the historian belicves that the caste-system [26] is the power
which has produced this crude social form.

‘While the French and the English at least hold by the politi-
cal illusion, which is moderately close to reality, the Germans
move in the realm of the “pure spirit”, and make religious illusion
the driving force of history. The Hegelian philosophy of history
is the last consequence, reduced to its “linest expression”, of all
this German historiography, for which it is not a question of real,
nor even of political, interests, but of pure thoughts, which con-
sequently mustl appear to Saint Bruno, as a series of “thoughts”
that devour one another and are finally swallowed up in “self-
consciousness™*; and even more consistently the course of history
appears to the Blessed Max Stirner, who knows not a thing about
real hislory, as a mere tale of “knights”, robbers and ghosts, from

. ™ [Marginal note by Marx:] So-called objective historiography just con-
S;]-‘Jﬁs in treating the historical conditions independent of activity. Reactionary
chargcter.
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whose visions he can, ol course, OI'Il)f save himself by.“pnholiness".
This couception I traly religious: it postulates religious man as
Lie primitive man, the starting-point of hlstoryA; and in its ima-
t"mtiou puts the religious production of fancies in the place
g}r tlie real production of the means of subsistence and of life
Its'?}lfis whole conception of history, ~together v'vith. its dissolntion
and the scruples and qualmns resulting from it, is a purely na-
tional affair of the Germans and has only local interest for the
Gernuans, as for instauce tlle important question treated several
times of late: low really we “pass from the realm of God to tle
realm of Man”—as if this “realm of God” had ever existed any-
wliere save in the imaginalion, and the learned gentlemen, without.
being aware of il, were nol coustantly living in the “realm of Man”
to which they are now seeking the way; and as if the learmed
pastime (for it is nothing more) of explaining the myslery of this
theoretical bubble-blowing did not on the contrary lie in demon-
straling its origin in actual earthly conditions. Always, for these
Germans, it is simply a matter of resolving the nonsense of earlier
writers [27] inlo some other freak, i.e., of presupposing that all
this nonsense has a special sense which can be discovered; while
really ‘it is only a question of explaining this theoretical talk
from the aclual existing condilions. The real, practical dissolu-
tion of these phrases, the removal of these notions from the cou-
sciomsness of men, will, as we have already said, be effected by
altered circumstances, not by theoretical deductions. For the
mass of men, i.c., the proletariat, these theoretical notions do not
exist and hence do not require to be dissolved, and if this mass.
ever had any theoretical notioms, 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
Pha!, chimeras like “the God-Man”, “Man”, etc., have presided over
Individual epochs of history (Saint Bruno even goes so far as to
assert that “only criticism and critics have made history™®) and
When they themselves construct historical systems, they skip:
;’r‘:)ef ““ earlier periods in the greatest haste and pass immediately
it tlrr)l ’l\Iongohsm"'” to hislory “w1.th meaningful content”j that
:;nd tf"ys to tho.hlstory of the Hallzsche aqd Deutsche Jahrbiicher'®
The lfe dissolution of the Hegelian school into a general squabble.
mlm{'ﬁ ?{'gﬂt all ollrer natioms, all real events, and the theatrum
rels of “;SCCQI{ﬁ'ned”t% the I’lelpzxg“Book Fair and the mutual quar-
troa n riticisin . Man®, Aand the Umgue”.* If these theorists
iauy historical subjects, as for instance the eighteenth

*
L.e., Bruno Bauer, Ludwig Feuerbach and Max Stirner.—Ed.
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century, Lhey merely give a hislory ol the ideas of the times, torn
away Irom 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., the period of the German philo-
sophic struggle from 1840 to 184%. As might be expected when the
hislory of an earlier period is written with the aim of accenluating
the brillianice of an unhistoric person and his fanlasies, all the
really historic events, even the really liistoric invasions of poli-
tics into hislory, receive no menlion. Instcad we get a narrative
based not on research but on arbitrary constructions and literary
gossip, such as Saint Bruno provided in his now forgotten history
of the eighteenth century.l® These highlalutin and haughty huck-
slers of ideas, who imagine themselves infinitely exalted above
all national prejudices, are thus iu practice far more national
Lhan the beer-quaffing philistines who dream of a united Germany.
They do not recognisc the deeds of otlier nations as listorical;
they live in Germany, to Germany, [28!] aud for Germany; they
turn the Rhine-song into a religious hymn aud conquer Alsace
and Lorraiuc by robbing French pliilosophy instead of the French
State, by Germanising French idcas instead of French proviuces,
Herr Venedey is a cosmopolitan compared with the Saints Bruno
and Max, who, in the universal dominance of theory, proclaim the
uuniversal dominance of Germany.

[9. Additional Criticism of Feuerbach,
of His Idealistic Conception of History]

It is also clear from tlicse arguments how grossly Feuerbach
is deceiving himself when (Wigand’s Vierteljahrsschrift, 1845, Band
2) by virtue of the qualification “comnmon man” he declares him-
self a communist,?® transforms the latler into a predicate of “man”,
and thereby thinks it possible to cliange the word “comrmunist”,
which in the real world means the follower of a definite revolution-
ary party, into a mere category. Feuerbach’s whole deduction
with regard to the relation of men to one another gocs only so far
as to prove that men need and always have needed each other.
Ile wants to establish consciousness of this fact, thal is to say,
like the other theorists, merely to produce a correct consciousness
about an ezisting facl; whereas for the real communist it is a ques-
tion of overthrowing the existing state of things. We thoroughly
appreciate, moreover, that Feuerbach, in endeavouring to produce
consciousness of just this fact, is going as {ar as a theorist possibly
.can, without ceasing to be a theorist and philosopher. It is charac-
teristic, however, that Saint Bruno and Saint Max seize on Feuer-
bach’s conception of the communist and put it in place of the
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N unist—which occurs, partly, in order that they can
al comim " A i N .
hat commuilism too as “spirit of tl}e spirit”, as a ph{losophxcal
com rory, as an equal opponent and, in the case of Saint Bruno,
cﬂ“{%: aiso for pragmatic reason.

I"‘f\fan example of Feunerbach’s acceptance and at the same time
mj‘s{;mlerstanding of existing reality, \.vhich he §till shgres with
our opponents, we recall the passage in the Philosophic der Zu-
Junft where he develops thg vxew.that the existence of a thing
or a man is at the same time its or his essence,?! Lhat_the conditions
of existence, the mode of life and activity of an animal or human
individual are those in which its “essence” feels jtsell satisfied.
Here every exception is expressly conceived as an unhappy chance,
as an abnormality wlich cannot be altered. Thus if miilions of
proletarians feel by no means contented with their living condi-
tions. if their “existence” [29] does not in the least correspond to
their “essence”, then, according to the passage quoted, this is an
unavoidable misfortune, which must be borne quietly. The mil-
lions of proletarians and communists, however, think differently
and will prove this in time, when they bring their “cxistence”
into harmony with their “essence” in a practical way, by mcans
of a revolution. Feuerbach, therefore, never speaks of the world
of man-iu such cases, but always takes refuge in external nature,
and proreover in nature which has not yet been subdued by men.
But every new invention, every advance made by industry, de-
tuches another piece from this domain, so that the groursd whicl
produces examples illustrating such Femerbachian propositions
is sleadily 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 raade to serve industry, as soon
as il is polluted by dyes and other waste products and navigated
by s{camboats, or as soon as its water is diverted into canals where
simple drainage can deprive the fish of its medium of existence.
The explanation tliat all suel: contradictions are inevitable ab-
normulities does not essentially differ from the consolation which
”I? Bigssed Max Stirner offers to the discontented, saying that
th).ﬁ coutradietion is their own contradiction and this predicament
their own predicament, whereupon they should either set their
minds at ease, keep their disgust o themselves, or revolt against
" 0 some fantastic way. It differs just as Jittle from Saint Bruno’s
allegation that these unfortunale circumstances are due to the
‘cht that those concerned are stuck in tho muck of “sub-
Stance”, have not advanced to “absolute self-consciousness”, and do

Mot realise that these adverse conditions are spirit of their
Spiri,

Tc
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[

[f. The Ruling Class and Ruling Consciousness.
Formation of Hegel’s Conception of the
Domination of the Spirit in History]

{301 The ideas of the ruling class are in every epoch the ruling
ideas: i.e., the class which is the ruling material force of society,
is at the same time its ruling irfelleciual force. The class which
lias the means of material production at its disposal, has coutrol
at the same time over tlie nieans of mental produclion, so that
thercby, 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 relationsliips grasped as
idcas; 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 conscious-
ness, and therefore think. Insofar, therefore, as tliey rule as a
class and determine the extent and compass of an epoch, it is
self-evidemnt that they do this in its whole range, hence aniong other
things rule also as thinkers, as producers of ideas, and regulate
the production and distribution of the ideas of their age: thus
their ideas are the ruling ideas of the epoch. For instance, in an
age and in a country where royal power, aristocracy and bourgeoi-
sie 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 cxpressed as an “eternal law™.

The division of labour, which we alrecady saw above (pp. [15-
18)* as ome of the chief forces of history up till now, manifests
itself also in the ruling class as the division of mental and [311
material labour, so that inside this class one part appears as the
thinkers of the class (its active, conceptive idcologists, who make
the perfecting of the illnsion of the class about itself their chief
source of livelihood), while the others’ attitude to these ideas
and illusions is more passive and rcceptive, because they are in
reality the active members of this class and have less time to make
up illusions and ideas abont themselves. Within this class this
cleavage can cven develop into a certain opposition and hostility
between the two parts, which, however, in the case of a practical
collisiont, in which the class itself is endangered, antomatically
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 Lhis book.—Ed.



TiIE GERMAN IDEOLOGY 45

wer distinct from the power of this class. The existence of
a -Olutionary ideas in a particular period presupposes the exist-
reve of a revoluliomary class; about the premises for the latter
cn{cﬁcient has already been said above (pp. [18-19, 22-23]).*
Sulf pow iu considering the course of history we detach the ideas
of the ruling class f}‘om the ;ulmg clas:s itself and attrlbntevto them
an independent existence, xf‘ we conﬁng oursglves to saying that
these or thosc ideas were doquupt atagiven txmg, without bother-
ing onrselves about the comditions of pro@nthon and the pro-
ducers of these ideas, if we thus ignore the individuals and world
condilions whiclt are the source of the ideas, we can say, for in-
stance, thiat duriug the time that the aristocracy was dominant,
the concepts honour, loyalty, etc., were dominant, during the
dowinance of the bourgeoisie the concepls freedom, cquality,
ete. Thie ruliug class itself on the whole imagines this to be so.
This conception of history, which is common to all historians,
particularly since the eighteenth century, will necessarily come
up against [32] the phenomenon that increasingly abstract ideas
liold sway. i.e., ideas which increasingly take on the form of uni-
versalily. For cach new class which puts itself in the place of oxe
ruling before it, is compelled, merely in order to carry through
ils aim, to represent its interest as the comnmon interest of all 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, universally valid ones. The class making a revolution
appears from the very start, if only because it is opposed to a
class, nol as a class bul as Lthe representative of the whole of socie-~
ty; it appears as the whole mass of society confronting the one
muling class.** I can do this because, to start with, its interest
really is more connected with thie common inlerest of all other non-
ruling classes, because under the pressure of hitherto existing
couditions its interesl has not yet been able to develop as the
particular interest of a particular class. Iis victory, therefore,
he:neﬁls also many individuals of the other classes which are not
Winuing a dominant position, but only insofar as it now puts these
individuals in a position to raise themselves into the ruling
Cli}ss. When the French bourgeoisie overthrew the power of the
arstocracy. it thereby made it possible for many proletarians
Lo raise themselves above the proletariat, but only insofar as they
becare bourgeois. kivery new class, therefore, achieves its hege-
—_—

*’: Sce pp. 34-35 and 37-38 of this book.—Ed.

y [Marginal jote by Marx:| Universality corresponds to (1) the class
Versus the estate, (2) the competition, world-wide intercourse, etc., (3) the
great numerical strength of the ruling class, (4) the ttlusion of the common

gs‘oTGSLS (in the beginning this illusion is true), (5) the delusion of the
cologists and the division of abour.
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mony only on a broader basis than that of the class ruling previous-
ly. whereas tlie 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 certain class is only
tlie Tule of certain ideas, comes to a natural end, of course. as
soon as class Tule in gencral ceases to be the form in which society
is organised, that is to say, as soon as it is no longer necessary to
represent a particular interest as gencral 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 preduction, and in this way
the conclusion has been reached that history is always under the
sway of ideas, it is very casy to abslract from these various ideas
“the idea”, Lhe 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 developing in
history. It follows then naturally, too, that ull the relationships
of men can be derived from the concept of man, man as conceived,
the essence of man, Man. This has been done by the speculative
philosophers. Ilegel himself confesses at the end of the Geschichis-
philosophie that he “has considered the progress of the concept
only” and has represented in history the “true theodicy™. (P. 446.)
Now one can go back again to the producers of the “concept”, to
the theorists, ideologists and philosophers, and one comes then
io the conclusion that the philosophers, the thiukers as such,
have al all times been dominant 21 history: a conclusion, as we see.
already expressed by Hegel.??

The whole trick of proving the hegemony of Lhe spirit in history
(hierarchy Stirner;calls it) is thus confined to the following three
efforts.

134} No. 1. One must separate the ideas of those ruling for em-
pirical reasons, nnder empirical conditions and as empirical indi-
viduals. 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 conneclion among the successive rnling ideas, which
is managed by understanding them as “acts of self-determination
on lhe part of the concept” (this is possible because by virtue of
their empirical basis these ideas are really connected with one
arrother and because, conceived as mere ideas, they become self-
distinctions, distinetions made by thouglt).
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No. 3. To remove the myslical appearance of this “sell-deler-

Juing concepl” it is citanged into a person—"Self-Consciousness” —
unit Lo appear thoroughly materialistic, into a series of persons,
?vr[’m represent the “conceptl” in l}istory, into the “thinkers”, the
«philosophers”, the ideologists, Who again arc understood as the
snanufacturers of hislory, as the “coun_c1l. of guardians”, as the
rulers.* Thus the whole body of matqrmlmhc elements has been
removed from history and now full rein can be given to the spe-
culalive sleed.

This historical method which reigned in Germany, and especial-
ly the reason why, must be nnderstood from itls connection wilh
the illusion of ideologists in general, e.g., lhe illusions of the
jurists, politicians (oI the practical statesmen among them, t09),
trom the dogmatlic dreamings and distortions of thesc fellows;
this is explained perfectly easily from their practical position
in life, lheir job, and the division of labour.

(33] Whilst in ordinary life every shopkeeper is very well able
to distinguish bctween what somebody professes to be and what
he really is, our historians have uotl yel won even this trivial
insight. They lake every epoch at ils word and helieve that every-
thing it says.and imagines about itself is true.

vi
[1. Instruments of Production and Forms of Property|

[...]1** [40] From the first, there follows the premise of a highly
developed division of labour and an extensive commerce; from
the second, the locality. In the first case the individuals musi be
brought together, in Lhe second they find themselves alongside
the given instrument of produclion as instruments of production
thewselves.

Here, therefore, arises the dilference belween malural instr-
ments of production and those created by civilisation. The ficld
{waler, elc.) can be regarded as a natural instrument of production.
]u the fivst case, that of the natural instrnment of producliou,
udividuals are subservient Lo nature; in the second, Lo a product
ol labour. In the first case, therefore, property (landed property)
appears as direct natural domination, in the second, as domination
of labour, particularly of accumulated labour, capital. The first
Case. prestipposes that the individuals are united by some bond:
fa‘mly, tribe, the land itself, clc.; the second, that they are inde-
\

: li\hxrginal note by Marx:] Man=the “rational human spirit”.
“our pages of the manuscript are missing here.—/fd.
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i
pendent of one another and are only held together by exchange. i
In the first case, what is involved is chiefly an exchange betwee§

o

men and nature in which the labour of the former is exchange
for the products of the latter; in the second, it is predominantly}
an exchange of men among themselves. lu the first case, average, i
human common sense is adequate physical activily is as yet not!
separated from mental activity; in the second, the division betwee
physical and mental labour must alrcady be practlcally completed 31
In the first case, the domination of the proprietor over the pro-!
pertyless may be 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 instru-
ment 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.

[41] Our investigation hitherto started from tlie 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 privale property 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 sepa-
ration 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®).

Tle existence of the town implies, at the same time, the neces-
sity of administration, police, taxes, etc., in short, of the mu-
nicipality, and thus of politics in general. Here first became mani-
fest the division of the population into two great classes, which
is direclly based on the division of labour and on the instruments
of production. The town already is in actual fact the concentration
of 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
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41 and country can only exist within the framework of private
tow I,r[y It is the most crass expression of the subjection of the
}.)r(i!):idll;ll under the division of labour, under a definite activity
lm}ed upon him—a subjection which makes one man into a re-
{or'.c ted town-animal, the other into a restricled country-animal,
«frictl . s
and daily creates anew thg conflict hetweep tl_legr interests. Labour
j« here again the cliief thing, power over individuals, and as long
a= the latter exists, private property must exist. The abolition
of the antagonism between town and country is one of the first
conditious [42] of communal life, a condition which again depends
on a mass of material premises and which cannot be fulfilled by
the mere will, as anyone can see at the first glance. (These con-
ditions have still to be enumerated.) The separation of town and
counlry can also be understood as the separation of capital and
Janded property, as the beginning of the existence and develop-
menl of capital independent of landed property —the beginning
of property having its basis only in labour and exchange.

lu the towns which, in the Middle Ages, did not derive ready-
made from an earlier period but were formed anew by the serfs
who had become free, each man’s own particular labour was his
only property apart from the small capital he brought with him,
consistiug 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 neces-
sity 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 these buildings, the conflict among the interests of the va-
rious crafts, the necessity of protecting their laboriously acquired
skill, and the feudal organisation of the whole of the country:
these 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
modifications of the guild-system, which arise through later his-
torical developments. The flight of the serfs into the towns went
on without interruption right through the Middle Ages. These
scrfs, persecuted by their lords in the country, came separately
iuto Lhe towns, where they found an organised community, against
which they were powerless and in which they had to subject them-
selves to the station assigned to them by the demand for their
labour and the interest of their organised urban competitors.
These workers, entering separately, were never able to attain to
ANy power, since, if their labour was of the guild type which had
Lo bo learned, the guild-masters bent them to their will and organ-
ised them according to their interesi; or if their labour was not
such as had to be learncd, and thercfore not of the guild type,
4A—1087
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they became day-labourers and never managed to organise, re-
maining an unorganised rabble. The need for day-labourers in the
towns created the rabble.

These towns were true “associations”,® 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 amother
who had entered separately, and who stood 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 patri-
archal relationship existing between them and their masters gave
the latter a double power —on the one hand because of their influ-
ence on the whole life of the journeymen, and oxt 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 in-
terest 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 be-
long to the very nature of the guild-system. The great risings
of the Middle Ages all radiated from the country, but cqually
remained totally ineffective because of the isolation and conse-
quent crudity of the peasants. —

Capital in these towns was a naturally derived capital, con-
sisting of a house, the tools of the craft, and the natural, hereditary
customers; and not being realisable, on account of the backward-
ness 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 [quile 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 {s damaged.—Ed.
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who wished to become a master had to be proficient in the
‘hote of his craft. Thus therc is found with medieval craftsmen
w interest in their special work and in proficiency in it, which was
2 lqb}e of Tising to a narrow artistic scnse. For this very reason,
ca}:\:ever’ every medicval craftsman was comptetely absorbed in
}}:;)5 work, to which he had a contented, stavish retationship, and
to which he was subjected to a far greatcr cxtent than the modern
worker, whose work is a matter of indifference to him. —

man

|3. Further Division of Labour. Separation: of Commerce
and Industry. Division of Labour Between the
Various Towns. Manufacture]

The next extension of Lthe division of tabour was the separation
of production and commerce, the formation of a special class of
merchants; a separation which, in the towns bequeathed by a for-
mer period, had becn handed ¢own (among other things with the
Jews) and which very soon appeared in the newly formed ones.
With Lhis there was given thc possibility of comimercial commu-
nications transcending thc immediate neighbourhood, a possi-
bility, the reatisation of which dependcd on the existing ineans
of communication, the state of public safety iun the countryside,
which was determined by political conditions (during the whole
of the Middle Ages, as is well known, the merchants travetled in
armed caravans), and on the cruder or more advanced needs (de-
termined by the stage of cutture attained) of the region accessibte
to intercourse.

With conmmerce the prerogative of a particular class, with the
extension of trade through the merchants beyond the immediate
surroundings of the town, there immediatelty appears a reciprocat
action between produclion and commerce. The towns enter into
rctations with one another, new tools are brought from one town
inlo the other, and the separation between production and com-
merce soon calts forth a new division of production between [45]
the individual towns, each of which is soon exploiting a predomi-
Dant branch of industry. The ltocal restrictions of earlier times
begin gradually to be broken down. —

1t depeuds purety on the cxtension of commerce whether the
productive forces achieved in a locality, especially inmventions,
are tost for tater development or not. As long as there exists no
Commnerce transcending the immediate ncighbourhood, every
\nvenijon must be made separately in each tocality, and wmere
chances such as irruptions of barbaric peoples, even ordinary
Wwars, are sufficient to cause a country with advanced productive
Orces and needs to have 1o starl righl over again from Lhe begin-

4
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ning. In primitive history every invention had to be made daily
anew and in each locality independently. How little highly devel-
oped productive forces are 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 this nation from com-
merece, its couquest by Alexander and its consequent decline.
Likewise, for instance, glass-painting in the Middle Ages. Only
when commerce has become world commerce and has as its basis
large-scale industry, when all nations arec drawn into the compe-
titive 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 pro-
duction which had outgrown the guild-system. Manufactures
first flourished, in Italy and later in Flanders, under the historical
premise of commerce with foreigu nations. In other countries,
England and France for example, manufactures were at first con-
fined to the home market. Besides the premises already men-
tioned 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 mer-
chants.

146] 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 develop-
ment through the extension of commerce. Weaving was the first
and remained the principal manunfacture. The rising demand for
clothing materials, consequent ou 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 com-
merce, 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 lLowns, whose 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 Marx:] and glass-painting in the Middle Ages.
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d the trammels of the guild. Weaving was, therefore, car-

(ostly in villages and market centires without guild organ-
catjorr, which gradually became towns, and indeed the most
hs(;l)l.fshing towns in cach land.

With gunild-free manufacture, property relatiqns also quickly
changed. The first advance beyond naturalty derived estate capi-
1a] was provfded 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, giver the circuwstances of those times. The
second advaice came with mannfacture, which again made mobile

- a muss of natural capital, and altogether increased the mass of
movable capital as against that of natural capital.

At the same time, manufacture became a refuge of the peasints
from the guilds which excluded them or paid them badly, just as
carlier the guild-towns had [served] as a refuge [47] for the peas-
ants from [the oppressive landed nobility].*—

SimuHancousty with the beginning of manufactures there was
a 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 agricultnre, and the transformation of great strips of tillage
into pasture land. From this alone it is clear how this vagaboudage
is strictly connected with the disintegration of the feudal sysiem.
As early as the thirteenth century we find isolated epochs of this
kind, but only at the end of the fifteenth and beginning of the
sixteenth does this vagabondage make a genmeral and permanent
appearance. These vagabonds, who were so mnumerous that, for
instance, Henry VIII of England had 72,000 of them hanged,
were only prevailed upon to work with the greatest difficulty and
t]xrpugh the most exireme necessity, and then only after long
resistance. The rapid rise of manufactures, particularly in Eng-
Jand, absorbed them gradually. —

. With the advent of manufacture the various nations entered
futo a competitive relationship, the struggle for trade, whichlwas
f‘JUg_ht ont in wars, protective dulics and prohibitions, whereas
"ill‘l{er the nations, insofar as they were connected at all, had
carried on an jnoffensive exchange with each other. Trade had
Tom now on a political significarce.

] With the advent of manufacture the relationship between worker
‘}’)2;{ f-"mpbyer changed. In the guilds the patriarchal relationship
s “lt_eIl Journeyman and master continuedAto exist; in manufacture
ca ﬂ dfe was taken. by the monctary relation betyveen wor'ker and
nD' alist —a relationship which in the countryside and in small

Wns retained a patriarchal tinge, but in the larger, the real
R

* The manuscript is damaged.- Ed.

resiste
ried o It
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wanufacturing towns, quite early lost almost all patriarchial com-
plexion.

Manufacture and the movement of production in general received
an enormous impetus through the extension oI commerce which
caute with the discovery of America aud the sea-route to the East
Indies. The new products imported thence, particularly the
masses ol gold and silver which came into circulation and totally
changed the position of the classes towards one another, dealing
a hard blow to feudal landed property and to the workers; the
expeditions ol adventurers, colonisation; and above all the exten-
sion of markets into a world market, which had now become pos-
sible and was daily becoming more aud more a lact, called forth
a uew phase [48]) of historical development, into which in general
we cannot here enter further. Through the colonisation of the newly
discovered countries the commercial struggle ol the nations
amongst one another was given new fuel and accordingly greater
extension and animosity.

The expansion of trade and manulacture accelerated the accumu-
lation ol movable capital, while in the guilds, which were not
stimulated to extend their production, natural capital remained
statiouary or even declined. Trade and manufacture created the
big bourgeoisie; in the guilds was concentrated the petty bourgeoi-
sie, which no longer was dominant in the towns as lormerly, but
had to bow to the might of the great merchants and manu-
Jaclurers.* Hence the decline ol the guilds, as soon as they came
into contact with manulacture.

The intercourse ol nations took on, in the cpoch ol which we
have been speaking, two different Iorms. At first the small quan-
tity of gold and silver in circulation involved the ban on the
export of these metals; and industry, or the most part imported
Irom abroad and made necessary by the need for employing the
growing urbam population, could not do without those privileges
whicli could be granted not ouly, ol course, against home compe-
tition, but chiefly against foreign. Tlie local guild privilege was
in Lhese original prohibitions extended over the whole nation.
Customs dutics originated from the tributes which the Ieudal
lords exacted as protective levies against robbery Iroma merchants
passing through their territories, tribules later imposed likewise
by the towns, and which, with the rise ol the modern stales, were
the ,Treasury’s most obvious means ol raising money.

The appearance ol American gold and silver on the European
markets, the gradual development of industry, the rapid expan-
sion of trade and the consequent rise of the non-guild bourgeoisie

* [Marginal note by Marx:] Petty bourgeoisie—Middle class—Big bour-
geoisic.
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d of money, gave these measures another significance. The
g?ﬂw which was daily less and less able to do without money, now
e{-\ixied the ban on the export of gold and silver out of fiscal
r ‘;qjderations; the bourgeois, for whom these masses of money
‘C‘?h;}h were huried on to the market became the chief object of
speculative buying, were thoroughly content with this; privileges
estublished earlier became a source of income for the government
and were soid for money; in the customs legislation there ap-
eared the export duty, which, since it onty [placed] a hindrance
in the way of industry, [49] had a purely fiscal aim.

The second period began in the middle of the seventeenth century
and lasted almost to the end of the eighteenth. Commerce and
pavigation had expanded more rapidiy 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 themseives. 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 struggie 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 sheitered by protective duties
in the home market, by monopolies in the colonial market, and
abroad as much as possible by differential duties. The working-
up 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-upl
of imported material neglected or suppressed (cotton in England).

¢ nation dominant in sea trade and colonial power natu-
1‘al}y secured for itself also the greatest quantitative and
qualitative expansion of manufacture. Manufacture could not
be carried on without protection, since, if the slightest change
fakf’s Place in other countries, it can lose its market and be ruined;
unaer reasonably favourable conditions it may easily be intro-
duced into a country, but for this very reason can easily be de-
Stroyed. At the same time through the mode in which it is car-
vied on, particularly in the eighteenth century, in the country-
side, it is to such an extent interwoven with the vital relationships
ot a great mass of individuals, that no country dare jeopardise
ﬁ)ﬁ ?Mstencp by permitting free competition. Insofar as it manages
iOLXDOI't, it therefore depends entirely on the extension or restric-
onnﬂOf commerce, and exercises a r!alatlvely very small reaction
of Ihle latter]. Hence its secondary [importance] and the influence

€ 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 all the time
were inferior in political importance to the merchants. The com-
mercial 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 petty-bourgeois outlook per-
sisted. Cf. Atkin,® etc. The eighteenth century was the century
of trade. Pinto says this expressly: “Le commerce fait la marotte
du siécle”*; and: “Depuis quelque temps il n’est plus question que
de commerce, de navigation el de marine.”**%

The movement of capital, although considerably accelerated,
still 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 hag-
gling, mean and niggardly spirit which still clung to all merchants
and to the whole mode of carrying on trade. Compared with the
manufacturers, and above all with the craftsmen, they were cer-
tainly big bourgeois; compared with the merchants and industrial-
ists of the next period they remain petty bourgeois. Cf. Adam
Smith. %

This period is also characterised by the cessation of the bams
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 de-
velopment of finance in general. Again capital lost a great part
of the natural character which had still 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,
gradually created for this country a rclative 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 industry —
the 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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I

[

d the most complex division of labour —called into existence the
ant 1511 period of private ownership since the Middle Ages. There
Llllll‘.]dy existed in England the other preconditions of this new
ahl‘eze. freedom of competition inside the nation, the development
of a;:]je.m‘er,ical mechanics, ete. (Indeed, the science of mechanics
erlected by Newton was altogether the most popular science in
France and England in the eighteenth century.) (Free competition
inside the mation itself had everywhere to be conquered by a revo-
Jution —1640 and 1688 in England, 1789 in France.)
Competition soon compelled every country that wished to
rotain its historical role to protect its manufactures by renewed
customs regulations (the old duties were no longer any good
against big industry).an.d soon after.to intr'oduce big industry under
protective duties. Big industry universalised competition in spite
of these prolective measures (it is practical free trade; the protec-
tive duty is only a palliative, a measure of defence within free
trade), established means of communication and the modern world
niarket, subordinated trade to itself, transformed all capital into
industrial capital, and thus produced the rapid circulation (de-
velopment of the financial system) and the centralisation of capital.
By universal competition it forced all individuals to strain their
energy to the utmost. It destroyed as far as possible ideology,
religion, morality, ete., and where it could not do this, made
them into a palpable lie. It produced world history for the first
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 separale 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 the 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 vic-
tary of the commercial town over the countryside. [Its first pre-
mise] was the automatic system. [Its development] produced a
mass of productive forces, for which private [propertyl]* became
Just as much a fetter [52] as the guild had been for manufacture
and the small, rural workshop for the developing craft. These
Pmduc'tive {orces received under the system of private property
:‘Oneﬁded development only, and became for the majority destruc-
Ive forces; moreover, a great multitude of such forces could find no
application at all within this system. Generally speaking, big
\

* The manuseript is damaged.—Ed4,
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industry created everywhere the same relations between the;
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 rid
of all the old world and at the same time stands pitted against it. ]
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, how-
ever, retard the class movement of the proletariat, because the pro-
letarians created by big industry assume leadership of this move-
ment 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 coun-
tries in which big industry is developed act in a similar manner
upon the more or less non-industrial countries, insofar as the lat-
ter are swept by universal commerce into the universal competi-
tive struggle.

* * *

These different forms [of production] are just so many forms
-of 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.

[5. 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
of 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
our view, in the contradiction between the productive forces and
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he form 53] of intercourse. Incidentally, to lead to collisions
th 4 country, this contradiction necd not necessarily have reached
1{: extreme limit in this particular country. The competition
iv‘i'th industrially more advar_lced countries, brought about by the
expansion of intemation.al intercourse, is sufficient to _produce
a similar contradiction in countries with a backward industry
(6.8 the latent prolgtar{at in Germany brought into view by the
conpetition of English industry).

16. Competition of Individuals and the Formatfon 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 indi-
viduals 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
firsl to be produced by big industry. Hence every organised power
slanding over against these isolated individuals, who live in
relationships daily reproducing this isolation, can only be over-
come after long struggles. To demand the opposite would be tan-
lainount to demanding that competition should not exist in this
definite epoch of history, or that the individuals should bauish
from their mingds relationships over which in their isolation they
have no control

Tlie building of houses. With savages each family has as a mat-
ter of course its own cave or hut like the separate family tent
of the iomads. This separate domestic economy is made only the
1\%}??@ necessary by the further development of private property.
) flh tl}e agricultural peoples a communal domestic economy is
Llrl;t S Impossible as a communal cultivation of the soil. A great
evg ance was the building of towns. In all previons periods, how-
" r, the abol{t{on of individual economy, which is inseparable
sixm the abotition of private property, was impossible for the

uple reason that the material conditions governing it were not
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present. The setting-up of a communal domestic economy pres
supposes the development of machinery, the use of natural forces
and of many other productive forces—e.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 bujld-
ings for wvarious definite purposes (prisons, barracks, ete.).
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 the 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. The
extension of trade, the establishment of communications, led the
separate towns to get 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 grad-
ually 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, con-
ditions which were common to them all and independent of each
individual. Thie burghers had created the conditions insofar as
they had torn themselves free from feudal ties, and were created
by them insofar as they were determined by their antagonism to
the feudal system which they found in existence. When the indi-
vidual towns began to enter into associations, these common con-
ditions 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,
with its conditions, develops only gradually, splits according
to the division of labour into various fractions and finally absorbs
all propertied classes it finds in existence** (while it develops the

* [Marginal note by Marx:] With the philosophers pre-eristence of the
class,

** [Marginal note by Marx:} To begin with it absorbs the branches of
labour directly belonging to the State and then all 4 [more or less} 1deolo-
gical cstates.
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i ity of the earlier propertyless and a part of the hitherto
majortsy ses i lass, the proletariat) in the me

opertied classes into a new class, the proletariat) i measure
pl) whicly all property found in existence is transformed into in-
:](I,stfial or commeercial capital. )
"The separate Didividuals form a class _only insofar as [55] they
have (o cAITy On a common bat_tle against another clags; other-
wise they are on hostile terms with each other as competitors. On
ihe other hand, the class in its turn achieves an independent ex-
jstence over against the individuals, so that the latter find their
conditions of cxistence predestined, and hence have their position
ix lile and their personal development assigned to them by their
class, become subsumed under it. This is the same phenomenon
as the subjection of the separate individuals to the division of
labour and can only be removed by the abolition of private proper-
tv and of labour* itself. We have already indicated several times
how this subsuming of individuals under the class brings with
it their subjection to all kinds of ideas, etc. —

1f from a philosophical point of view one considers this evolu-
tion of individuals in the common conditions of existence of
estates and classes, which followed on one another, and in the
accompanying general conceptions forced upon them, it is cer-
tainly very easy to imagine that in these individuals the species,
or “Man”, has cvolved, or that they evolved “Man” —and in this
way one can give history some hard clouts on the car. One can con-
ceive these various estates and classes to be specific terms of the
general expression, subordinate varieties of the species, or evolu-
tionary phases of “Man".

This subsuming of individuals under definite classcs cannot
he abolished 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-
Tial powers to themselves and abolishing the division of labour.**

his is not possible without the community. Only in commu-
ity {with others has each] individual [56] the means of cultivat-
Ing his gifts in all directions; only in the community, therefore,
IS personal freedom possible. In the previous substitutes for the
€0mmunity, in the State, ete., personal freedom has cxisted only

dor * As to the meaning of the expression: “Abolition of labour™ (4 ufhebung
Arbeit), see pp. 37-38, 63, 68-71, of this book.—Ed.

.z [Marginal note by Engels:] (Fouerbach: being and essence). (CI.

PP 42-43 of this book.—Ed.)
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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 mow 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, mot only a com-
pletely illusory comnrunity, but a ucw fetter as well. In the real
comniunity tlie individuals obtain their freedom im and through
tlieir association.

Individuals have always built ou themsclves, but naturally
on tliemselves within their given historical conditions and rela-
tionships, not on the “pure” individual in the sense of the ideolo-
gists. But in the coursc of historical evolution, and precisely
through the inevitable fact that within the division of labour
social relationships take on an independent existence, there ap-
pears 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 under-
stood from this that, for example, tlie rentier, the capitalist, etc.,
ccase to be persons; buf their personality is conditioned and de-
termined by quite definite class relationships, and the division
appears only in their opposition to another class and, for them-
selves, only when tliey go bankrupt.) In 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 othier relationships, a quality inseparable from
his individuality. The divisionm betwcen the personal and the
class individual, the accidental nature of the conditions of life
for the individual, appears ouly with the emergence of the class,
which is itself a product of the bourgeoisie. This accidental eliar-
acter is only engendered and developed [57} by competition
and the struggle of individuals among themselves. Thus, in imag-
ination, individuals scem freer under the dominance of the
bourgeoisic than before, because tiieir conditions of life seem
accidental; in recality, of course, they are less frce, because they
are more subjected to the violence of things. The diffcrence from
the estate comes out particularly in the antagomism between the
bourgeoisie and the proletariat. When the estate of the urban bur-
ghers, the corporations, etc., emerged in opposition to the landed
nobility, their condition of cxistence —movable property amd
craft labour, which had already existed latently before their
separation from the feudal ties —appeared as something positive,
which was asscrted against feudal landed property, and, there-
fore, in its own way at first took on a feudal form. Certainly
the refugee serfs treated their previous servitude as something
accidental to their personality. But here they ouly were doing
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what every class that is freeiug itself from a fetter does; and they
did not free themselves as a class but separately. Moreover, they
did ot rise above the system of estates, but only formed a new
estate, retaining their previous mode of labour even in their new
situation, and developing it further by freeing it from its earlier:
fetters, which no longer corresponded to the development already
attained.

st}?(:r the proletarians, on the other hand, the condition of their
existexce, labour, and with it all the comditions of existence gov-
orming modern socicty, have become something accidental, some-
thing over which they, as separate individuals, have no control,
and over which no social orgaumisation can give them control.
The contradiction between the individuality of each separate pro-
letarian and labour, the condition of life forced upon him, be-
comesevident to him himself, forhe is sacrificed from youth upwards
and, within his own class, has no chance of arriving at the condi--
tions which would place him in the other class. —

[58] NB. [t must not be forgotten that the serfs’ very need
of existing and the impossibility of a large-scale economy, which
involved the distribution of the allotmemts 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 proletari-
ans, if they are to assert themselves as individuals, will have
Lo abolish the very condition of their existence hitherto (which

S, moreover, been that of all society up to the present), namely,
labour. Thus they find themselves directly opposed to the form
I which, hitherto, the individuals, of which society consists,

ave giveu themselves collective expression, that is, the State.
! order, therefore, to assert themselves as individuals, they must
Overthrow the State.

cmlnt foliows from all we have been saying up till now that the
emefrm(llnal relationship into which the individuals of a class
agai 9‘ » and yvh{oh was determined by their common interests over

Anst 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 159] of
existence and those of all members of society under their control,
it is just the reverse; it is as individuals that the individuals par-
ticipate 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 cxistence ovet
against the separate individuals just because of their separation
as individuals, and because of the necessity of their combination
which had been determined by the division of labour, and through
their separation had become a bond alien to them. Combination
up till now (by no means an arbitrary ome, such as is expounded
for example in the Contrat social,?® 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 forma-
tion of the North American State and the South American repub-
lics). This right to the undisturbed enjoyment, within certat

conditions, of fortuity and chance has up till now been calleg
personal freedom. These conditions of existence are, of course, only
the productive forces and forms of intercourse at any particula®
time, ‘

i

Communism differs from all previous movements in that i
overturns the basis of all earlier relations of production and inter-
course, and for the first time consciously treats all natural pred
mises as the creatures of hitherto existing men, strips them of theis
natural character and subjugates them to the power of thé
united individuals. Its organisation is, therefore, essentially ecol
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 impossible that anything should exist independently
of individuals, insofar as reality is only a product of the pre-
ceding intercourse of individuals themselves. Thus the com-
munists in practice treat the conditions created up to now by
production and intercourse as inorganic conditions, without,
however, imagining that it was the plan or the destiny of
previous generations to give them material, and without believing
that these conditions were inorganic for the individuals
creating them.
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I7- Contradiction Between Individuals and the Conditions
of Their Life as a Contradiction Between the Productive Forces
ud the Form of Intercourse. The Development of the Productive
2 Forces and the Change of the Forms of Intercourse]

(601 The difference between the individual as a person and what
is accidental to him is not a conceptual difference but a historical
fact. This distinction has a diferent significance at different
times —e.g., the estate as something accidental to the individual
in the eighteenth century, the family more or less too. It is not
a distinction that we have to make for each age, but one which
cach age makes itsclf from among the different clements which
it finds in existence, and indeed not according to any theory, but
compelled by material collisions in life.

What appears accidental to the later age as opposed to the
carlier—and this applics also to the elements handed down by
an carlicr 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 relation of the form of intercourse to the occupation or acti-
vity of the individunals. (The fundamental form of this activity
is, of course, material, on which depend all other forms —mental,
political, religious, 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 argmnent adver-
sus hominem), although sheep and dogs in their present form
certainly, but malgré euz, are products of an historical process.)
The conditions 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 indivi-
duals, living under definite relationships, can alone produce their
material Jife and what is connected with it are thus the conditions
of their self-activity and are produced by this self-activity.* The

efinite condition under which they produce, thus corresponds,
as long as [61) the contradiction hasnot yet appeared, Lo the real-
ity of their conditioned nature, their one-sided existence, the
One-sidedness of which only becomes evident when the contradic-
10N enters on the scene and thus exists for the later individuals.
SC;EH this condition appears as an accidental fetter, and the con-

Ousuess that it is a fetler is imputed to the earlier age as well.

\

* e 1 . . .
[MdT‘glnal note by Marx:] ’roduclion of the form of intercourse itself.
5~1087
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These various conditions, which appear first as conditions of
self-activity, later as fetters upon it, form in the whole evolution
of history a coherent series of forms of intercourse, the cohererncg
of which consists in this: in the place of an earlier form of interd
course, which has become a fetter, a new one is put, correspouding
to the more developed productive forces and, hence, to the ad-
vanced mode of the self-activity of individuals —a form which in
its turn becomes a fetter and is then replaced by another. Sincd
these conditions correspond at every stage to the simultaneous de-
velopment of the productive forces, their history is at the sume timg
the history of the evolving productive forces Laken over by each
new generation, and is, therefore, the history of the developmenl
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, branches of labour,
etc., eacli of wliicli 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 stages
and interests are never completely overcome, but only subordinat-
ed to the prevailing interest and trail along beside the latter for
centuries afterwards. It follows from this that witliin a nation it-
self the individuals, even apart from their pecumiary circum-
stances, have quite different developments, and that an earlier
interest, the peculiar form of intercourse of wliich has alrcady been
ousted by that belonging to a later interest, remuins for a long
time afterwards im possession of a traditional power in the illu-
sory community (State, law), which has won am existence inde-
pendent of the individuals; a power which in the lasl resort can
only be brokeun by a revolution. This explains why, with reference
to individual points [62] which allow of a more general summing-
up, consciousness can sometimes appear further advanced tham
the contemporary empirical relationships, so that in the struggles
of a later cpoch one can refer to earlier theorcticians as authorities.

On the otlier hand, in coumtries which, like North America,
begiu in an already advanced historical epoch, the developnient
proceeds very rapidly. Such countries have mo other natural pre-
mises tlian the individuals, who settled there and were led to do
so because the forms of iutercourse of the old countries did not
correspond to their wants. Thus they begin with the most ad-
vanced individuals of the old countries, and, thercfore, with the
correspondingly most advanced form of intercourse, before this
form of intercourse has been able to establish itsclf 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 ilie eleventh and twellth centuries, provide exam-
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Jes of this. A similar reldtionship issues from conquest, when a

r;n of intercourse which has evolved on another soil is brought
fo.cr complete to the conquered country: whereas in its home it
0".‘5 still encumbered with interests and relationships left over
}Vz)m carlier periods, here i can and must be established com-
rleuxly and without hindrance, if only to assure the conquerors’
Jasting power. (England and Naples after the Norman conquest,?
when they received the most perfect form of feudal organisation.)

[8- The Role of Violence (Conquest) in History]

This whole interprelation of history appears to be contradicted
by the facl of conquest. Up till now violence, war, pillage, murder
and robbery, elc., have been accepted as the driving force of
history. Here we mmnst limit ourselves to the chief points and
take, therefore, ouly the most striking example —the desiruction
of an old civilisation by a barbarous people and the resulting
formation of au entirely new organisation of society. (Rome and
thie barbarians; feudalism and Gaul; the Byzantine Empire and
the Turls:3)

[631 Wilh the conquering barbarian people war itself is still,
as indicated above, a regular form of intercourse, which is the
more eagerly exploited as the increase in population together with
the Lraditional and, for it, the only possible crude mode of pro-
duction gives rise to the need for new means of production.
T taly, on the other hand, the concentration of landed property
{eansed not only by buying-up and indebtedness but also by inher-
itauce, since loose living being rife and marriage rare, the old
fawilies gradually died out and their possessions fell into the
hands of u few) and its conversion into grazing-land (caused not
only by the usual economic forces still operative today but by the
tportalion of plundered and tribute-corn aud the resultant lack
ol demund for Ilalian corn) brought about the almost total disap-
bearace of the free population. The very slaves died out again and
again, and had constantly to be roplaced by new ones. Slavery
Tmained the basis of the whole productive system. The plebeians,
Widway between freemen and slaves, never succeeded in becoming
’t“(”‘v’ than a proletarian rabble. Rome indeed never became more
2an a city; its connection with the provinces was almost exclu-

Sively political and could, therefore, easily be broken again by
Political events.

,1N0uIing Is more common than the notion that in history up
Y3 now it has only been a question of taking. The barbarians

B
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take the Roman Empire, and this fact of laking is made to explaij
the transition from the old world 1o the feudal system. In thi
taking by barbarians, however, the guestion is, whether the na
tion whicli is conguered has evolved induslrial productive forces;
as is the case with modcru peoples, or whether their productive
forces are based for the most part merely on their association ang
on the community. Takiug is [urther determined by the object
taken. A banker’s foriune, consisting of paper, cannot be taken
at all, withoutl the taker’s submilting Lo the conditiions of pro-
duction and intercourse of the conniry 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 is
nothing more to take, you llave to set aboul producing. From this
necessity of producing, which very soon asserts itsell, it followg
{64] that the form of community adopled by the setlling cons
querors must correspond Lo the stage of development of the pro-
ductive forces they find in existence; or, if this is not the casé
from the start, it must change according to the productive forces,
By this, too, is explained the fact, which people profess to have
noticed cverywhere in the period following the migration of the
peoples, namely, that the servant was master, and that the con-
querors very soon took over language, culture and manners from
the congnered. The feudal system was by no meaus brought com-
plete from Germany, but had its origin, as far as the conquerors
were concerued, iu the martial organisation of the army during
the aclual couquest, and this only evolved after the conquest
into the feudal system proper Uirough the aclion of the productive
forces found in the conquered countries. To what an exlent this
form was determined by Lhe productive forces is shown by the
abortive attempts lo realise olher forms derived from reminis-
cences of ancient Rome (Charlemagne, ete.).
To be contiuued.

[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, are [used together
into the two simplest forms: private property and labour. With
money every form of intercourse, and intercourse itself, is con-
sidered fortuitous for the individuals. Thus money implies that
all previous inlercourse was only intercourse of jndividuals under
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rticular conditions, not of individuals as individuals. These
. ditions are reduced to two: accumulated labour or private prop-
C\?{u, and actual labour. If both or one of these ceases, then inter-
L.:)u};-;a comes to a standstill. The modern economists themselves,
;g,, Sismondi, (Ihe}-buliez, etc., oppost “association of jnd:i-
v'idnals" to “association of ca.pital”. On thp other hand, thg indi-
viduals themselves are entirely snbordinated to the division
of labour and henee are brought into the most comnplete dependence
on onc another. Private property, insofar as within labonr itself
it is opposed to labour, evolves out of the necessity of accumula-
tion, and has still, to begin with, rather the form of the commu-
nality; but in its further development it approaches more and
more the modern form of private property. The division of la-
bour immplies from the outset the division of Lhe conditions of labour,
of tools and materials, and thus the splitting-up of accu-
mulated capital among different owners, and thus, also, the divi-
sion between capital and labour, and the different forms of prop-
erty itself. The more the division of labour develops [65] and
accnmulation grows, the sharper are the forms that this process
of differentiation 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 Eugland, etc., foreign
peoples transplanted to an already developed soil, in America
1o an entirely new soil; in Germany the natural population 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 di-
vorced from the individuals, alongside the individnals: the reason
for this is that the individuals, whose forces they are, exist split
“p and in opposition to one 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
orm and are for the individuals no longer the forces of the individ-
uals but of private property, and hence of the individuals only
Insofar as they are owners of private property themselves, Never,
W any earlier period, have the productive forces taken on a form
0 indifferent to the intercourse of individuals as individuals,

€Cause their intercourse itself was formerly a restricted one.

* [Marginal note by Kngels:] 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 relatiog
with one another as individuals.

The only connection which stilt 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 carlier periods self-activity and the production of
material life were separated, in that they devolved on differen
persons, and while, on account of the narrowness of the indi
viduals themselves, the production of material life was considere
as a subordinate mode of scl-activity, they now diverge to sucl
an cxtent that altogether material life appears as the end, an
what produces this material life, labour (which is mow the only
possible but, as we see, negative form of self-activity), as the
means.

[10. The Necessity, Conditions and Consequences
of the Abolition of Private Property|

Thus things have now come to such a pass, that the individuals
must appropriate the existing totlality of productive forces, not
only to achicve self-activity, but, also, merely to safeguard their
very existence.

This appropriation is first determined by the object to be appro-
priated, the productive forces, which have been developed to a
totality and which only exist within a universal intercourse.
From this aspect alone, thecrefore, 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 individual capacilies corres-
ponding to the material instruments of production. The appropria-
tion of a totality of instruments of production is, for this very
reason, the development of a totality of capacities in the indi-
viduals themselves.

This appropriation is further determined by the persons appro-
priating. Only the proletarians of the present day, who arc com-
pletely 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 postulaled development of a totality of capacities. All earlier
revolutionary appropriations were restricted; individwals, whose
self-activity was restricted by a crude instrument of production
and a limited intercourse, appropriated this crude instrument [67]
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-oduction, and hence merely achicved a new state of limita-
o.f p! Their instrumenl of production became tleir property, but
UO,I:,' {hemselves remained subordinate to the division of labour
tth their owu instrument of production. In all expropriations
u”)(m now, a mass of individuals remained subservient to a single
;Bstrument of pr.oduction; in the ap[-)ropriation by the prple-
tarians, & INass of instruments of production must be {nade sqb]ect
Lo cach individual, and properly to all. Modern universal inter-
conrse can be controlled by individuals, therefore, only when cou-
trolled by atle

This appropriation is further determined by the manuer in
whiclt il nust be effected, IL can ouly be effected through a uanion,
witicle by the character of the proletariat itself can again only be
a universal oue, aud through a revolution, in which, on the oue
haud, the power of the earlier mode of production and intercourse
.anl sociad orgauisation is overthrown, and, on the other liand,
there develops the universal character and the euergy of the pro-
teturiat, without which Lhe revolution cannot be accomplished;
awl in which, Turther, Lhe proletarial rids itself of everything
thut still clings to il from its previous position in sociely.

Ouly at this stage does self-activily coiucide with material
tife, which correspouds to the development of individuals into
coaplete individuals and the casling-off of all natural limilations.
The trausformalion of labour into self-activity correspouds to
the trausformation of the earlier limited iutercourse inlo the
intercourse of iudividuals as such. With the appropriation of
the totul productive forces through united individuals, private
properly comes to an end. Whilsl previously in history a partic-
ular conditiou always appeared as accidentsl, now the isola-
tion of iucividuals and the parlicular private gain of each mau
bave theinselves become accidental.

The individuals, who are 10 longer subject [68] to the division
ol tabour, have been conceived by the philosophers as an ideal,
under the name “Man”. They have conceived the whole process
which we have outlined as the evolalionary process of “Man”,
so that at every historical stage “Man” was substituted for the
ladividuals and shown as the motive force of history. The whole
Process was thus conceived as a process of the self-estrangement
Pf “:\luu“.* und this was essentially due to the fact Lhat the average
individual of the later slage wus always foisted on to the eartier
Stuge, wud the consciousness of a later age on Lo the iudividuals of
an eurlier. Throagh this inversion, which from the first is an ab-
stract, image of the actual conditions, it was possible to transform
the whole of history into an evolutionary process of consciousness,
—_——

* [Marginal note by Marx:] Self-estrangement.
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* " *

Civil society embraces the whole material intercourse of ind
viduals within a definile 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 itsell as State
The term “civil society”™ (biirgerliche Gesellschaft)* emerged in th
eighteenth century, when property relationships had alrcady
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 the State and of
the rest of the idealistic** superstructure, has, however, always
been designated by the same name.

{11.] 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 rearing 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 property as a whole, is confined to landed property
only. Real private property began with the ancients, as with
modern nations, with movable property.—(Slavery and commu-
nity) (dominium ex jure Quiritum***). In the casc of the nations
which grew out of the Middle Ages, tribal property evolved through
various stages—feudal landed property, corporative movable
property, capital invested in manufacture—to modern capital,
determined 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 cor-
responds the modern State, which, purchased gradnally 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

* “Birgerliche (lesellschaft™ can mean either “bourgeois society™ or
“civil socicty”.—Kd.
*#x je., ideal, ideological.—Ed.
*#+ Ownership in accordance with the law applying to full Roman
citizens.— Fd.
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of property, the bourgeois, extend to it, as reflected in the
d fall of State funds on the stock exchange. By the mere
at it is a class and no longer am estate, the bourgeoisie is
forced to organise itself no longer locally, but nationally, and togive

eneral form to its mean average interest. Through the emanci-
a,‘%iou of privale property from the comniunity, the Stale has
b‘ecome a separate entity, beside and qutside civil society; but it
is nothing niore than the lorm of organisation which the bourgeois
pecessarily adopt both for internal and external purposes, for
the nntual guarantee of their property and interests, The inde-
pendence of the State is only foind 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 mixtire; coun-
(ries, that is to say, in which no one section of the population
can achieve dominance over the otliers. This is the case particu-
larly in Germany. The most perfect example of the modern State
is North {701 America. The modern French, English and American
wrilers all express the opinion that the State exists ouly [or the
sake of private property, so that this fact has penetrated into the
conscionsuess of the normal man.

Since the State is the form in which the individuals of a ruling
class assert tlicir common interests, and in which the whole civil
society of an epoch is epitomised, it follows that the State mediates
in the formalion of all common institutions and thal the in-
stilutions receive a political form. Hence the illusion that law
is based on the will, and indeed on the will divorced from its real
basisron free will. Similarly, justice is in its turn reduced to the
actual Jaws.

Civil law develops simultancously with private property out
of the disintegration of the natural community. With the Romans
the development of private property and civil law had no [urtker
Industrial and commercial consequences, because their whole mode
of production did not alter.* With modern peoples, where the
feudal community was disintegrated by industry and trade, there

©gan with the rise of private property and civil law a new pliase,
:“fh}Ch was capable of further development. The very first town
N 10{1 carried on an extensive maritime trade in the Middle Ages,
trggl fi, also develqped maritime law.3! As soon as industry and
in 0(: developed.pnvato property further, first in Itgly and later
imm (1101‘ countries, the h.lghly dev‘eloped Romar.l civil law. was
thebe lately adopted again and raised to authority. When later
up it:‘.lrge"lsw had acquired so much power that the princes took
S Inleresis in order to overthrow the feudal nobility by means
\

* [Marginal note by Engels:] (Usuryl)

owners
rise an
fact, ith
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of the bourgeoisie, there began in all countries—in France in th
sixteenth century—the real development of law, which in al
countries cxcept England proceeded [71] 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 musl not be forgotten that la
has jusl as little an independent history as religion.)

In civil law the existing property relationships are declare
to be the result of the general will. The jus utendi et abuiendi
itself asserts on the one hand the fact that private property ha
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 deflinile economic limilations for Lhe owmer of
private property, if he does not wish to see his property and hencé
his jus abutendi*** pass into other hands, since actually the thingj
considered merely with reference to his will, is not a thing at all
but only becomes a thing, true property in intercourse, and indej
pendently of the law (a relationship, which the philosophers cal
an idea****) This juridical illusion, whick reduces law to th
mere will, necessarily leads, in the further development of pro
erty relatiouships, 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
explains the fact that for them, as for every code, it is altogethes
fortuitous that individuals enter into relationships among them+
selves (e.g., contracts); it explains why they consider that thesd
relationships [can] be cntered into or not at will, |72] and that
their content resls purely on the individual [free] will of the con<
tracting parties. '

Whenever, through the development of industry and commerce,
new forms of inlercourse have been evolved (c.g., insurance com-
panies, ete.), the law has always been compelled to admit them
among the modes of acquiring property.*#¥*#

* The right of using and consuming (also: abusing), i.e., of dispos-
ing of a thing at will.—FKd.

* ** Consuming or abusing.—Ed.

*** The right of abusing.—Ed.

**+x [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.

##44% Further, at the end of the manuscript, there are notes written
in Marx’s hand which were intended for his further elaboration.— Ed.
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[12. Forms of Social Consciousness]

The inftucnce of the division of labour on science.

The role of repression with regard to the State, right, morality,
etc[.ln thel taw the bourgeois must give themselves a general ex-
ression precisely because they rule as a class.

Natural science and history.

There is no history of politics, law, science, etc., of art, religion,
ete.*

Why the ideologists turn everything upside-down.

Religionists, jurists, politicians.

Jurists, politicians (statesmen in general), moralists, religion-
ists.

For Lhis ideological subdivision within a class, 1. The occupa-
tion assumes an independent existence owing to division of labour:
everyone believes his craft to be the true one. The very nature
of their craft causes them to succumb the more easily to illusions
regarding the connection between their craft and reality. In their
conscionsness, in jurisprudence, politics, etc., relationships become
coucepts; 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 re-
gards legislation as the real, active driving [orce. Respect for
their goods, because their craft deals with general matters.

ldea of justice. 1dea of State. The matter is turned upside-down
in ordinary consciousness.

_P\.eligion is from the outset consciousness of the transcendental
arising from a real necessity.
This more popular.

Tradition, with regard to law, rcligion, etc.
* * »

[78]** Individuals always started, and always start, from them-
selves. Thejr relations are the relations of their real life. How

—_—

o T [Marginal note by Marx:] To the “communily” as it appears in the
n\:.mnt Slat.e,_m feudalism and in the absolute monarchy, to this bond cor-
J’f“q .Psliecmlly the religious conceptions. . .
vel: t.'“ns ast page is not numbered in the manuscript. Il contains notes
cm;i Ing to the beginning of the authors’ exposition of the materialistic
o tceptxon of history. The ideas expressed here are developed in Part I
e chapler, in Section 3.—Ed.
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does it happen that their relations assume an independent
cxistence over against them? and that the forces of their own
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 November 1845

and August 1846

First published in Russian in Translated from the German
the Marz-Engels Archives, Book I,

1924



KARL MARX

From THE POVERTY OF PHILOSOPHY

Fconomic categories are only the theorectical expressions, the
abslraclions of the social relations of production. M. Proudhon,
holding things upside down like a true philosopher, secs in actual
relations nothing but the incarnation of these principles, of these
calegories, which were slumbering—so M. Proudhon the phi-
losopher tells us—in the bosom of the “impersonal reason of
humanity”.

M. Proudhon the economist understands very well that men
make cloth, linen or silk materials in definite relations of produc-
tion. But what he has not underslood is thal these definite social
Telalions are just as much produced by men as linen, flax, etc.
Social relations are closely bound up with produnctive forces.
In acqniring new productive forces men change their mode of
production; and in changing their mode of production, in changing
the way of carning their living, they change all their social rela-
tions. The hand-mill gives you society with the fendal lord; the
steam-mill, society with (he industrial capitalist.

The same men who establish their social relations in conformity
with their material productivity, produce also principles, ideas
and categories, in conformity with their social relations.

Thus these ideas, these categories, are as little eternal as the
relations they express. They are historical and transitory products.

There is a continual movement of growth in productive forces,
Pf destruclion in social relations, of formation in ideas; the only
llfllmlltable thiug is the abstraclion of movement—mors immoria-
is....

Economists have a singular method of procedure. There
are only two kinds of institutions for them, artificial
and natural. The institutions of feudalism are artificial institn-
tions, those of the bonrgeoisic are natural institutions. In this
they resemble the theologians, who likewise eslablish two kinds

v
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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 eco-
nomists say that present-day relations—the relalions 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 mature. These relations therefore
are themselves natural laws independent of the influence of time.
They are ecternal laws which musl always govern wociely. Thus
there has been history, bul there is no louger any. There has been
history, since there were the institutions of feudalism, and in these
institalions of feudalism we find quite different relations of pro-
duction 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, irrespeclive
of the fact thal it is always the bad side that in the end triumphs
over the good side. It is the bad side that produces the movement
which makes history, by providing a slruggle. If, during the
epoch of the domination of feudalism, the economists, enthusias~
tic over the knightly virtues, the beautiful Lharmony between
rights and duties, the patriarchal life of the towns, the pros-
perous condition of domestic industry in the countryside, the de-
velopwent of industry organised into corporations, guilds and
frateruities, in short, cverything that coustitutes the good side
of feudalism, had set themsclves the problem of eliminating
everylhing that cast a shadow on this picture—serfdom, privi-
leges, anarchy—what would have happened? All the elements
which called forth the struggle would have beeu dcstroyed, and
thie development of the bourgeoisie nipped in the bud. One would
have set oneself the absurd problem of eliminatiug history.

Alfler the triumph of the bourgcoisie there was vo longer any
question of the good or the bad side of feudalism. The bourgeoisie
took possession of the productive forces it had developed under
feudalism. All the old economic forms, the corresponding civil
relations, the political state which was the official expression of
the old civil society, were smaslied.

Thus feudal production, to be judged properly, must be con-
sidered as a mode of production founded on antagonism. It must
be shown lhow wealth was produced within this antagonism, how
the productive forces were developed at the same time as class
antagonisms, how one of the classes,-the bad side, the drawback
of society, went ou 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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ductive forces are developed, are anything but eternal laws, but
that they correspond to a definite development of men and of their
sroductive forces, and that a change in men’s prodmctive forces
pecessarily brings about a change in their relations of production?
As tlie main thing is not to be deprived of the fruits of civilisation,
of the acquired productive forces, the traditional forms in which
they were produced must be smashed. From this moment the revo-
[utiomary 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
development, the bourgeoisie necessarily develops its antagonistic
characier, which at first is more or less disguised, existing only in
a latent state. As the bourgeoisie develops, there develops in its
bosom a new proletariat, a modern proletariat; there develops
a struggle between the proletarian class and tlie bourgeois class,
a siruggle which, before being felt, perceived, appreciated, under-
stood, avowed and proclaimed aloud by both sides, expresses
iteelf, to start with, merely in partial and momentary conflicts,
i subversive acts. On the other hand, if all the members of the
modern bourgeoisie llave the same interests inasmuch as they
form a class as against another class, they have opposite, antago-
nistic interests inasmuch as they stand face (o face wilh one an-
other. This opposition of interests results from the economic con-
ditions of their bourgeois life. From day to day it thus becomes
ciearer 1hat the production relations im which the bourgeoisie
moves have not a simple, uniform character, but a dual charac-
ter; that im the selfsame relations in which wealth is produced,
poverty is produced also; that in the selfsame relations in wlick
there is a development of the productive forces, there is also a
foree producing repression; that these relations produce bourgeois
wealifr. i.e., the wealth of the bourgeois class, only by continunally
anuihifating the wealth of the individual members of this class
and by producing an ever-growing proletariat.

Lhe more the antagonistic character comes to light, the more
the economists, the scientific representatives of bourgeois pro-
d}xf,tion, find themselves in confliet with their own theory; and
dilferent schools arise.

. We have the fatalist economists, who in their theory are as
Indifferent to what they ecall the drawbacks of bourgeois pro-
duction ag the bourgeois themselves are in practice to the suffer-
tgs of the proletarians who help them to acquire wealth. In
this fatalist school there are Classics and Romantics. The Clas-
f‘]C\ like Adam Smith and Ricardo, represent a bourgeoisie which,
Vhile stil] struggling with tlie relics of feudal society, works only
© Purge economic relations of feudal taints, to increase the pro-

Uclive 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 suffer-
ings, 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 imto cate-
gorics, imto laws, and of showing how superior these laws, these
categorics, are for the production of wealth to the laws and cate-
gories 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 whick thoe bourgeoisie
is in direct opposition to the proletariat; in which poverty is
engeudered in as great abundance as wealth. The economists now
pose as blasé fatalists, who, from their elevated positiomn, cast a
proudly disdainful glance at the liluman machines who manufacture
wealth. They copy all the developments given by their predeces-
sors, and the indifference which in the latter was merely naiveté
becomes in them coquetry.

Next comes the kumanitarian school, which sympathises with
the bad side of present-day production relations. [t seeks, by way
of easing its conscience, to palliate even il slightly the real con-
trasts; it sincerely deplores tho distress of the proletariat, the
unbridled competition of the bourgeois among themselves; it
counsels the workers to be sober, to work hard and to have few
children; it advises thie bourgeois to put a reasoned ardour into
production. The whole theory of this school rests on interminable
distinctions between theory amd practice, between prineiples 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
1o perfection. It denies the necessity of antagonism; it wants to
turn all men into bourgeois; it wants to realise theory im 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 ab-
straction of the contradictions that are met with at every moment
is actual reality. This theory would therefore become idealised
reality. The pliilanthropists. 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 scriously fighting bourgeois practice, and they are more bour-
geois than the others.

Just 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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P
and consequently so long as the struggle itself of ihe proletariat
with the bourgeoisie has not yel assmmed a political character,
and thie productive forces are not yel sufficiently developed in
{lie bosom of the bourgeoisie itself Lo enable us o catch a glimpse
of the material condilions necessary for the emancipation of the
])roletariat and for the formation of a new sociely, these theoreti-
cianz are merely itopians who, to meet the wants of the oppressed
classes, improvise systems and go in secarch of a regenerating
science. But in the rueasure that history moves forward, and with
it the struggle of the proletarial assmmes clearer outlines, they
no longer need to seck science in their minds; they have only
{o lake note of what is happening before their cyes and Lo become
its momnthpiece. So long as they look for science and merely make
systems, so long as they are at the begiuning of the struggle, they
see in poverty nothing bmt povertly, without seeing in it the revo-
lutionary, subversive side, which will overthrow the old society.
From this moment, science, which is a product of the historical
movenrent, has associated itself cousciously with it, has ccased to
be doctrinaire and has become revolutionary.

Let ns return to M. Prondhon.

Every economic relation has a good and a bad side; it is the
onc point o whiclt M. Proudhon does not give himself the lie.
He sees the good side expounded by tlie economists; the bad
side he seces demouriced by the Socialists. lle borrows from the
ecouomists the necessily of eternal relations; he borrows from
the Socialists the itlusion of seeing in poverty nothing but poverty,
lle is in agreenient with both in wanting to fall back upon the
anthority of science. Science for him reduces itself to the slender
proportions of a scientific formula; he is the man in search of for-
mnlas. Thus it is that M. Proudhon flatters himself on having
given a criticism of both political economy and communism: he
is beneath them both. Benealh the economists, since, as a philos-
oplier who has at his elbow a magic formula, he tlonght he could
dispense with going into purely economic details; bermeath Lhe
Socialists, because he has neither courage enongh nor insight
enotgh o rise, be it even speculatively, above the bonrgeois ho-
Tizon.

He wants to be the synthesis—he is a comiposite error.

He wauts to soar as the man of science above the bonrgeois
and the proletarian; he is merely the "petty borrgeois, continually
tossed back and forth between capital and labour, political eco-
omy and commuuism....

arge-scale industry conceutrates in one place a erowd of peo-
l’)le unknown to one another. Compelition divides their interests.

" the mainlenance of wages, this common inlerest which they
Y4ve against their boss, unites them in a common thought of
S—10g7
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resistance —combination. Thus combination always has a doubla
aim, that of stopping competition among the workers, so that
they can carry on general competition with the capitalist. If the
first aim of resistance was merely the maintenance of wages, com-
binations, 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 asso-
ciation 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,
in the eyes of these economists, are established solely in favour
of wages. In this struggle—a veritable civil war—all the ele-
menls necessary for a coming battle unite aud develop. Once
it has reached this point, association takes on a political char-
acter.

Economic conditions had first transformed the mass of the
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 noted only 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 feu-
dalism and absolute monarchy, and that in which, already consti-
tuted as a class, it overthrew feudalism and monarchy to make
sociely into a bourgeois society. The first of these phases was the
longer and necessitated the greater efforts. This too began by par-
tial combinations against the feudal lords.

Much research has been carried out to trace the different his-
torical phases that the bourgeoisie has passed through, from the
commune up to its constitution as a class.

But when it is a question of making a precise study of 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 autagonism of classes. The emancipation of the
oppressed class thus implies necessarily the creation of a new so-
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 exist-
ing side by side. Of all the instruments of produetion, the great-
est productive power is the revolutionary class itself. The organ-
isation of revolutionary elements as a class supposes the existence
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of all the productive forces which could be engendered in the
posom of the old sociely.

Does 1his mean that after the fall of the old society there will

e a new class domimation culminaling in a new political power?
No.
N The condition for the emancipalion of the working class is the
abolition of every class, just as the condition for the liberation
of thie third estale, of the bourgeois order, was the abolilion of
all estates® and all orders.

The working class, in the course of ils development, will sub-
<titute for the old civil sociely an associalion which will exclude
classes and their antagonism, and there will be no more political
power properly so-called. since political power is precisely the
official expression of anlagonism in civil sociely.

Meanwhile the antagonism between the proletarial and the
hourgeoisie is a struggle of class against class, a siruggle which
carried 1o its lighesi expression is a tlotal revolution. Indeed,
js il at all surprising thatl a society founded on the opposiltion
of classes should culminate in brutal contradiction, the shock of
bedy against body, as ils final dénouement?

Do not say that social movement excludes political movement.
There is never a political movement which is not at the same
Lime social. .

It is only in an order of things in wlicl tliere are no more
classes and class antagonisms that social evolutions will cease to
be political revolutions.

Written in the first half of 1847

First published as a separate Translaied from the French
book in Paris and Brussels in 1847

—_—

“‘iH}: Esta}.es I\ereAin.the hi§tt_ﬂ'ica‘l sense of the estates of feudalism, estates
ishe ]deﬁmte and limited privileges. The revolution of the bourgeoisie abol-
: “f the estates and thoir przvﬂeges. Bpul_'gems_socxe.ty knows only classes.
rol a:, therefore, absolutely in contradiction with history to describe the
188;]’(\“:” as the “fourth estate”. [Note by ¥. Engels to the German edition,

o
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From MANIFESTO OF THE COMMUNIST PARTY?

1
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, guild-
master*** and journeyman, in a word, oppressor and oppressed,
stood in constant opposition to one another, carried on an uninter-
rupted, now hidden, now open fight, a fight that each time ended,
either in a revolutionary re-constitution of society at large, or
in the common ruin of the contending classes.

In the earlier epochs of history, we find almost everywhere
a complicated arrangement of society into various .orders, a mani-
fold gradation of social rank. In ancient Rome we have patri-
cians, knights, plebeians, slaves; in the Middle Ages, feudal

* By bourgeoisie is meant the class of moderu Capitalists, owners of
the means of social production and employers of wage-labour. By prole-
tariat, the class of modern wage-labourers who, having 1o means of produc-
tion of their own, are reduced to selling their labour-power in order to live.
i{Note by Engels to the English edition of 1888.]

** That is, all written history. In 1847, the pre-liistory of society, the
social organisation existing previous to recorded history, was all but unknown.
‘Since then, Haxthausen ﬁiscovered common owuership of land in Russia,
Maurer proved it to be the social foundation from which all Teutouic races
started 1n history, and by and by village communities were found to be,
or to have been the primitive form of society everywhere from India to
Ireland. The inner organisation of this primitive Communistic sociely
was laid bare, in its typical form, by Morgan’s crowning discovery of the
true nature ol the gens and its relation to the tribe. Willh the dissolution
of these primaeval communities sociely begins to be differentiated into
separate and finally antagonistic classes. 1 have attempted to retrace this
process of dissolution in: “Der Ursprung der Familie, des Privateigentlums
und des Staats” [ The Qrigin of the Family, Private Property and the State,—
Ed.], 2nd edition, Stuttgart 1886. [Note by Engels to the English edition
of 1888.]

/**"' Guilt-master, that is, a full member of a guild. a master within, not
a head of a guild. [Vote by Engels to the English edition of 1888.1
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jords, vassals, gnild-masters, journeymen, apprentices, serfs; in
alimost all of these classes, again, subordinale gradations.

The modern bourgeois socicty thal has sprouted from Lhe
uing of feudal socicty has not done away with class antagonisms.
[t has but establislied new classes, new conditions of oppression,
aew forms of struggle in place of the old omes.

Onr epoch, the epoch of the bourgeoisic, possesses, however,
Lig distinctive feature: it has simplilied the class anlagonisms.
Spciety as a whole is more and more splilling up into Lwo greal
Jiostile camps, into two great classes direclly facing cach other:
Bonrgeoisie and I’roletariat.

From the serfs of the Middle Ages sprang tlie chartered bur-
ghoers of the earliest towns. From these burgesses the first ecle-
arents of tlie bonrgeoisic were developed.

The discovery ol America, the rounding of the Cape, opened
up fresh ground for the rising bourgeoisie. The East-Indian and
Chinese markets, the colonisalion of America, trade with the
colouics, the increase in the means ol exchange and in commodi-
ties generally, gave to conumerce, to navigation, to indusiry, an
intpulse never before kuown, and thereby, to thie revolulionary
clement in the tottering feudal society, a rapid developmenl.

The feudal system of industry, under which industrial pro-
duclion was monopolised by closed gnilds, now no longer sufficed
for the growing wants of the new markets. The manufacturing
syslem took its place. The guild-masters were pushed on onc sile
by the mamufacturing middle class; division of labour between
the different corporate guilds vanished in the face of division
of labour in each single workshop.

Mcantime the markets kept ever growing, the demand ever
rising. Even manufacture no longer sufficed. Thereupon, stean
and macbinery revolutionised industrial production. The place
of mianufacture was faken by the giant, Modern Industry, the
Place of the industrial middle class, by industrial millionaires,
the leaders of whole industrial arniies, the niodern bourgeois.

Modern industry has established the world market, for which
the discovery of America paved the way. This market has given
I immense development to commerce, to navigation, to com-
Dnication by land. This development has, in ils turn, reacted
on the extension of industry; and in proportion as industry,
Commerce, navigation, railways extended, in the same propor-
tHon the bonrgeoisie developed, increased its capital, and pushed
“’;0 the background every class handed down from the Middle
“A8es,

We see, therefore, how the modern bourgeoisie is itself the
Till‘;)_c]uct .of a long course of development, of a series of revo-

'ous in the inodes of production and of exchauge.
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Each step in the development of the bourgeoisic was accom-
panied by a corresponding political advance of that class. An
oppressed class under the sway of the feudal nobility, an armed
and secl-governing association in the mediaeval commune*; here
independent urban republic (as in Italy and Germany), there
taxable “third estate” of the monarchy (as in France), afterwards,
in the period of manufacture proper, serving either the semi-
feudat or the absolute monarchy as a counterpoisec 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 man-
aging 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 retations. It has piti-
lessly toru asunder the motley feudal ties that bound man to his
“natural superiors”, and has lell remaining no other nexus be-
tween man and man than naked sel-interest, than callous “cash
payment”. It has drowned the most heavenly ccstasies of religious
fervour, of chivalrous enthusiasm, of philistine sentimentalism,
in the icy water of egotistical calcutation. It has resolved per-
sonal worth into exchange vatue, and in place of the numberless
indefeasible chartered freedoms, has set up that singte, unconscion-
able freedom—Free Trade. In one word, for exploitation, veiled
by religious and political illusions, it has substituted naked,
shameless. direct, brutal exploitation. =

The bourgeoisic has siripped of its halo every occupation
hitherto honoured and looked up to with reverent awe. }t has
converted the physician, the lawyer, the priest, the poet, the
man of science, into ils 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 Middle Ages, which Reactionists
so much admire, found its fitting complement in the most siothful

* “Communc” was the name taken, in France, by thie nascenl towsns even
before thoy Liad conquered from their feudal lords and masters local self-
overnment and political rights as the “Third Estate”. Generally speaking,
%or the economical development of the bourgeoisie, England is here taken
as the Lypical country; for its political development, France. [Note by Engels
to the English edilion of 18883

This was the name given their urban communitics by the townsmen of
Italy aud France, after they hiad purchased or wrested their initial rights
of self-government from their [eudal lords. [Note by Fngels to the German
edition of 1890.]
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indolence. It has been the first to show what man’s activity can
pring about. It has accomplished wonders far surpassing Egyp-
(iay pyramids, Roman aqueducts, and Gothic cathedrals; it has
conducted expeditions that put in the shade all former Exoduses
of nations and crusades.

The bourgeoisic cannot exist without constantly revolution-
jsing the instruments of production, amd thereby the relations
of production, and with them the whole relations of society.
Conservation of the old modes of production in unaltered form,
was, ol the contrary, the first condition of existence for all earlier
industrial classes. Counstant revolutionising of production, uniu-
terrupled disturbance of all social conditions, everlasting uncer-
tainly and agitation distinguish the bourgeois epoch from all
earlier ones. All fixed, fast-frozen relations, with their train
of ancient and venerable prejudices and opinious, are swept
away. all new-formed ones become antiquated before they can
ossify. 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.

The need of a constantly expanding market for its products
chiases the bourgeoisie over the whole surface of the globe. It
mst nestle everywhere, settle everywhere, establish connexions
everywhere.

The bourgeoisie has through its exploitation of the world-market
givenl a cosmopolitan character to production and consumption
i every country. To the great chagrin of Reactionists, it has
drawn from under the feet of indusiry the national ground on
which it stood. All old-established national industries lrave been
destroyed or are daily being destroyed. They are dislodged by
umew jnduostries, whose introduction becomes a life and death
question for all civilised nations, by industries that no longer
work up indigenous raw material, but raw malerial drawnfrom
the remotest zones; industries whose products are consumed, not
only at home, but in every quarter of the globe. In place of the
old wants, satisfied by the productions of the country, we find
Iew wants, requiring for their satisfaction the products of distant
lands and climes. In place of the old local and national seclusion
and  self-sufficiency, we have intercourse in every direction,
universal inter-dependence of nations. And as in material, so also
I iutellectual production. The intellectual creations of indi-
vidual nations become common property. National one-sidedness
and narrow-mindedness become more and more impossible, and
from (he numerous nalional and local literatures, there arises
& world literature.

The bourgeoisie, by the rapid improvement of all instruments
of Prodnction, by the immensely facilitated means of communi-
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cation, draws all. even the most barbarian, nations into civili-
sation. The clheap prices of its commodities are the heavy artillery
with which it batlers down all Chinese walls, with which it forces
the barbarians’ intensely obstimate hatred of forcigners to ca-
pitulate. Tt compels all nations, on pain ol extinction, to adopt the
bourgeois mode of production; it compels them to introduce what
it calls civilisation into their midst, i.e., to become bourgeois
themselves. Inm one word, it creates a world after its own
image.

The bonrgeoisie ltas subjected the country to the rule of the
towns. It has created enormous cities, has greatly increased the
urban population as compared with the rural, and has thus rescned
a considerable part of the population from the idiocy of rural
life. Just as it has made the conntry dependent on the towus, o
it has made barbarian aud senii-barbarian countries dependent
on the civilised oues, nations of peasants on nations of bourgcois,
the East on the West.

The bourgeoisie keeps more and more doing away with the
scattered state of the population, of the means of production,
and of property. [t has agglomerated population, centralised
means of production, and has concentrated property in a few
hands. The necessary consequence of this was political central-
isation. Independent, or but loosely connected proviuces, with
scparate interests, laws, governments aud systems of taxatiou,
hecame lumped togethier into one nation, with one government,
one code of laws, ome national class-interest, one frontier and
one customs-tariff.

The bonrgeoisie. during its rule of scarce one hundred years, has
created more massive and more colossal prodnctive forces than
have all preceding generatious together. Sabjection of Nature’s
forees to man, machinery, application of chemistry to indnstry
and agricalture, steam-navigation, railways, eleciric telegraphs,
clearing of whole continents for cultivation, canalisation of rivers,
whole populations conjurcd ont of the groand-—what earlier
century had even a prescntiment that such productive forces
slumbered in the lap of social labour?

Woe see then: the means of production and of exchange, on whose
foundation the bourgeoisie built itself up, were generaled in
feudal society. At a certain stage in the development of these
means of production and ol exchange, the couditious under which
feudal society produced and exchanged, the feudal organisation
of agriculture aud manufacturing indusiry, in one word, the
feudal relations of property became no longer compatible with
the already developed productive forces; they became so
many fetters. They had to be burst asander; they were burst
asunder.
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Into their place stepped free competition, accompanied

py a social and political constitution adapted to it, and
py the cconomical and political sway of the Dbourgeois
Jass.
d‘\ «jmilar movemenl is going on belore our own eyes. Modern
pourgeois sociely with its relations of production, of exchange
and of property, a socicty that has conjured up such gigantic
means of production and of exchange, is like tlie sorcerer, who
i~ no longer able to comtrol the powers of the nether world whom
he has called up by his spells. For many a decade past the history
of industry and commerce is but tlie history of the revolt of
modern productive forces against modern conditions of produc-
tion. against the property relations that are the conditions for
the existence of the bourgeoisie and of its rule. Tt is emongh to
mention the commercial crises that by thieir periodical return
put on its trial, each time nrore threateningly, the existemnce of the
cntire bonrgeois socicty. I these crises a great part not only of
the existing products, but also of the previously ereated pro-
ductive forces, are periodically destroyed. In these crises there
hreaks out an epidemic that, iu all earlier epoclis, would have
scented an absurdity. ~the epidemic of over-production. Society
suddenly finds itself put back into a state of momentary barba-
risw; it appears as if a famnine, a universal war of devastation had
cut off the supply of every means of subsistence; industry and
comnmerce seem to be destroyed; and why? Because there is too
uruch civilisation, too much means of subsistenee, Ltoo much indus-
try. too much commerce. The productive forces at the disposal
of society no longer lend to further the development of the comndi-
tious of bourgeois properly; on the contrary, they have become
too powerful for lhese conditions, by which they are fettercd,
amd so soon as tliey overcome these letlers. they bring disorder
into the whole of bourgecois society. endanger the existence of
bourgeois properly. The conditions of bourgeois society are too
narvow 1o comprise the wealth ercaled by them. And how does
the hourgeoisie get over these crises? On Llie one hand by enforced
destruction of a mass of productive forces; ou the otlier, by the
tonquest of mew markets, aud by the niore thorough exploitatiou
Of the 0ld omes. That is to say, by paving the way for more exten-
Mve and nore destructive erises, and by dimiuishiug the means
Whereby crises are prevented.

The weapons with wliicl the bourgeoisie felled feudalism Lo the
ground are mow turned agaimst the bourgeoisie itself.

But 1ot onty has the bourgeoisie forged the weapons that bring
eath 1o itself; it has also ealled into existence the men who are

to wield those weapons—the modern working class—the pro-
elarians, :
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In proportion as the bourgeoisie, i.e., capital, is developed j
in the same proportion is the proletariat, the modern workin
class, developed—a class of labourers, who live only so long aj
they find work, and who find work only so long as their labous
increases capital. These labourers, who must sell themselve;
piecemeal, are a commodity, like every otler article of commerce
and are consequently exposed to all the vicissitudes of competition}
to all the fluctuations of the market. P

Owing to the extensive use of machinery and to division oi
labour, the work of the proletarians has lost all individual char4
acter. aud, consequently, all charm for the workman. He hecomeg
an appendage of the machine, and it is only the most simple,
most monotonous, and most easily acquired knack, that is req«
uired of him. Hence, the cost of production of a workman is re-
stricted, almost entirely, to the means of subsistence that he req-
uires for his maintenance, and {or the propagation of his race. But
the price of a commodity, and thereflore also of labour, is equal
to its cost of production. In proportion, therefore, as the repuls
siveness of the work increases, the wage decreases. Nay more, in
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. -

Modern industry has converted the little workshop of the
patriarchal master into the great factory of the industrial capi-
talist. Masses of labourers, crowded into the factory, are orga-
nised 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 this despotism
proclaims gain to be its end and aim, the more petty, the more
hateful 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 devel-
oped, 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 working class. AN are instruments of labour,
more or less expensive to use, according to their age and
sex.

No sooner is the exploitation of the labourer by the manufac-
turer, 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 land-
lord, the shopkeeper, the pawnbroker, etc.
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The lower strata of the middle class—the small tradespeople,
shopkeepers, and retired tradesmen generally, the handicrafts-
men and peasants—all these sink gradually into the proletariat,
partly becallse their diminutive capital does not suffice for the
ccale on which Modern Indusiry is carried on, and is swamped in
{he competition with the large capitalists, partly because their
specialised skill is rendered worthless by new methods of pro-
Juction. Thus the proletariat is recruited from all classes of the
population.

The proletariat goes thirough various stages of development.
wWillt its birth begins its struggle with the bourgeoisie. At first
{he coutest is carried on by individual labourers, then by tle
workpeople of a factory, then by the operatives of one trade,
in one locality, against the individual bourgeois who directly
evploits them. Tley direct their attacks mot against the bour-
geois conditions of production, but against the instruments of
production themselves; they destroy imported wares that compete
witl their labour, they smash to pieces maclinery, they set facto-
ries ablaze, they seek to restore by force the vauished status of the
workinan of the Middle Ages.

At this stage the labourers still form an incoherent mass scat-
tered over the whole country, and broken up by their mutual com-
pelition. If anywhere they unite 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
its own political ends, is compelled to set the whole proletariat
in motiou, and is moreover yet, for a time, able to do so. At this
slage, therefore, the proletarians do not fight their enemies, but
¢ enemies of their enemies, the remnants of absolute monarchy,
the laudowners, the non-industrial bourgeois, the petty bourgeoi-
ste. Thus the whole historical movement is concentrated in the
hauds of the bourgeoisie; every victory so obtaimed is a victory
for the bourgeoisie.
~ But with the development of industry the proletariat not only
Luercases in nmumber; it becomes concentrated in greater masses,
s strength grows, and it feels thal strength more. The varions
lilerests and conditions of life within the ranks of the proletar-
1l are more and more equalised, in proportion as machinery
obliterates all distinctions of labour, and ncarly everywhere
teduces wages to the samne low level. The growing competition
4aong the bourgeois, and the resulting commercial crises, muke
flro wages of the workers ever more fluctuating. The unceasing
IMprovement of machinery, ever more rapidly developing, makes
Ureir livelihood more and more precarious; the collisions between
dividual workmen and individual hourgeois take more and
More the cliaracter of collisions between two classes. Thereupon
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the workers begin to form combinations (I'rades’ Unions) againsg
the bourgeois; they club together in order to keep up therate
of wages; they found permament associations in order to make
provision beforehand for these occasional revolts. Here and there
the contest breaks out inmto riots.

Now and then the workers are victorioms, but ouly for a time,
The real fruit of their battles les, ot in the immediate result,
but in the ever-expanding nnion of the workers. This muion is
helped on by the improved means of communication that are
crealed by modern indusiry and that ptace the workers of differ-
ent localities in comtact willh one another. It was just this con-
tact that was needed 1o centralise the nnmerous local siruggles,
atll of the same character. into onme natiomal struggle between
classes. Bul every class stroggle is a political struggle. And that
nnion, to attain which tlie burghers of the Middle Ages, with
their miserable highways, required centuries, the modern prole-
tarians, thanks to railways, achieve in a few yeurs.

This organisationt of the proletarians into a class. aud conse-
quently into a political party, is comtinually being upsel again
by the competition between thic workers themselves. But it ever
rises 1np again, sirouger, firmer, niightier. It compels legistative
recognition of particular interests of the workers, by taking advan-
tage of the divisions among the bourgeoisie itsetf. Thus the ten-
hours’ bill in England was carried.

AHogetlier collisions belween the classes of the old socicty
further, in many ways, the course of development of the prote-
tariat. The bourgeoisie finds itself inmvolved im a comstant batile.
At first with the aristocracy; tater on, with those portions of the
bourgeoisic itself, whose interests have become antagomistic
to the progress of imdustry; at all (imes, with the bourgeoisie
of foreign countries. In ail these battles it sees itsell compeltted
to appeal to the proletariat, to ask for its help, aud thns, to drag
it intto the political arema. The bourgeoisie itsctf, therclore, sup-
plies tlie proletariat with its own elements of political and general
education, in other words, it furnishes the proletariat with weapons
for figliting the bourgeoisie.

Further, as we have already seem, entire scctious of the ruling
classes are, by the advance of industry, precipitated imto the
proletariat, or are at least threatened in their conditions of
existence. These also supply the proletariat with fresh elemernts
of enlightenment and progress.

Finally, in times when the class struggle nears the decisive
hour, the process of dissolution goimg on within the ruling class,
in fact within the whole range of old society, assnmessuch a viotent,
glaring character, that a small section of the ruling class cuts itself
adrift, and joins the revolutionary class, the c¢lass that holds the
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frure T its hands. Just as, tlrerefore, al au carlier period, a section
of the mobility wemnl over Lo Lhe bourgeoisie, so row a portion
of the bourgeoisie goes over to the proletariat, and in particular,
a portion of thie bourgeois ideologists. who have raised themselves
to thie level of comprehending theorelically the historical move-
grent ds 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
Industry; the proletariat is its special and cssential product.

The lower middle class, the small marufacturer, the shopkeeper,
tlie artisam, the peasant, all thesc Night against the bourgeoisie,
Lo save from extinction their existence as fractions of the middle
class. They are thereforc nol revolutionary, but conservative.
Nay more, they are reactiomary, for they try to roll back the
wheel of history. If by chance they are revolutionary, they are
¢o only iif view of their impending transfer inlo the proletariat,
they thus defend not their present, bul their future interests,
they descrt their owm.standpoint to place themselves at that of the
proletariat.

The “dangerons class”, the social scum, that passively rotting
rmass throwr off by the lowest layers of old sociely, may, here
aud there, be swept into the movement by a proletarian revolu-
tion, ils conditions of life. however, prepare it far more for
the part of a bribed tool of rcactionary intrigue.

br the comditions of the proletariat, those of old society at
large are already virtually swamped. The proletarian is witliout
properly; his relation to his wife and children has no longer
auylling in comnion with the bourgeois family-relations; modern
industrial labour, modern subjection to capital, the same in
[inglapd as in France, in America as in (Germany, has stripped
him of every trace of national character. Law, morality, religion,
are to him so many bourgeois prejudices, behind which lurk in
mnbush just as many bourgeois inlerests.

All the preceding classes thal got the upper hand, somght Lo
fortily their already acquired statis by subjecting society at
large to their conditions of appropriation. The prolelarians cam-
ol hecome masters of the produclive forces of society. except
by abolishing their own previoms mode of appropriation. and
thereby also every other previons mode of approprialion. They
have nothing of their own to secure and Lo fortify; their mission
5 Lo destroy all previous securities for, and insurances of, indi-
Vidual property. .

Al previous historical movements were movements of minori-
ties. or in the inlerests of minorities. The proletarian movemeut
% the self-conscious, independent movement of the immense
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majority, in the interests of the immense majority. The prole-
tariat, the lowest stratum of our present society, cannot stir,
cannot raise ilself up, without the whole supcerimcumbenl slrata
of official society being sprung into tle air.

Thoungh not iu substance, yet in form, the struggle of the pro-
Ictariat with the bourgcoisie is at first a national struggle. The
proletariat of each country must, of course, first of all scttle
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 foundaliou for the sway of the prole-
tariat.

Hitherto, every form of society has bcen based, as we have
alrcady seen, on the antagomism of oppressing and oppressed
classes. But in order to oppress a class, certain conditions must
be assured to it nnder which it cau. at least, continue ils slavish
existence. The serf, in the period of serfdom, raised himself
to membership i the commuue, just as the petty bourgeois, under
the yoke of feudal absolutism, managed to develop inlo a bour-
geois. The modern labourer, on the coalrary, instead of rising
with the progress of industry, sinks deeper aud deeper below the
conditions of cxistence of his own ¢lass. He becomes a pauper,
aud pauperism develops more rapidly than population and wealth.
And here it becomes cvident, that the bourgeoisie is unfit amy
tonger to be the ruling class in society, aud to impose its condi-
tions of exislence upon society as au over-riding law. It is unfit
to rule because it is incompetent to assure an existence to ils
slave within his slavery, because it cannot help letting him sink
iuto such a state, that it has to [ced him, instead of being fed
by him. Society caun 1o longer live under this bourgeoisie,
in other words, its existence is no louger compatible with
socicty.

The essential condition for the exisltence, and for the sway of
the bourgeois class. is the formation and augmerntatiou of capital;
the condilion for capital is wage-labour. Wage-labour rests exclu-
sively on cowmpetition between the labourers. The advance of
industry, whose involuntary promoter is Llie bourgeoisie, replaces
the isolation of the labonrers, due to competition, by their revo-
lutionary combination, due to association. The 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 prole-
Lariat are equally inevitable.
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I
PROLETARIANS AND COMMUNISTS

{n what relation do the Communists stand to the proletarians
as whole?

The Communists do not form a separate party opposed to other
working-class parties.

They have no interests separate and apart from those of Lhe

roletarial as a whole.

They do not set up any sectarian primciples of their own, by
which 1o shape and mould the proletarian movemecnt.

Tlie Communists are distinguished from the other working-class
parties by this only: 1. In the national struggles of thre proletar-
jans of the different countries, they point out and bring to the
front thic common interests of thie entire proletariat, independently
of all nationality. 2. In the various stages of development whicl
the «truggle of the working class against the bourgeoisie has to
pass through, they always and everywhere represent the interests
ol the movement as a whole.

The Communists, therefore, are on the one hand, practically,
the most advanced and resolute section of the working-class
parties of every country, that section which puslies forward all
otlters; on the other band, theoretically, they have over the great
mass of the proletariat the advantage of clearly understanding
the line of march, the conditions, and the ultimate general results
of (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 bourgeois supremacy, comquest of
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 discov-
ered. by this or that would-be universal rcformer.

. They merely express, in general terms, actual relations spring-
Ing from an existing class struggle, from a hislorical move-
ment going on under our very eyes. The abolition of existing
Properly relations is not at all a distinctive feature of Com-
munism.

Al property relations in the past have continually been sub-
Jeet Lo historical change consequent upon the change i historical
tonditions.

The French Revolution, for example, abolished feudal
Property in favouar of bourgeois property.

0 The distinguishing feature of Communism is not the abolition

Property generally, bul the abolition of bourgeois property.
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ButImodern bourgeois private property is the final and most,i
complete expression of the system of producing amd appropriat.
g products, that is based our class amtagonisms. ou tlhe expl(n-;
tation of the many by the few.

In this sense, the theory of the Comrmunists may be sunimed;
up ir the single sentemce: Abolitiom of private property. |

We Communists have been reproaclied with the desire of abol-
ishing the right of persomally acquiring property as the fruit:
of a man’s owi labour, which property is alleged to be the ground-
work of all persomal freedom, activity and independence.

Hard-won, self-acquired, self-earmed property! Do you mean
e property of the petty artisan and of the small peasaut, a formy
of property that preceded the bourgeois form? There s no need
to abolish that; the development of industry has to a great extent,
alceady destroyed it, and is still destroying it daily.

Or do you mean modern bourgeois private property?

But does wage-labour create any property for the labourer?.
Not a bit, It creates capilal, i.e., that kind of property which
exploits wage-lubour, and which canmot increase except upon;
condition of begetting a new supply of wage-labour for fresh.
exploitation. Property, in its present form, is based on the antag-
onism of capital and wage-labour. Let us examine both sides'
of this antagonism. :

To be a capilalist, is Lo have not only a piurely personal, but
a social status in prodiuctiom. Capital is a collective prodict, 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 motiomn.

Capital is, therefore, not a personal. it is a social power.

When, therefore, capital is converted into commou property,
into the property of all nrembers of society, persomal property
is not thereby transformed into social property. It is ouly the
soctal character of the property that is changed. It toses its class
character.

Let us now take wage-labour.

The average price of wage-labour is the mimimnm wage, i.e.,
that quantum of the means of subsistence. which is absolulely
requisite to keep the labourer in bare existence as a labourer,
What, therelore, the wage-labourer appropriates by means of
his labour. merely suffices to prolong and reproduce a bare ex-
tstence. We by 1o means imtend to abolish this personal appro-
priation of the products of fabour. an appropriation that is nrade
for the maintenance and reproduction of human life, and that
leaves no surplus wherewith to command the labour of others.
All that we want to do away with, is the miscrable character
of this appropriation, under which the labourer lives merely
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to increase capital, and is allovyed to live only in so far as the
interest of the ruling cla§s requires it.

In bourgeois society, living labour is but a means to increase
ccumulated labour. In Communist society, accumulated labour
Es put & means to widen, to enrich, to promote the existence of the
Jabourer.

[n bourgeois society, therefore, the past dominates the
preseut; in Communist society, the present dominates tle past.
[n 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 bour-
gcois, 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.

But 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
sclling 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 preduction,
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 alrcady
donc 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 nccessary condition for whose
existence is the non-existence of amy 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 nmo longer be converted into
Capilal, money, or remt, into a social power capable of heing
Mmonopolised, i.e., from the moment when individual property
Can no longer be transformed into bourgeois property, into capital,
from {hat moment, you say, individuality vanishes.

You must, therefore, coufess that by “individual” you mean
N0 other person than the bourgeois, than the middle-class owner
of properly. This person must, indeed, be swept out of the way,
and made impossible.

Communism deprives no man of the power to appropriate the
Products of society; all that it does is to deprive him of the power
lo $ubjugate the labour of others by means of such appropriation.
T—~1087
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It has®been objected that upon the abolition of private prop-.
erty all “work 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 itsmembery
who work, acquire nothing, and those who acquire anything,
do not work. The whole of this objection is bul another expres,
sion of the tautology: that there can no longer be any wage-labouy
when there is no longer any capital.

All objections urged against the Commumistic mode of PTos
ducing and appropriating material products, have, in the same
way, 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 him
identical with the disappearance of all culture.

That culture, the loss of which he laments, is, for the enormous
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 bourgeoig
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 cons
ditions of existence of your class.

The selfish misconception that induces you to transform inta
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 bounrgeois
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 ahsence 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,
when we replace home educationr by social.

And your education! Is not that also soctal, and determined by
{he social conditions under which you educate, by the interven-
tion, direct or indirect, of society, by means of schools, &c.?
The Communists have not invented the intervention of society
in edircation; they do but seek to alter the character of that inter-
vention, and to rescue education from the influence of the ruling
class.

The bourgeois clap-trap about the family and education, about
the hallowed co-relation of parent and child, becomes all the
more disgusting, the more, by the action of Moderu Industry,
all family ties antong the proletarians are torn asunder, and their
children transformed into simple articles of commerce and instru-
ments of labour.

But you Commuunists would introduce community of woinen,
screams the whole bourgeoisie in chorus.

The bourgeois sees in his wife a mere instrument of production.
Ile hears that the imstruments 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.

1Ic has not even a suspicfon that the real point aimed at is
to 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, is to be openly and officially established by the
Communists. The Communists have no need to introduce com-
munity of women; it has existed almost from time immemorial.

Our bourgeois, not comtent with having the wives and daughters
of their proletarians at their disposal, not to speak of comnon
prostitutes, take the greatest pleasure in seducing each other’s
wives,

Bourgeois marriage is in reality a system of wives in common
ind thus, at the most, what the Communists might possibly be
Teproached with, is that they desire to introduce, in substitution
for a hypocritically concealed, au openly legalised community
of women. For the rest, it is self-evident that the abolition of the
bresent system of production must bring with it the abolition
oI the community of women springing from that system, i.e.,
of prostitution both public and private.

the Communists are further reproached with desiring to abolish
Countries and nationality.

he working men have no country. We cannot take from them
“hat they have not got. Since the prolelariat must first of all

7%



100 KARL MARX AND FREDERICK ENGELS

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.

In 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,
are 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 pro-
duction 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 on a new basis; it therefore acts
sn contradiction to all past historical experience.”

What does this accusation reduce itself to? The history of all

st society has consisted in the development of class antagonisms,
antagonisms that assumed different forms at different epochs.

But 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
traditional property 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 ruling
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 instru-
ments of production in the hands of the State, i.e., of the prole-
tariat 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
means of despotic inroads on the rights of property, and on the
conditions of bourgeois production; by means of measures, there-
fore, which appear economically insufficient and untenable, but
which, in the course of the movement, outstrip themselves, neces-
sitate further inroads upon the old social order, and are unavoid-
able as a means of entirely revolutionising the mode of production.
t.These measures will of course be different in different coun-
ries.

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. Abolition 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 mcans
{ a national bank with State capital and an exclusive monopoly.
. 0. Centralisation of the means of communication #nd transport
 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 com-
mon 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.

Wlen, 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
called, 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 itsclf 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 Lhe conditious for the existence of class antagonisms and of
classes generally, and will thercby 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
dizvelopment of each is the condition for the free development of
all.

Wrillen in December 1847-January

1848
Originally published as a separate Printed according to the 1888
cdition in German in London in Lnglish edition

February 1848



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
enter 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
auother, the conditions under which they exchange their activi-
ties 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 rela-
tionships within which individuals can constitute an army and
acl 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 preduction, 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-
stitute what are called the social relations, society, and, specifically,
@ society at a definite stage of historical development, a society with
a peculiar, distinctive character. Ancient society, feudal society,

ourgeois society are such totalities of production relations, each
of which at the same time denotes a special stage of development
u the history of mankind.

Capital, also, is a social relation of production. It is ¢ bour-
8eols production relation, a production relation of bourgeois
Society. Are not the means of subsistence, the instruments of
labour, the raw materials of which capital consists, produced and
accunulated under given social conditions, in definite social
telations? Are they not utilised for new production under given
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{
social conditions, in definite social relations? And is it not jusé
this definite social character which turns the products servin
for new production into capital?

Written by Marx on the basis of
lectures dolivered by him in the
lattor half of December 1847

Published in the Neue Rheinische Translated from the Germa:

Zeitung Nos. 264-67 and 269, of
April 58 and 11, 1849 ]



KARL MARX

From THE CLASS STRUGGLES IN FRANCE
1848 TO 185033

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 Iabour, that
is the existing, the bourgeois organisation of Iabour. Without
it there is no capital, no bourgeoisie, no bourgeois society. 4 spe-
cial Ministry of Labour! But the ministries of Finance, of Trade,
of Public Works—are not these the bourgeois ministries of Iabour?
And alongside thesc a proletarian Ministry of Labour had to be
a ministry of impotence, a ministry of pious wishes, a Luxem-
bourg Commission. Just as the workers thought they would be
able to emancipatc themselves side by side with the bourgeoisie,
50 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 produc-
tion are conditioned by the foreign trade of France, by her posi-
tion on the world market and the Jaws 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 situa-
tion: foes to be laid Jow, measures dictated by the nceds of the
struggle to be taken; the consequences of its own deeds drive
1t on. It makes no theoretical inquiries into its own task. The
French working class had not attained this level; it was still
Incapable of accomplishing its own revolution.

The development of the industrial proletariat is, in general,
conditioned by the 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 emancipa«
tion. Only its rule tears up the material roots of feudal societ
and 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 directl
against the finance aristocracy? This fact proved that the indus-
trial bourgeoisie did not rule France. The industrial bourgeoisie
can rule only where modern industry shapes all property rela-!
tions to suit itself, and industry can win this power only where!
it has conquered the world market, for national bounds are inade--
quate for its development. But French industry, to a great extent, ;
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, pos-;
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, |
scattered industrial centres, being almost lost in the superior!
numbers of peasants and petty bourgeois. The struggle against .
capital 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
of the revolution, since the struggle against capital’s secondary
modes of exploitation, that of the peasant against usury 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 prole-
tariat 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
order, 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 proletar-
iaus 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 against the monarchy slumbered urdevel-
oped, harmoniously side by side, because the social struggle
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which formed their background had won only an airy existence,
an existence of phrases, of words. The June Revolution is the ugly
revolution, the repulsive revolution, because deeds have taken
s place of phrases, because the republic uncovered the head of
the monster itself by striking off the crown that shiclded and
coucealed it.—Order! was the battle cry of Guizot. Order! cried
Gélastiani, the follower of Guizot, when Warsaw became Russian.
Order! shouts Cavaignac, the brutal echo of the French National
Assembly and of the republican bourgeoisie. Order! thundered
hix grapeshot, as it ripped up the body of the proletariat. None
of |he numerous revolutions of the French bourgeoisie since 1789
was anl attack on order; for they allowed the rule of the class, they
«llowed the slavery of the workers, they allowed the bourgeois
order to endure, no matter how often the political form of this
rule and this slavery changed. June has violated this order. Woe
1o June!” (V. Rh. Z., June 29, 1848.)

Woe to June! re-echoes Europe.

The Paris proletariat was forced into the June insurrection by
1lie bourgeoisie. This sufficed to mark its doom. Its immediate,
avowed needs did not drive it to engage in a fight for the forcible
overthrow of the bourgeoisie, nor was it equal to this task. The
Moniteur had to inform it officially that the time was past when
the republic saw any occasion to bow and serape to its illusions,
and only its defeat convinced it of the truth that the slightest
improvement in ils position remains a utopia within the bourgeois
repablic, a utopia that becomes a crime as soon as it wants to
become a reality. In place of its demands, exuberant in form, but
peily and even bourgeois still in content, the concession of which
it wanted to wring from the February republic, there appeared
the bold slogan of revolutionary struggle: Querthrow of the bour-
genisie! Dictatorship of the working class!

By making its burial place the birthplace of the bourgeois
republic, the proletariat compelled the latter to come out forth-
with in its pure form as the statec whose admitted object it is
Lo perpetuate the rule of capital, the slavery of labour. Having
toastantly before its eyes the scarred, irreconcilable, invincible
eiemy—invincible because his existence is the condition of its
own life—bourgeois rule, freed from all fetters, was bound to turn
tmimediately into bourgeois terrorism. With the proletariat re-
luoved for the time being from the stage and bourgeois dictatorship
fecognised officially, the middle strata of bourgeois society, the
belly bourgeoisie and the peasant class, had to adhere more and
more closely to the proletariat as their position became more
nbearable and their antagonism to the bourgeoisie more acute.
Iust as eartier they had to find the cause of their distress in its
"bsiirge, so now in its defeat.
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If the June insurrcction raised the self-assurance of the bourgeo
sie all over the Continent, and caused it to league itself openl
with the feudal monarchy against the people, who was the fir:
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, tg
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 abrog
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 independencq
were abandoned to the superior power of Russia, Austria and
Prussia, but, at the same time, the fate of these national revoluy
tions was made subject to the fate of the proletarian revolution
and they were robbed of their apparent autonomy, their indeq
pendence of the great social revolution. The Hungarian shall nof
be free, nor the Pole, nor the Italian, as long as the worker remainﬂ'
a slave!

Finally, with the victories of the Holy Alliance,3 Europ&
has taken on a form that makes every fresh proletarian upheaval
in France directly coincide with a world war. The new French
revolution is forced to leave its national soil forthwith and conguer
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 flag/

And we exclaim: The revolution is dead!—Long live the revo-
lution!...

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 differs only in form from the exploi-
tation of the industrial proletariat. The exploiter is the same:
capital. The individual capitalists exploit the individual peasants
through mortgages and usury; the capitalist class exploits the peas-
ant class through the state tazes. 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 econom-
ic 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 inlo
the ballot box. He himself has to decide his fate. So spoke the
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P
gocialists in pamphlets, almanacs, calendars and leaflets of all
Kinds. This language became more understandable to him through
the counter-writings of the party of Order,3® which, for its part,
turued to him, and which, by gross exaggeration, by its brutal
conception and representation of the intentions and ideas of the
goclalists, struck the true peasant note and overstimulated his
just after forbidden fruit. But most understandable was the lan-
auage of the actual experience that the peasant class bad gained
from the use of the suifrage, were the disillusionments overwhelm-
ing him, blow upon blow, with revolutionary speed. Revolutions
are the locomotives of history....

Little by little we havo seen peasants, petty bourgeois, the
middle classes in general, stepping alongside the proletariat,
driven into open antagonism to the official republic and treated
by it as antagonists. Revolt against bourgeois dictatorship, need
of a change of society, adherence to democratic-republican institu-
tions as organs of their movement, grouping round the proletariat
as the decisive revolutionary power—these are the common char-
acteristics of the so-called party of social-democracy, the party
of the Red republic. This party of Anarchy, as its opponents chris-
{cued it, 15 no less a coalition of different interests than the
party of Order. From the smallest reform of the old social disorder
to 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
wonopoly of the financial faction of the party of Order. Free admis-
sion 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
tost advanced English bourgeois party, appear in France as so
mauy socialist demands. Voltairianism—Socialism! For it strikes
at a fourth faction of the party of Order, the Catholic. Freedom
‘{f the press, right of association, universal public education—
Soctalism, 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 modcrate claims
of the middle classes, were compelled to group themselves round
. gf?anner of the most extreme party of revolution, round the
ed flag.

Yet, manifold as the Socialism of the different large sections
of 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 ha
mony: in proclaiming itself the means of emancipating the pro
tariat and the emancipation of the latter as its object. Deliberay
deception on the part of some; self-deception on the part of t
others, who give out the world transformed according to the
own needs as the best world for all, as the realisation of all rev
lutionary claims and the elimination of all revolutionary coil
sions. b

Behind the general socialist phrases of the “party of Anarchy
which sound rather alike, there is concealed the Socialism of ¢
“National”, of the “Presse” and the “Siécle”,%” 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 bourgeoi
naturally rallies. Capital hounds this class chiefly as its credizon
so it demands credi? institutions; capital crushes it by competitio
so it demands associations supported by the state; capital over
whelms it by concentration, so it demands progressive tares, limita:
tions on inheritance, taking over of large construction projec
by the state, and other measures that forcibly stem the grow!i
of capital. Since it drcams 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 thinkerg
of society, whether in companies or as individual inventors,
devise or have devised. Thus they become the eclectics or adepts
of the existing socialist systems, of doctrinaire Socialism, wlhich
was the thcoretical expression of the proletariat only as long
as it had not yet developed further into a frec 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 ithe 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 sentimeutality; while this doctrinaire Socialism,
which at bottom only idealiscs present society, takes a piclure
of it wilhout shadows and wants to achieve its ideal athwart
the realities of present society; while the proletariat surrenders
this Socialism to the pefty bourgeoisie; while the struggle of the
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iffevent socialist leaders among themselves sets forth each of the
s(,_cnlled systems as a pretentious adherence to one of the transit
? oints of the social revolution as against another —the proletariat
rallies more and more round revolutionary Socialism, round Com-
munism, 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 neces-
sary transit point to the abolition of class distinctions generally,
to the abolition of all the relations of production on which they
rest. 1o the abolition of all the social relations that correspond to
these relations of production, to the revolutionising of all the
ideas that result from these social relations.

wrillen between January and

November 1, 1850

Published in the Translated from the German
journal Neue Rheinische Zeitung.

Politisch-8konomische Revue Nos. 1,

2, 3, 5-6 for 1850



KARL MARX AND FREDERICK ENGELS

From ADDRESS OF THE CENTRAL COMMITTEE
TO THE COMMUNIST LEAGUE®

The relation of the revolutionary workers’ party to the ‘petty-
bourgeois democrats is this: it marches together with them against
the faction which it aims at overthrowing, it opposes them in
everything whereby they seek to consolidate their position in
their own interests,

Far from desiring to rovolutionise all society for the revolu-
tionary proletarians, the democratic petty bourgeois strive for
a change in social conditions by means of which existingsociety
will be made as tolerable and comfortable as possible for them.
Hence they demand above 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 increase 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 are 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
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artial employment by the state and through charity measures;
{n short, they hope to bribe the workers by more or less concealed
alms and to break their revolutionary potency by making their

osition tolerable for the moment. The demands of the petty-
pourgeois 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 afms in
their entirety. The further separate individuals or factions among
then: 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
demauds can in no wise suffice for the party of the proletariat.
While the democratic petty bourgeois wish to bring the revolu-
tion to a conclusion as quickly as possiblo, and with the achieve-
ment, 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 domi-
nance, 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
and tlat at least the decisive productive forces are concentrated
in the hands of the proletarians. For us the issue cannot be the
atteration of private property but only its annihilation, not
the smoothing over of class antagonisms but the abolition of
classes, not the improvement of cxisting society but the foundation
of a new one.

London, March 1850

Distributed in leaflet form in 1850

Published by Engels in the Translated from the German
third edition of Marx’s Revelations

{{bout the Cologne Communist

Trial, Zurich, 1885

B~1087



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 timc when
society is not yet ripe for the domination of the class he repre-
sents and for the measures which that domination implies. What
he can do depends not upon his will but upon the degree of antag-
onism between the various classes, and upon the level of devel-
opment of the malerial means of existence, ol 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. e 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 penetraling 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 iscompelled
to represent not his party or his class, but the class for whose
domination the movement is then ripe. In the interests of the
movement he is compelled to advance the interests of an alien
class, and to feed his own class with talk and promises, aud with
the asseveration that the interests of that alien class are their
own interests. He who is put into this awkward position is irrev-
ocably lost. We have seen examples of this in recent times, and
need only to recall the posilion taken i the last French provision-
al government by the representatives of the proletariat,* though
they themselves represented only a very low stage of development
of the proletarial. Whoever can still speculale with official posts
after the experiences of the February governmemt—to say nothing
of our own noblec German provisional governments and imperial
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regencies‘“—-is cither foolish beyond measure or is only paying

cervice to the extreme revolutionary party.
Miinzer’s position at the head of the “eternal council” of Miihlhau-
en was indeed much more precarious than that of any modern
revolutionary regent. Not only the movement of his time, but the
age was not ripe for the ideas of which he himself had only
a"faint uotion. The class which he represented was still in its
pirth 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.
What is more, these conditions were paving the way for a social
system 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 com-
pelled 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-
stilution, 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 mnever transcended a f{eeble,
unconscious and premature attempt to establish the bourgeois
society of a later period.

Minzer himself seems to have sensed the abyss belween 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 zcal rare even for him. He wrote letters and sent messengers
aud emissaries in all directions. His writings and sermons breathed
a revolutionary ' fanaticism, astonishing even when compared
with his former works. The naive youthful humour of Miinzer's
pre-revolutionary pamphlets is gone. The placid scholastic
l*I{Iguage of the thinker, typical of his earlier years, is gone too.
linzer becomes a positive prophet of the revolution. He untiring-
ly fans the hatred against the ruling classes, he spurs the wildest
Dassions, and uses only the forceful language that religious and
Uationalist delirium put into the mouths of the Old Testament
brophets. The style he adopts reflects the educational level of the
Public he secks to influemce.

li

Written in the summer of 1850

F’}lblished in the journal Translated from the German
*(_)_]fue Rheinische Zeitung. Politisch-
“nomische Revue No. 3-8, 1850



FREDERICK ENGELS

From REVOLUTION AND COUNTER-REVOLUTION IN
GERMANY#

The first act of the revolutionary drama on the Continent o
Europe has closed. The “powers that were” before the hurrican
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 andsol
diers, are thrown upon foreign shores, and “transported beyon:
the seas” to England or America, there to form new government
“in partibus infidelium,”*? European committees, central commit
tees, national committees, and to announce their advent witl
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 th
line of battle, cannot be imagined. But what of that? Has no
the struggle of the British middle classes for their social ani
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 restoret
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, them
must be some social want in the background, which is preventet
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
1f, 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 tht
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close of the first and the beginning of the second act of the move-
ment, 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 lead-
ers, 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 individ-
uals, 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
every 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 circum-
stances 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 contradict-
ory assertions, that it was Marrast, or Ledru-Rollin, or Louis
Blane, 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
ohserved 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 belicve 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 ihe 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 lost and their old leaders were for a moment allowed
to return to their leadership, that is just the question.

If, then, we try to lay before the readers of The Tribune the
causes which, while they necessitated the German Revolution
of 1848, led quite as inevitably to its momentary repression
——

* Members of the French Provisional Government.— Ed.
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in 1849 and '50, we shall nol be expected to give a complet
history of the eveuts as they passed in that country. Later events,;
and the judgment of coming generations, will decide what por-
tion of that confused mass of seemingly accidental, incoherent
and incougruous facts is to form a part of the 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 find rational causes, based upon undeniable facts, to explain:
the chief events, the principal vicissitudes of that movement, and:
to give us a clue as to the direction which the next and per-:
haps not very distant 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 the necessary condition
of any revolution, cannotl subsist long. No sooner is the 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 passionate deve-
lopment of class antagonism 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 nation pass in five years over
more grouud 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, wheu neglected,
will produce the ruin of the party neglecting them. Those rules,
logical deductions from the nature of the parties and the circum-
stances one has to deal with in such a case, arc so plain and simple
that the short experience of 1848 had made the Germans preity
well acquainted with them. Firstly, never play with insurrec-
tion unless you are fully prepared to face the consequences of
your play, Insurrection is a calculus with very indefinite magni-
tudes, the value of which may change every day; the forces
opposed to you have all the advantage of organization, discipline
and habitual autliority; unless you bring strong odds against them,
you are defeated and ruined. Secondly, the insurrectionary career
once entered upon, act with the grealest determination, and
on the offensive. The defensive is the death ol every armed rising;
it is lost before it measures itself with ils enemies. Surprise your
antagonisis while their forces are scaltering, prepare new suc-
cesses, however small but daily; keep up the moral ascendant
which the first successful rising has given ito you; rally thus
those vacillating elements to your side which alwuys follow the
slrougest 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
strength against you; in the words of Danton, the grealest master
of revolutionary policy yet known: de I'audace, de I'audace, encore
de Uaudace!

written in August 1831-
Geptember 1852

pubtished in The New-York Written in English
Dady Tribune in 1851-52 1 Bt



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. Caussidiére
for Danton, Louis Blanc for Robespicrre, 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 attend-
ing 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 themsclves, 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 thiugs, 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 enipire,
and the Revolution of 1848 knew nothing better to do than to
parody, now 1789, now the revolutionary tradition of 1793 to 1795.
In like manner a beginner who has learnt a new language always
translates it back into his mother tongue, but he has assimilated
the spirit of the new language and can freely express himself
in it only when he finds his way in it without rccalling 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, Dauton,
Robespierre, Saint-Just, Napoleon, the hcroes as well as the
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paclics and the masses of the old French Revolution, performed
the task of their time in Roman costume and with Roman
Jhrases, the task of unchaining and setting up modern bourgeois
socicty. The first ones knocked the feudal basis to pieces and
mmowed off the feudal heads which had grown on it. The other creat-
¢d inside France the conditions under which alone free competi-
tiox could be developed, parcelled landed property exploited and
(e unchained industrial productive power of the nation employed;
and beyond the French borders he everywhere swopt the feudal
institutions away, so far as was necessary to furnish bourgeois
society in France with a suitable up-to-date environment on the
Furopean Continent. The new social formation once established,
the antediluvian Colossi disappeared and with them resurrected
Romanity—the Brutuses, 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 XVI1I 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 the high plane of the great historical tragedy. Similarly, at
another stage of development, a century ecarlier, Cromwell and
the English people had borrowed speech, passions and illusions
from the Old Testament for their bourgeois revolution. When the
real aim had been achieved, when the bourgeois transformation of
Euglish 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
flbf)ut, from Marrast, the républicain en gants jaunes,* who dis-
guised himself as the old Bailly, down to the adventurer, who

ides his commonplace repulsive features under the iron death
“mfl(\(ﬂl\_l_gpole9n. An entire people, which had imagined that

Republican in yellow gloves.—Ed.
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by means of arevolution it had imparted to ilsclf an accclerateg
power of motion, suddenly finds itself set back into a defunct
epoch and, in order that 1o doubl as to the relapse may be possiblej;
the old dates arise again, the old chronology, the old names, thy
old edicts, which had long become a subject of antiquarian eru
dition, and the old minions of the law, who had seemed lon
decayed. The nation feels like that mad Euglishman 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 Lhis subterranea
prison, a dimly burning lamp fastened to lis head, the oversee
of the slaves behind him wilh a long whip, and at Lhe exils 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 Enpglishman, “of me, a [reeborn Driton, in orde
to make gold for the old Pharaohs.”™ “In order to pay the deh
of the Bonaparte family,” sighs the French nation. The Englis
man, so long as he was in his right mind, could nol gel rid of thi
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 104 proved. They hankered to retur
from the perils of revolution to the flesh-pots?® of Lgypt, an
December 2, 1851 was the answer. They have not only a caric
ture of the old Napoleon, they have Llhe old Napoleon himself
caricatured as he must appear in the middle of the nineteent
century

The social rovolution of the nineteenth century cannot dra
its poetry from thepast, but only from the future. 1t 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
conlent. ln order to arrive al ils own content, the revolutio
of the ninetcenth century must let the dead bury their deadd
There the phrase went beyond the content; here the Lonten‘
goes beyond the phrase.

The February Revolulion was a surprise attack, a taking of the
old socicly unawares, and the people proclaimed ‘this unexpecte
stroke as a deed of world importance, ushering in a new epochi
On December 2 the February Revolution is conjured away b¥
a cardsharper’s triclk, and what seems overthrown is no longek
the monarchy but the liberal concessions that were wrung frotﬂ
it by centurics of struggle. Instead of society having conquere
a new content for itself, it seems that the state only rcturne
to its oldest form, to the shamelessly simple domination ©
the sabre and the cowl. This is the answer to the coup d8
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main® of February 1848, given by the coup de téte** of December
1851, Easy come, easy go. Meanwhile the interval of time has not
passed by unused. During the years 1848 to 1851 French sociely
jias made up, and that by an abbreviated because revolutiouary
method, for the studies and experiences which, in a regular, so to
speak, textbook course of development, would have had to pre-
cede the February RRevolution, if it was to be more than a ruffling
of 1he surface. Sociely now seems to have fallen back behind its
pointl of depariure; it has in truth first to create for itself the
revoluliouary point of departure, the situation, the relations,
the couditions under which alone modern revolution becomes
serious.

Bourgeois revolutions, like thosc of the eighteenth ceniury,
stonn swiflly from success to success; their dramatic effects
outdo cach other; mmeu and things seem set in sparkling brilliants;
ecstasy is the everyday spirit; but they are short-lived; soon they
hiave attained their zenith, aud a long crapulent depression lays
holdl of society before it learns soberly to assimilate the results
ol ils storm-and-stress period. On the other haud, proletarian
revolutious, like those of the minetecnih century, eriticise them-
selves constantly, interrupt themselves continually in their own
course, come back to the appareully accomplished in order to begin
it airesh, deride with uumerciful thoroughness the inadequacies,
weakuesses and paltrinesses of their first attempls, seem to throw
dowy their adversary only in order that he may draw new strength
frour the earth and rise again, more gigautic, before them, recoil ever
and auwon from the indefinite prodigiousness of their own aims,
until a sitvation has been created which makes all turuing back
mpossible, and Lhe conditions themselves cry out:

Hic Rhodus, hic salta!
Here is the rose, here dancel¥...

~On May 28, 1849, the Legislative National Assembly met.
Oi December 2, 1851, it was dispersed. This period covers the
Span of life of the constitutional, or parliamentary, republic.

. l}x the lirst ¥rench Revolution the rule of the Constitutionalists
)% tolluwec by the rule of the Girondins and the rule of the Giron-
dins by the rule of the Jacobins. Each of these parties relies on the
ore progressive party for support. As soou as it has brought the
"evolutjon far enough to be unable to follow it further, still less
lo 20 ahcad of it, il is thrust aside by the bolder ally that stands
.ehmd il and sent to the guillotine. The revolution thus moves
doug an ascending line.

\

*: Coup de main: Unexpected stroke.—Fd.
Coup de téte: Rash act.—£&d.
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It is the reverse with the Revolution of 1848. The proletarig
party appears as an appendage of the petty-bourgeois-democrat
party. It is betrayed and dropped by the Iatter on April &
May 15, and in the June days. The democratic party, in its tur
Ieans on the shoulders of the bourgeois-republican party. Tl
bourgeois-republicans no sooner believe themselves well esta
Iished than they shake off the troublesome comrade and suppa
themselves on the shoulders of the party of Order. The parf
of Order hunches its shoulders,*® Iets the bourgeois-republical
tumble and throws itself on the shoulders of armed force.
fancies it is still sitting on its shoulders when, one fine mornin
it perceives that the shoulders have transformed themselw
into bayonets. Each party kicks back at the one behind, whii
presses upon it, and leans against the one in front, which push
backwards. No wonder that in this ridiculous posture it Ios
its balance and, having made the inevitable grimaces, collapd
with curious capers. The revolution thus moves in a descendii
Iine. It finds itself in this state of retrogressive motion befo
the Iast February barricade has been cleared away and the fit
revolutionary authority constituted.4?

The period that we have before us comprises the most moth
mixture of crying contradictions: constitutionalists who conspi
openly against the Constitution; revolutionists who are confesse
Iy constitutional; a National Assembly that wants to be omr
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 pah
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 Iabel—alliances whose fii
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 herc
deeds, history without events; development, whose sole drivi
force seems to be the calendar, wearying with constant repetitit
of the same tensions and relaxations; antagonisms that periodics
Iy seem to work themselves up to a climax only to Iose the
sharpness and fall away without being able to resolve themselve
pretentiously paraded exertions and philistine terror at tl

* Patres conscripti: Senators, —Ed,
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danger of the world coming to an end,'and at the same time the
ettiost intrigues and court comedies played by the world
Fedeemers, who in their laisser aller* remind us less of the Day
of Judgement than of the times of the Fronde—the offictal col-
Jective genfus of France brought to naught by the artful stupidity
of a single individual; the collective will of the nation, as oflen
as it speaks through universal sufirage, seeking its appropriate
expression through the inveterate enemies of the fnterests 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, it is this.
Men and events appear as inverted Schlemihls, as shadows that
have lost their bodies.®® The revolution ftself paralyses its own
pearers and endows only its adversaries with passionate forceful-
pess. When the “red spectre”, continually conjured up and exor-
cised by the counter-revolutionaries, finally appears, it appears
pot with the Phrygian cap of anarchy on its head, but in the uni-
form 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 thom 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 smooth-
tongued orators. The Legitimate Monarchy was merely the polit-
ical expression of the hereditary rule of the lords of the soil,
as the July Momarchy 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
memorjes, 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 demies this? Upon the different forms of prop-
erty, upon the social conditions of existence, rises an entire
Superstructure of distinct and peculiarly formed sentiments,
illusions, modes of thought and views of life. The entire class
Creates and forms them out of its material foundations and out
of the 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 hj
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 uniting
of the two royal houses. And as in private lifc one differentiat
between what a man thinks and says of himself and what he
really is and does, so in historical struggles one must distinguish
still more the phrases and fancies of parties from their real organy
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 been
rendered thoroughly bourgeois by the development of modern
society. Thus the Tories in England long imagined that they
were euthusiastic 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-demo-
cratic party. The petty bourgeois saw that they were badly reward-
ed 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 bour-
geois republicans, had in the last half of the life of the Constit-
uent Assembly reconquered its lost popularity through the
struggle with Bonaparte and the royalist ministers. It had con-
cluded 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 candi-
dates 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 Soctai-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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cectarians, the same elemepts as the old Montagne, only numeric-
ally stronger. However, in the course of developn'aent, it had
changed with the class that it represented. The peculiar charac’ger
of tle Social-Democracy is epitomised in the fact that democratic-
republican institutions are demanded as a means, not of doing
away with two extremes, capital and wage labour, but of weaken-
ing their antagonism and transforming it into harmony. However
different the means proposed for the attainment of this end may
be, lowever much it may be trimmed with more or less revolulion-
ary notions, the content remains the same. This content is the
transformalion of society in a democratic way, but a transforma-
tion 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 the frame of which alone modern society
caun 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 education and their individual position Lhey may be as
far apart as heaven from earth. What makes them representatives
of the 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,
that 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 rela-
tionship between the political and liferary representatives of a class
and the class they represent....

By a coup de main during the night of December 1 to 2, Bona-
parte had robbed the Paris proletariat of its leaders, the barricade
commanders. An army without officers, averse to fighting under
the banner of the Montagnards because of the memories of June
1848 and 1849 and May 1850, it left to its vanguard, the secret
Societies, the task of saving the insurrectionary honour of Paris,
wlrich tle 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
would be turned against it itself by the anarchists!

“C'est le triomphe complet et définitif du Socialisme/™* Thus
Guizot characterised December 2. But if the overthrow of the
Parliamentary republic contains within itself the germ of the
triumph of the proletarian revolution, its immediate and pal-
bable resull was the victory of Bonaparte over parliament, of the
€xecutive power over the legislative power, of force without phrases
\

* “This is the complete and final triumph of socialism|”— Ed.
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over the force of phrases. In parliament the nation made its generg
will the law, that is, it made the law of the ruling class its genez
al) will. Before the executive power it renounces all will of if
own and submits to the superior command of an alien will, t
authority. The executive power, in contrast to the legislativ
power, expresses the heteronomy of a nation, in contrast to if
autonomy. France, therefore, seems to have escaped the despotisj

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 a way tha
all classes, equally impotent and equally mute, fall on thef
knees before the rifle butt. -
gyBut the revolution is thoroughgoing. It is still journeyin
through purgatory. It does its work methodically. By Decembd
2, 1851, it had completed one half of its preparatory work; it j
now completing the other half. First it perfected the parliamenq
ary power, in order to be able to overthrow it. Now that it h#
attained this, it perfects the executive power, reduces it to its pureg
expression, isolates it, setsit up against itself as the sole target, il
order to concentrate all its forces of destruclion against it. Ani
when it has done this second half of its preliminary work, Europ
will leap from its seat and exultantly exclaim: Well grubbed, olt
molel®! '
This executive power with its enormous bureaucratic am
military organisation, with its ingenious state machinery, embra¢
ing wide strata, with a host of officials numbering half a million
besides an army of another half million, this appalling parasiti
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
The seignorial privileges of the landowners and towns becam
transformed into so many attributes of the state power, the feuda
dignitaries into paid officials and the motley pattern of conflictin
mediaeval plenary powers into the regulated plan of a state author
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 abso
lute monarchy had begun: centralisation, but at the same tim
the extent, the attributes and the agents of governmental powet
Napoleon perfected this state machinery. The Legitimist monarch
and the July monarchy added nothing but a greater divisio
of labour, growing in the same measure as the division of labou
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 as a higher, general interest, snatched from the activity of
society’s members themselves and made an objecl of government
aetivity, from a bridge, a schoolhouse and the commural prop-
orly of 2 village community to the railways, the national wealth
and the wational university of France. Fimally, in its struggle
against the revolution, the parliamentary republic found itself
compelled to strengthien, along with the repressive measures, the
resources and ceutralisation of governmental power. All revolu-
tions perfected this machine instead of smashing it. The parties
that contended in turn for domination regarded the possession
of this huge state edifice as the principal spoils of the victor.

But under the absolute momnarchy, during the first Revolution,
under Napoleon, burcaucracy was only the means of preparing
the class rule of the bourgeoisie. Under the Restoration, under
Louis Philippe, under the parliamentary republic, il was the
instrument of the ruling class, however much it strove for power
of its own,

Only under thie second Bonaparte does the state seem to have
made itself completely independont. As agaimst civil society,
the state 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 drunk-
en soldiery, which he has bought with 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. Bomaparte
represents a class, and the most numerous class of French society
al that, the small-holding [Parzellen] peasants.

Just as the Bourbons were the dynasty of big landed property
and juslt as the Orleans were the dynasty of mouey, so the Bona-
partes are the dynasty of the peasamts, that is, the mass of the
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 succceded 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, con-
summated only by the coup d’état of December 2, 1851.

The small-holding peasants form a vast mass, the members of
which live in similar conditions but without entering into mani-
fold relations with one another, Their mode of production isolates
them from one another instead of bringing them into mutual
Intercourse. The isolation is increased by France'’s bad means of
Communication and by the poverly of the peasants. Their ficld
9—1087
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of production, the small holding, admits of no division of labouy
in its cultivation, no application of science and, therefore, ng
diversity of development, no variety of talent, no wealth of
social relationships. Each individual pcasant family is almost
self-sufficient; it itself directly produces the najor part of ity
consumption and thus acquires its means of life more (hrough
exchange with nature than in inlercourse with society. A smal
holding, a peasant and his fainily; alougside them another smali
holding, another peasant and arother family. A few score of thesg
make up a village, and a few score of villages make up a Departs
ment. In this way, the great mass of the French nation is formed
by simple addition of homologous magnitudes, much as potatoes
in a sack form a sack of potatocs. JTu so far as millions of families
live under economic conditions of existence that separate theixr
mode of lifg, their interests and tlicir culture from thosc of the
other classes. and put them in hostile opposition to the latter;
they form a class. In so far as there is merely a local interconnec+
tion among these small-holding peasants, and the identity of
their interests begets no community, no national bond and na
political organisation among them, they do not form a class]
They are consequently incapable of enforcing their class interests
in their own name, whether through a parliament or through
a convention. They cannot represent themselves, they must be
represenled. Their representalive must at the same time appear
as their master, as an authority over them, as an unlimited govern+
mental power that protects them against the other clasces and
sends them rain and sunshine from above. The political infiuence
of the small-holding pcasants, therefore, finds its final cxpression
in the executive power subordinating society to itself.

Historical tradition gave rise to the belief of the French peas-
ants in the miracle that a man named Napoleecn wonld bring
all the glory back to them. And an individual turned up whe
gives himself out as the man because he bears the name of Napo-
leon, in consequence of the Code Napoléon, whicli lays down that
la recherche de la paternité est interdite.* After a vagabondage
of twenty years and after a series of grotesque adventures, the
legend finds fulfilment and the man becomes Emperor of the
French. The fixed idea of the Nephew was realised, because 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 peasanis 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 forbidden.—Ed.
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But let there be no misunderstanding. The Bonaparte dynasty
sopresents not the revolutionary, but the couservative peasant;
pot the peasant that strikes out beyond the condition of his
social existence, the small holding, but rather the peasaut who
wants to consolidate this holding; not the country folk who,
Jinked up with the towns, want to overthrow the old order through
their own energies, but on the contrary those who, in stupefied
secJusion within this old order, want to see themselves and their
small holdings saved and [avoured by the ghost of the empire.
It represents not the enlightenment, but the superstition of the
peasani; not his judgement, but his prejudice; not his future, but
his past; not bis modern Cévennes, but his modern Vendée.®

The three years’ rigorous rnle of the parliamentary republic
had freed a part of the French peasants from the Napoleonic illu-
sion and bad revolutionised them. even if only superficially;
but the 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
contended for mastery. This progress took the form of an incessant
struggle between the schoolmasters and the priests. The bourgeoisie
struck down the schoolmasters. For the first time the peasants
made elforts 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 ofispring,
the army. The bourgeoisie punished them with states of siege
aud punitive expeditions. Aud this same bourgeoisie now cries
out about the stupidity -of the masses, the vile multitude, that
has betrayed it to Bonaparte. IL has itself forcibly strengthened
the ewpirve sentiments [Imperialismus] of the peasant class, it
conserved 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.

1 the risings after the coup d’état, 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
Peas_ant population voted openly for Bonaparte. In its view, the

ational Assembly had hindered his progress. He had now merely

Token the fetters that the towns had imposed on the will of the
Countryside. In some parts the peasants even entertained the
Brotesque notion of a convention side by side with Napoleon.

gs
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After the first revolution had transformed the peasants frog
semi-vilteins into freeholders, Napoleon confirmed and regulates
the conditions on which they could exploit undisturbed the soj
of France which had only just fallen to their lot and slake thei;
youthful passion for property. But what is now causing the ruiy
of the French peasant is his small holding itself, the divisior
of the land, the form of property which Napoleon consolidate¢
in France. It is precisely the material conditions which madg
the fendal peasant a small-holding peasant and Napoleon ajy
emperor. Two generations have sufficed to prodnce the inevitablk
result; progressive deterioration of agriculture, progressive indebg
edness of the agriculturist, The “Napoleonic” form of property
which at the beginning of the nineteenth century was the condi
tion for the liberation and enrichment of the French country
fotk, has developed in the course of this century into the lawm
of their enstavement and pauperisation, And precisely this law
is the first of the “idées napoléoniennes” which the second Bona-
parte has to uphold. If he still shares with the peasants the illu
sion that the cause of Lheir ruin is to be sought, not in this small-
holding property itself, but outside it, in the inflnence 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
radically changed the relation of the peasants to the other classes
of society. Under Napoleon, the fragmentation of the land in the
counlryside supplemented free competition and the beginning
of big industry in the towns, The peasant class was the nbiquitoud
protest against the landed aristocracy 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 bour-
geois 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 enslave-
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 one
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opening, others only two and the most favoured only three. And
windows are to a house what the five senses are to the head. The
pourgeois order, which at the beginning of the century set the
stale to stand guard over the newly arisen small holding and
manured it with laurels, has become a vampire that sucks out
its blood and brains and throws them into the alchemistic canldron
of capital. The Code Napoléon is now nothing but a codex of dis-
traints, 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
who hover on the margin of existence and either have their
hannts 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
“idée napoléonienne”, which Lhe second Napoleon has to carry
out—is called upon to defend this “material” order by force.
This “ordre matériel” also serves as the catchword in all of Bona-
parte’s proclamations against the rebellious peasants.

Written in December 1851-March
1852

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



KARL MARX

SPEECH AT THE ANNIVERSARY OF THE 3
PEOPLE’S PAPER

The so-called Revolutions of 1848 were bui poor incidents
—small fractures and fissures in the dry crust of European society,
However, they deumounced the abyss. Beneath the apparently
solid surface, they betrayed occans of liquid matter, only needing
expansion to rend into fragmentis continents of hard rock. Noisily
and confusedly they proclaimed the emancipation of the Prole-
tarian, i.e., the secret of the nineteenth century, and of the revo-
lution of that century. That social revolution, it is true, was no
novelly invented in 1848. Sieam, electricily, and the self-acting
mule were revolutionists of a ralher more dangerous character
than even citizens Barbés, Raspail and Blanqui. Bul, although
the atmosphere in which we live, weighs upon every one with
a 20,000 1b. force, do yon feel it? No more than European society
before 1848 fell the revolulionary almosphere enveloping and
pressing it from all sides. There is one great fact, characteristic
of this our nineteenth century, a fact which no parly dares deny.
On the one hand, therc have started into life indusirial 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 latfer times
of the Roman empire. In our days everylhing seems pregnani with
its contrary, Machinery, gifted with the wonderful power of
shorlening and fructifying hwman 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 character. At the same pace that
mankind maslers nature, man seems 1o become cuslaved to olher
men or o bis own infamy. Even the pure light of science scems
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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4 material force. This antagonism between modern industry and
science on the one hand, modern misery and dissolution on the
other ltand; this antagonism between the productive powers, and
tlre social relations of our epoch is a fact, palpable, overwhelming,
and mot to be controverted. Some parties may wail over it; others
may 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 con-
tinues to mark all these contradiclions. We know that to work
well the new-fangled forces of society, they only want to be mas-
tered 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 aird
the poor prophets of regression, we do recognise our brave friend,
Robin Goodfellow, the old mole that can work in the earth so
fast, that worthy pioneer—the Revolution. The English working
men are the first born sons of modern industry. They will then,
certainly, not be the last in aiding the social revolution pro-
duced by that industry, a revolution, which means the eman-
cipation of their own class all over the world, which is as
universal as capital-rule and wages-slavery. 1 know the heroic
struggles the English working class have gone through since
the middle of the last century—struggles less glorious. because
ibey 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
ihe “Vehmgericht”. If a red cross was seen marked on a house,
people knew that its owner was doomed by the “Veam”. All the
houses of Europe are now marked with the mysterious red cross.
History is the judge—its executioner, the proletarian.

Speech delivered in Eaglish
on April 14, 1856

Published in the People’s Paper
No. 207 of Aprit 19, 1836



KARL MARX

PREFACE TO 4 CONTRIBUTION TO THE
CRITIQUE OF POLITICAL ECONOMY

1 examine the system of bourgeois economics in the following
order: capital, landed property, wage labour; state, foreign trade,
world market. Under the lirst three headings, | investigate the
economic conditions of life of the three great classes into which
modern bourgeois society is divided; the interconnection of the
three other headings is obvious at a glance. The first section of the
first book, which deals with capital, consists of the following
chapters: 1. Commodities; 2. Money, or simple circulation; 3. Cap-
ital in general. The first two chapters form the contents of the
preseut part. The total material lies hefore me in the form of mono-
graphs, which were wrilten at widely separated periods, for
self-clarification, not for publication, and whose coherent elabo-
ration according to the plan indicated will be dependent on
external circumstances.

I am omitting a general introduction which I had jotted down
because on closer reflection any anticipation of results still to be
proved appears to ine to be disturbing, and the rcader who on the
whole desires to follow me must be resolved Lo ascend from the
particular Lo the general. A few indications concerning the course
of my own politico-economic studies may, on the other hand,
appear in place here.

I was taking up law, which discipline, however, I only pursued
as a subordinate subject along with philosophy and history.
In the years 1842-43, as edilor of the Rheinische Zeitung> I expe-
rienced 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 theits of wood and parcelling of land-
cd property, the official polemic which Herr von Schaper, then
Oberprdsident of the Rhine Province, opened against the Rhei-
nische Zeitung on lhe conditions of the Moselle peasantry, and
finally debates on free trade and protective tarifis provided the
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first occasions for occupying myself with economic queslions.®
on the other hand, at that time when the good will “to go further”
g]»pnlly oulweighed knowledge of the subject, a philosophically
weakly tinged ccho of French socialism and communism made
iteelf audible in the Rheinische Zeitung. 1 declared myself against
(bis amateurism, but frankly confessed at the same time in a con-
troversy with the Allgemeine Augsburger Zeitung®® thal wmy
previous sludies did not permit me even to venture any judge-
ment on the content of the French tendencies. Instead. 1 eager-
ly seized on the illusion of the managers of the Rheinische
Zeitung, who thought thal by a weaker altitude on the part of
the paper they could secure a remission of the death sentence
passled upon il, 1o wilhdraw from the public stage inlo the
study.

The first work which I undertook for a solution of the doubts
which assailed me was a critical review of the Hegelian philosophy
of right,* a work the introduction** to which appeared in 1844
in the Deutsch-Franzisische Jahrbiicher,®® published in Paris.
My investigation led to the result that legal relations as well
as forms of stale are to be grasped neither from themselves nor
from the so-called general development of the human mind, butl
rather have their roots in the material condilions of life, the sum
tolal of which Hegel, following the example of the Englishmen
and Frenchmen of the eighteenth century. combines under the
name of “civil sociely”, thatl, however, the analomy of civil
sociely is o be sought in political economy. The investigation
of the latter, which I began in Paris, I continued in Brussels.
whither T had emigrated in consequence of an expulsion order
of M. Guizol. The general result at which I arrived and which,
once won, served as a guiding thread for my studies, can be bricfly
formulated as follows: In the social production of their life,
men enter into definite relations that arc indispensable and inde-
vendent 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 constitules
thc economic siructure of sociely, the real foundation, on which
Tises a legal and political snperstructure and to which correspond
definite forms of social consciousness. The mode of production
04f material life conditions the social, political and intellectual
e process in general. It is nol the consciousness of men that deter-
Mines Lheir being, but, on the contrary. their social being that

elermines their consciousness. At a cerlain slage of their devel-
(‘Dm\ent_ the material productive forces of socicty come in con-

Ea * K. Marx, Contribution lo the Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Right.—

** 1bid., Introduction.——Ed.



flict with the existing relations of production, or—what is bug
a legal expression for the same thing—with the property rela
tions within which they have been at work hitherto. From formg
of development of the productive forces these relations turn intq
their fotters. Then begins an epoch of social revolution. Witk
the change of the economic foundation the entire immense supem
structure is more or less rapidly transformed. In considering
such transformations a distinction should always be made between;
the material iransformation of the economic conditions of pro.
duction, which can be determined with the precision of natural
science, and the legal, political, religious, aesthetic or philes
sophic—in short, ideological forms in which men become cony
scious of this conilict and fight it out. Just as our opinion of ag
individual is not based on what he thinks of himself, so can wa
not judge of such a period of transformation by its own consciouss
ness; on the contrary, this consciousness must be explained ratheg
from the contradictions of material life, from the existing cons
flict between the social productive forces and the relations of pro4
duction. No social order ever perishes before all the productive
forces for which there is room in it have developed; and new
higher relations of production never appear before the maleri
conditions of their existence have matured in the womb of thd
old society itself. Therefore mankind always sels itself only such
tasks as it can solve; since, looking at the matter more closelyy
it will always be found that the task itself arises only when the
material conditions for its solution already exist or are at least
in the process of formation. In broad outlines Asiatic, ancient,
feudal, and modern bourgeois modes of production can be desigs
nated as progressive epochs in the economic formation of societys
The bourgeois relations of production are the last antagonistiq
form of the social process of production—antagonistic not in thd
sense of individual antagonism, but of one arising from the social
conditions of life of the individuals; at tho same time the pros
ductive forces developing in the womb of bourgeois society create
the material conditions for the solution of that antagonism. Thid
social formation brings, thercfore, the prehistory of human society
to a close. .
Frederick Engels, with whom, since the appearance of hig
brilliant sketch on the criticism of the economic categories®!
(in the Deutsch-Franzisische 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 hio also
settled in Drussels, we resolved to work out in common the oppo-
sition of our view to the ideological view of German philosophy,
in fact. to settle accounts with our erstwhile philosophical eon-

1
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soience. The rosolve was carried out in the form of a criticism
of post-Hegelian philosophy. The mauuscript, two large octavo
volumes,®® had long reached its place of publication in Westphalia
when we received the news that altered circuinstances did not
altow of its being printed. We abandoned the manuscript to the
gsnawing criticism of the mice all the more willingly as we had
achicved our main purpose—sell-clarification, Of the scattered
works in which we put our views before the public at that
tinie, now from one aspect, now from another, I will mention
oniy the Manifesto of the Communist Party, jointly written by
Engels and myself, and Discours sur le libre échange published by
me. The decisive points of our view were first scientifically,
although only polemically, indicated in my work published in
1847 and directed against Proudhon: Misére de la Philosophie,
¢lc. A disserlation written in German on Wage Labour, in
which 1 put together my lectures on this subject delivered in
the Brussels German Workers' Society,®® was interrupted, while
being printed, by the February Revolulion and my consequent
forcible removal from Belgium.

The editing of the Neue Rheinische Zeitung™ in 1848 and 1849,
and the subsequeni events, interrupted wy economic studies
which could only be resumed in the year 1850 in London. The
enormous material for the history of political economy which is
accumulated in the British Museuni, the favourable vantage
point afforded by London for the observation of bourgeois society,
and finally thie new stage of development upon which the latter
appeared lo have entered with the discovery of gold in California
and Australia, determined me to begin afresh fromn the very begin-
ning 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. My contributions, during eight
vears now, lo the first English-American newspaper, the New
York Tribune,”! compelled ap extraordinary scatlering of
my studies, since I occupy myself wilh newspaper correspon-
dence proper only in exceptional cascs. However, articles on
striking economic events in England and on the Conlinent
constituted 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
economy. :

This sketch of the course of my studies in the sphere of political
€Conomny is intended only to show that my views, however they
May be judged and however little they coincide with the inter-
2sted prejudices of the ruling classes, are the result of conscien-
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tious investigation lasling many years. But at the entrancg
to science, as al the entrance to hell, the demand must b
posted:

i
Qui si convien lasciare ogni sospetto; 3
Ugni vilta convien che qui sia morta.* i
!
1
Londor, January 1859 Karl Marii
First published in the book Translated from the Germay
Zur Kritik der politischen Oekonomie 3
von Karl Marz, Erstes Heft, Berlin,
1859
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* Here all mistrust must be abandoned
And here must perish every craven thought.
(Dante, The Divine Comedy.)— Ed.
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fFrom AFTERWORD TO TIIE SECOND GERMAN EDITION
OF THE FIRST VOLUME OF CAPITAL

German reviews, of course, shriek out at “Hegelian sophisties”.
The European Messenger of St. Petersburg in an article dealing
exclusively with the method of “Das Kapital® (May number,
1872, pp. 427-436%), finds my method of inquiry severely rea-
listic, but my method of presentation, unfortunately, German-
dialectical. It says:

“At first «ight, if the judgme.l is based on the external form of the presen-
tation of the subject, Marx is the most ideal of ideal philosophers, always
in the German, i.e., the bad sense of the word. But in point of fact he is infi-
unitely more realistic than all his forerunners in the work of economic criti-
cism. He can in no sense be called an idealist.”

1 cannot answer the writer better than by aid of a few extracts
from his own criticism, which may interest some ol my readers
to whom the Russian original is inaccessible.

After a quotation from the preface to my “Criticism of Political
Economy”, Berlin, 1859, pp. IV-VII,® where I discuss the
materialistic basis of my method, the writer goes on:

“The one thing which is of moment to Marx, is %0 find the law of the phe-
tomena with whose invesligation 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
still greater moment to Liim is the law of their variation, of their development,
t.e., of their transition from one form into another, from one  series
of connexions into a different one. This law once discovered, he jnvestigates
In detail the effects in which it manifests itself in social life. Consequently,
Marx ouly troubles himself about one thing: to show, by rigid scientific
Invesligation, the necessity of successive determinate orders of social con-
diliong, and to establish, as impartially, as possible, the facts that serve him
for fundamental starting-points. For this it Is quite cnough, if he proves, at

€ 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; gy,
this all the same, whether men believe or do not believe it, whether they d
conscious or unconscious of it. Marx treats the social movement as a prog,,
of natural history, governed by laws not only independent of human wi&s
consciousness and intelligence, bnt rather, on the contrary, determining t}la{
will, consciousness and intelligence.... If in the history of civilisation the
conscious element plays a part so subordinate, then it is self-evident thag
critical inquiry whose subject-matter is civilisation, can, less than anythj
else, have for its basis any form of, or any result of, consciousness. That {3
to say, that not the idea, but the matcrial phenomenon alone can serve as
its starting-point. Such an inquiry will confine itself to the confrontatio,
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 acey.
ralely as possible, and that they actually form, cach with respect to the
other, different momenta of an cvolution; but most important of all is the
rigid analysis of the series of snccessions, of the sequences and concatenations
in which the different stages of such an evolution present themselves, But it
will be said, the general laws of economic life are one and the same, no mat-
ter 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. 1n a word.
economic life offers us a phenomenon analogous to the history of evolution
in other branches of biology. The old economists misunderstood the nature
of economic laws when they likened them to the laws of physics und chemis-
try. A more thorough analysis of phenomena shows that social organisme
differ among themselves as fundamentally as plants or animals. Nay, one
and the same phenomenon falls under quite d};ﬁerent laws in consequeace
of the different structure of those organisms as a whole, of the variations of
their individual organs, of the differert counditions in which those organs
function, &c. Marx, e.g., denies that the law of population is the same at
all times and in 21l places. He asserts, on the contrary, that every stage of
development has its own law of population.... With the varying degree o.
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 strictly scientific manner, the aim that every
accurate investigation into economic life must have. The scientific value of
such an inquiry lies in the disclosing of the special laws that regulate the
origin, cxistence, 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 applica-
tion of it) generous way, what else is he picturing but the dialectic
method?

Of course the method of presentation must differ in form from
that of inquiry. The latter has to appropriate the material in
detail, to analyse its different forms of development, to trace out
their inner conmexion. Only after this work is done, can the
actual movement be adequately described. If this is done success-
fully, if the life of the subject-matter is ideally reflected as ip
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jrror, then it may appear as if we had before us a mere a priori

8 tion.
pstrac . . . .
dialectic method is not onfy different from the Hegefian,

Lt is its direct opposite. To Hegef, the fife-process of the human
buai;]_ i.e., the process of thinking, which, under the name of
br he even transforms into an independent subject, is

«the Idea”, .
demiurgos of the real world, and the real worfd is onfy the

Z}iiemalv phenomena! form of “the Idea”. With me, on the
contrary, the ideal is nothing else than the material world

ceflectcd by the human mind, and transfated into forms of
thought. o .

The mystifying side of Hegefian diafectic I criticised nearly
¢hirty years ago, at a time when it was still the fashion. But just
as [ was working at the first vofume of “Das Kapitaf”, it was the
good pleasure of the peevish, arrogant, mediocre ’'Emiyovoi*t
who now tafk farge in cuftured Germany, to treat Hegel in the
same way as the brave Moses Mendelssohn in Lessing’s time
treated Spinoza, i.e., as a “dead dog”. I therefore openfy avowed
myself the pupif of that mighty thinker, and even here and there,
in the chapter on the theory of vafue, coquetted with the modes
of expression pecufiar to him. The mystification which diafectic
suffers in Hegefs’ hands, by no means prevents him from being
the first to present its general form of working in a comprehensive
and conscious manner. With him it is standing on its head. It
must be turned right side up again, if you woufd discover the
rational kerne! within the mystical sheff.

In its mystified form, diafectic became the fashion in Germany,
because it seemed to transfigure and to glorify the existing state
of things. In its rational form it is a scandaf and abomination to
bourgeoisdom and its doctrinaire professors, because it incfudes
In its comprehension and affirmative recognition of the existing
State of things, at the same time afso, the recognition of the
Negation of that state, of its inevitabfe breaking up; because it
regards every historically devefoped social form as in fluid move-
;nent. and therefore takes into account its transient nature not
uess th.an its momentary existence; because it fets nothing impose

Pon it, and is in its essence critical and revolutionary.

s 'he contradictions inherent in the movement of capitafist
Sgrc}]e_ty impress themselves upon the practical bourgeois most
o ld(lngl.y in the changes of the periodic cycle, through which
: odern 1ndustry~runs, and whose crowning point is the universal
Tisis. That crisis is once again approaching, although as yet but in

——

* Epigoni,—£4
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its preliminary stage; and by the universality of its theatre and g,
intensity of its action it will drum dialectics eveninto the he, "
of the mushroom-upstarts of the new, holy Prusso-German empip,

London, January 24, 1873

First published in the book: Printed according to the
K. Marx, Das Kapital, Kritik English edition, London, 18g;
der politischen Oekonomie, Erster Edited by Engels

Band, Zweite verbesserte Auflage,
Hamburg, 1872



KARL MARX

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 capi-
tal. 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 com-
modities. The whole movement, therefore, seems to turn in
a vicious circle, out of which we can only get by supposing a pri-
witive accumulation (previous accumulation of Adam Smith)
preceding capitalistic accumulation; an accumulation not
the result of the capitalist mode of produetion but its starting-
point.

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 élite; 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
lcl?ndemned to eat his bread in the sweat of his brow; but the
t;StOl'Y of economic original sin reveals to us that there are people
to whom this is by no means essential. Never mind! Thus it came
. bass that the former sort accumulated wealth, and the latter
ort had 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.
101087
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despite all its labour, has up to now nothing to sell but tse]
and the wealth of the few that increases constantly although thes!
have long ceased to work. Such insipid childishness is every de
preached to us in the defence of property. M. Thiers, e.g :y
the assurance to repeat it with all the solemnity of a statesmand
to the French people, once so spirituel. But as soon as the questjg,
of property crops up, it becomes a sacred duty to proclaim thn
intellectual food of the infant as the one thing fit for all ages ang
for all stages of development. ln actual history it is notorigy,
that conquest, enslavement, robbery, murder, briefly fore,
play the great part. In the tender annals of Political Ecopg,
my, the idyllic reigns from time immemorial. Right and “laboyp
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 idyl.
lic.

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 themn, 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 ©
the labourers from all property in the means by which they can
realise Lheir labour. As soon as capitalist production is ouce 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 than
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-labour-
ers. The so-called primitive accumulation, therefore, is nothing
else than the historical process of divorcing the producer from
the means of production. It appears as primitive, because it forms
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pre-historic stage of capital and of the mode of production
the feponding with it.
cofrrhe economic structure of capitalistic society has grown out
¢ the ecomomic structure of feudal society. The dissolution of
Ohe latter set free the elements of the former.
t The tmmediate producer, the labourer, could only dispose of
pis OWR person after he had ceased to be attached to the soil and
ceased 10 be the slave, serf, or bondsx;nan pf another: To become
a irce scller 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 into wage-workers, ap-
pears, 0N 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 frecdmen
became sellers of themselves only after they had been robbed of
all their own means of production, and of all the guarantees of ex-
istence afforded by the old feudal arrangements. And the history
of this, their expropriation, is written in the annals of mankiud
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 vic-
torious struggle hoth against feudal lordship and its revolting
prerogatives, and against the guilds and the fetters they laid
on the free development of production and the free exploita-
tion of man by man. The chevaliers d’industrie, however, only
Succeeded i supplanting the chevaliers of the sword by making
use of cvents of which they themselves were wholly innocent.
They have risen by means as vile as those by which the Roman
’flreedman once on a time made himself the master of his patro-
us.

The starting-point of the development that gave rise to the
Wage-labourer as well as to the capitalist, was the servitude of
the }abourer. The advance consisted in a change of form of this
S?rYItude, in the transformation of feudal exploitation into capi-
talist exploitation. To understand its niarch, we need not go
C:Ck very far. Although we come across the first beginnings of
o pltahs'tlproduc?xon as carly as the 14th or 15th century, sporad-
era dy’ in certain towns of the Mediterranean, the capitalistic
ti(?n ﬂftes from the 16th century. Wherever it appears, the aboli-
of 4 of serfdom has been longeffected, and the highest development
o e middle ages, the existence of sovereign towns, has heen long
1 the wane.

10%
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In the history of primitive accumulation, all revolutiopg a
epoch-making that act as levers for the capitalist class in coy
of formation; but, above all, those moments when great Magg
of men are suddenly and forcibly torn from their means of s“bsis:s
ence, and hurled as free and “unattached” proletarians op 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, o
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 clasgi,
form. *88

CHAPTER XXX1I
Historical Tendency of Capitalist Accumulation

What does the primitive accumulation of capital, i.e., its his-
torical genesis, resolve itself into? In so far as it is not immediate
transformation of slaves and serfs into wage-labourers, and there-
fore 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 anti-
thesis 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 labour-
ers 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, manufactur-
ing, 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, tho dis-
solution of serfdom also took place earlier than elsewhere. The serf was
emancipated in that country before he had acquired any prescriptive rig
to the soil. His emancipation at once transformed him into a free proletariad
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,% annibi-
lated Northern Italy’s commercial supremacy, a movement {n the reversé
direction set in. The labourers of the towns were driven en masse into th®
country, and gave an impulse, never before seen, to the petite culture, carrie
on in the form of gardening.
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te classical form, only where’ the lgbourer is the private owner
his oWR means of labour set in action by himself: the peasant
of the land which he cultivates, the artisan of the tool which he
o pdles as a virtuoso. This mode of production pre-supposes
harcelling of the soil, and scattering of the other means of produc-
{’;m. As it excludes the concentration of these means of produc-
tion, SO also it excludes co-operation, division of labour within
ach scparate process of production, the control over, and the
roductive 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
pe, as Pecqueur rightly says, “to decree universal mediocrity”. &
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 transfor-
mation 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 expropria-
tion 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 methods of the primitive accumulation of capital. The
expropriation of the immediate producers was accomplished
wilth 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,
50 to say, on the fusing together of the isolated, independent
1abouring-individual with the conditions of his labour, is sup-
planted by capitalistic private property, which rests on exploita-
tion of the nominally free labour of others, i.e., on wage-
labour‘*

As soon as this process of transformation has sufficiently decom-
Posed the old society from top to bottom, as soon as the labourers
re turned into proletarians, their means of labour into capital,
2}51 Soon as the capitalist mode of production stands on its own feet,
ofen the further socialisation of labour and further transformation

the land and other means of production into socially exploited
\
nou; :glno&ls sommes dans une condition tout-a-fait nquvelle de la société...
ravajl (%r;:ma sde}.:a“rer toute espéce de propriéte d avec toute espéce de

ondi: “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 workip
for himself, but the capitalist exploiting many labourers. Thig
expropriation is accomplished by the action of the immanent layg
of capitalistic production itself, by the centralisation of capital
One capitalist always kills many. Hand in hand with this centra].
isation, or this expropriation of many capitalists by few, develo
on an ever-extending scale, the co-operative form of the labour.
process, the conscious technical application of science, the me.-
thodical cultivation of the soil, the transformation of the instry.
ments 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 entangle-
ment 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 capi-
tal, 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 dis-
ciplined, 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 capi-
talist private property sounds. The expropriators are expro-
priated. .

The capitalist mode of appropriation, the result of the capital-
ist mode of production, produces capitalist private property.
This is the first negation of individual private property, as found-
ed on the labour of the proprietor. But capitalist production
begets, with the inexorability of a law of Nature, its own nega-
tion. It is the negation of negation. This does not re-establish pri-
vate 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
praclically resting on socialised production, into socialised
property. In the former case, we had the expropriation of
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o mass of the people by a few usurpers; in the latter, we have
:he expropriation of a few usurpers by the mass of the

pBOple'*

.rst published in the book: Printed according to the
FitS\rarx, Das Kapital, Kritik English edition of 1887.
gor politischen Ockonomie, Erster Edited by Frederick Engels

gand. Hamburg, 1867

—_—

* The advance of industry, whose involuntary promoter is the bourgeoi-
sie, replaces the isolation of the labourers, due to competition, by their
tevolutionary combination, due to association. The 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, are its own grave-diggers. Its fall and the
Vlct0r¥ of ‘the proletariat are equally inevitable.... O% all the classes, that
stand face to face with the bourgeoisie to-day, the proletariat alone is a really
fevolutionary class. The other classes perish ang disappear in the face of
Modern Industry, the proletariat is its special and essential product....

he lower middle-classes, the small manufacturers, the shopkeepers, the
artisan, the peasant, all these fight against the bourgeoisie, to save from
extinction their existence as fractions of the middle-class.... they are reac-
Uonary, for they try to roll back the wheel of history. Karl Marx und Fried-
“ich Engels, “Manifest der Kommunistischen Partei”, London, 1848, pp. 9, 11.
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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 con-
ditions, like these relations, are on the one hand prerequisites, on
the other hand results and creations of the capitalist process of pro-
duction; they are produced and reproduced by it. We saw also
that capital—and the capitalist is merely capital personified and
functions in the process of production solely as the agent of capi-
tal—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 equiv-
alent, and in essence it always remains forced labour—no mat-
ter how much it may seem to result from free contractual agreement.
This surplus-labour appears as surplus-value, and this surplus-
value 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 definite quantity
of surplus-labour is required as insurance against accidents, and
by the necessary and progressive expansion of the process of re-
production 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 under the preceding
forms of slavery, serfdom, etc. Thus it gives rise to a stage, 0B
the one hand, in which coercion and monopolisation of social
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evelopment (including its material and intellectual advantages)
one portion of society at the expense of the other are eliminat-
by on the other hand, it creates the material means and embry-
on}C conditions, making it possible in a higher form of society to
combine this surplus-labour with a greater reduction of time devot-
od to material labour in general. For, depending on the devel-
ment of labour productivity, surplus-labour 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 surplus-
labonr=3, then the total working-day=6 and the rate of surplus-
labour=100%. If the necessary labour=9 and the surplus-
labour=3, then the total working-day=12 and the rate of surplus-
Jabour only=33'3%. 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 dura-
tion of surplus-labour, but upon its productivity and the more
or less copious conditions of production under which it is per-
formed. In fact, the realm of freedom actually begins only where
labour which is determined by necessity and mundane considera-
tions 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 repro-
duce 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 cam 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, their
human nature. But it nonetheless still remains a realm of necessi-
ty. 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 demor-
Strates 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 pro-
ductive 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 rej,.
tions corresponding to this specific, historically determined mogq
of production—relations which human beings enter into during
the process of social life, in the creation of their social life—pog
sess a specific, historical and transitory character; and, final]
that the distribution relations essentially coincident with thesé
production relations are their opposite side, so that both shape
the same historically transitory character....

The so-called distribution relations, then, correspond to ang
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 produc-
tion relations, of which they express merely one aspect. Capital-
ist distribution differs from those forms of distribution which
arise from other modes of production, and every form of distri-
bution 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-
cal, 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 iden-
tification of the process of social production with the simple la-
bour-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 devel-
opment. 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-
cal 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 hetween the dis-
tribution 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: Translated from the German
Karl Marx, Das Kapital. Kritik

der politischen Oekonomie, Dritter

Band, Zweiter Theil, Hamburg,

1894 .

* See the work on Competition and Co-operation (18327)88
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From THE HOUSING QUESTION

That the situation of the workers has on the whole become mate-
rially 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,® 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 ac-
complish the great social transformation which will put an end to
all class exploitation and all class rule. The old rural hand weav-
ers 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 revolu-
tion 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 thou-
sandfold, is a highly repugnant occurrence, something which real-
ly 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 exchange-
able in the market. Then, as long as each person receives back
the full value of his labour in the form of another product, “eter-
nal 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 devel-
Opment, which long ago destroyed individual labour in all the
big branches of industry and which is destroying it daily more
and inore in the smaller and even smallest branches, which is set-
ting social labour supported by machinery and the harnessed forces
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of nature in its place, and whose finished product, immediate]
exchangeable or consumable, is the joint work of the many ingj
viduals through whose hands it has had to pass. And it is precise].
this industrial revolution which has raised the productive powe,
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 abyp-
dant reserve fund, but also of leaving each individual sufficieng
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 ruling
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 espe-
cially 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 con-
ditions of production and exchange. This rule, which at first is
custom, soon becomes [ew. 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
-urists develops and with these legal science comes into being.
%n 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 assystems which find their substantia-
tions in themselves. The comparison presupposes points in common.
and these are found by the jurists compiling what is more or less
common to all these legal systems and calling it nratural 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 ex-
pressed 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
of 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.?®
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 misunder-
standing even with reference to social matters, they create, as
we have seen, the same hopeless confusion in any scientific inves-
@igation 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
P}‘oudhon, 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
substances in atmosplieric air by assuming the existence of a sgyecial igneous
substance, phlogiston, which escaped during the process of combustion.
S”lqe they Foun that simple substances on combustion weighed more after
laving been burned than they did before, they declared that phlogiston
lad 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
gradually ascribed to phlogiston, but all in an inverted form. The discovery
that combustion consists in a combination of the burning substance with
another substance, oxygen, and the discovery of this oxygen disposed of
the original assumption, but only after long resistance on the part of the
older chemists. [Note by Engels.]
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The abolition of the antithesis between town and county
no more and no less utopian than the abolition of the antithe
between capitalists and wage-workers. From day to day iy ia
becoming morc and more a practical demand of both industrig)
and agricultural production. No one has demanded this more epe,._
getically than Liebig in his writings on the chemistry of agricy].
ture, in which his first demand has always been that man shap
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 Londop
alone a greater quantity of manure than is produced by the wholg
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 peas-
ant 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 cominunication made necessary there-
by-—granted the abolition of the capitalist mode of production—
will 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 eman-
cipation 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 jform in
which this or any other antithesis of present-day society is to be
resolved.

Sig
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KARL MARX

From CRITIQUE OF THE GOTHA PROGRAMME "

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
sonrce of use values (and it is surely of such that material wealth
consists!) as labour, which itself is only the manifestation of
a force of nature, human labour power. The above phrase is to be
fouud 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 prograinme cannot allow such
bourgeois 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
subjeets 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 super-
natural creative power to- labour; since precisely from the fact
that labour depends on nature it follows that the man who pos-
sesses no other property than his labour power must, in all con-
dilions 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 Iabour 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
broposition is added in order to draw a conclusion from this and
hot from the first one.
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Second Part of the Paragraph: “Useful labour is possible o
in society and through society.”

According to the first proposition, labour was the source of a
wealth and all culture; therefore no society is possible withg "
labour. Now we learn, conversely, that no “useful” labour is pog
sible without society.

One could just as well have said that only in society can uselegg
and even socially harmful labour become a branch of gainfy)
occupation, that only in society can one live by being idle, etc,
etc.—in short, one could just as well have copied the whole 0}
Rousseau.

And what is “useful” labour? Surely only labour which produceg
the intended useful result. A savage—and man was a savage after
he had ceased to be an ape—who killsan animal with a stone, whe
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 society—
and only so much therefrom accrues to the individual worker
as is not required to maintain the “condition” of labour,
society.

In fact, this 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 prop-
erty, for the various kinds of private property are the founda-
tions of society, etc. One sees that such hollow phrases can be twist-
ed and turned as desired.

The first and second parts of the paragraph have some intelli-
gible 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 propoesition:

“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 non-
workers.”

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

Illy
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alist society the material, ete., conditions have at last been

it
caP! ({ which enable and compel the workers to lift this social
c

reatc

sC.
auin fact, however, the whole paragraph, bungled in style and

contents is only there in order to inscribe the Lassallean catch-
word of the “undiminished proceeds of labour” as a slogan at the
10p of the party'banner. I s_hall return 1ate1: to the “p'roceeds of
labo“‘ﬁ* “equal right”, etc., since the same thing recurs in a some-
what different form further on.

2. “In preseni-day society, the instru-
ments 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 mono-
poly 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
with a fair distribution of the proceeds of
labour.”

“Promotjon of the instruments of labour to the common prop-
erty” 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?

111087
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“Proceeds of labour” is a loose notion which Lassalle hag
in the place of definite economic conceptions.

What is “a fair distribution™?

Do not the bourgeois assert that the present-day distributj,
is “fair®? And is it not, in fact, the only “fair” distribution on the
basis of the present-day mode of production? Are economic re],
tious regulated by legal conceptions or do not, on the contrar
legal relations arise from economic ones? Have not also the socig].
ist sectarians the most varied notions about “fair” distriby.
tion?

To understand what is implied in this connection by the phrage
“fair distribution”, we must take the first paragraph and thig
one together. The latier presupposes a society wherein “the instry.
ments of labour are common property and the total labour ig
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 “undimninished 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
society 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, rcserve or insurance funds to provide against acci-
dents, dislocations caused by natural calamities, ctc.

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 computa-
tion of probabilities, but tlicy 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, therc 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.

but
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Secondly, that which is intended for the common satisfaction

needs, such as schools, health services, etc.

O/From the outsel this part grows considerably in comparison
st present-day society and it grows in proportion as the new
w1

wocielty develops. )

“rhirdly, funds for those unable to work, etc., in short, for what
s included under so-called official poor relief today.

” Only now do we come to the “distribution” which the programme,
undeT Lassallean influence, alone has in view in its narrow fashion,
pamely, to that part of the means of consumption which is
divided among the individual producers of the co-operative so-
iety.

“ The “undiminished proceeds of labour” have already unnotice-
ably 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
labour” disappear altogether.

Within the co-operative society based on common ownership
of the means of production, the producers do not exchange their
products; 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,
individual 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,
Jjust 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—exact-
1.\' what he gives to it. What he has given to it is his indi-
Vidual quantum of labour. For example, the social working day
congsists of the sum of the individual hours of work; the indivi-
dual labour time of the individual producer is the part of the
social working day contributed by him, his share in it. He re-
Ceives a certificate from society that he has furnished such and
Such an amount of labour f(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

11»
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which he has given to society in one form he receives back i
another. 1

Here obviously the same principle prevails as that Whigl,
regulates the exchange of commoditics, as far as this is exchap o
of equal values. Content and form are changed, because undey
the altered circumstances no one can give anything except hig
labour, and because, on the other hand, nothing can pass to the
ownership of individuals except individual means of consump.
tion. But, as far as the distribution of the latter among the
individual producers is concerned, the same principle prevaijlg
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 aun 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 anotler, and so on. To avoid
all these defects, right instead of being cqual would have to be
unequal.

But these defects are inevitable in the first phase of communist
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cioly as it is when it has just emecrged aiter prolonged birth
*nes [rom capitalist society. Right can never be higher than

‘C cconomic structure of society and its cultural development
c(J,,(litioned thereby.

In a higher phase of communist society, after the enslaving
qbordination of the individual to the division of labour, and
;heu»\vith also the antithesis between mental and physical labour,
pas vanished; after labour has become not only a means of life
put life’s prime want; after the productive forces have also in-
creased with the all-round development of the individual, and all
the springs 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 liis ability, to each according to his needs!

1 have dealt more at length with the “undiminished proceeds
of labour”, on the one hand, and with “equal right” and “fair
distribution”, 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 com-
mon 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 pro-
duction themselves. The latter distribution, however, is a feature
of the mode of production itself. The capitalist mode of produc-
tion, for example, rests on the fact that the material conditions
of production are in the hands of non-workers in the form of prop-
erty in capital and land, while the masses are only owners
of the personal condition of production, of labour power. 1f 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 fromIthe
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

as long been made clear, why retrogress again?

<0
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4. “The emancipation of labour myg;
the work of the working class, relative]
to which all other classes are only °
reactionary mass.” e

L]

The first strophe is taken from the introductory words of the
Rules of the International, but “improved”. There it is sajg.
“The emancipation of the working class must be the act of the
workers themselves”; here, on the contrary, the “working clagg«
has to emancipate—what? “Labour.” Let him understand wh,
can.

In compensation, the antistrophe, on the other hand, is a Lag.
sallean 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.”?*

The bourgeoisie is here conceived as a revolutionary class—
as 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 pro-
duction. Thus they do not form tfogether 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 pro-
letariat”.

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, ctc.,
and peasants during the last elections: Relatively to us you, to-
gether with the bourgeoisie and feudal lords, form only one reac-
tionary mass?

Lassalle knew the Communist Manifesto by heart, as his faith-
ful 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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Jotation from the Rules of the International. Thus it is here
! yply an impertinence, and indeed not at all displeasing to Herr
sli”smarck, one of those cheap pieces of insolence in which the
‘I\}Iamt of Berlin ?* deals.

5. “The working class strives for its
emancipation first of all within the jrame-
work of the present-day national state, con-
scious that the necessary result of its efiorts,
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
narrowest national standpoint. He is being followed in this—and
that after the work of the Internationall

1t is altogether self-evident that, to be able to fight at all,
thie 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 Com-
munist 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 interna-
tional policy.

And to what does the German workers’ party reduce its inter-
maiionalism? To the consciousness that the result of its efforts
will be “the international- brotherhood of peoples”—a phrase bor-
rowed 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, therefoze, about the
international functions of the German working class! And it is
thus thaf it is to challenge its own bourgeoisie—which is already
linked up in brotiierhood against it with the bourgeois of all
other countries—and Herr Bismarck's international policy of
conspiracy!

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 trade at home.
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The international activity of the working classes does ng
in any way depend on the existence of the International Woryy,
Men’s Association. This was only the first attempt to Creaty
a central organ for that activity; an attempt which was a lastjy
success on account of the impulse which it gave but which wy
no longer realisable in its first historical form after the fall of th,
Paris Commune.

Bismarck’s Norddeutsche was absolutely right when it announceq
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 so-
ciety: the abolition of the wage system
together with the iron law of wages—and—
exploitation in every form; the elimination
of all social and political inequality.”

1 shall return to the “free” state later.

So, in [uture, 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”. 1f 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.

It 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 Las-
salle’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).”
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 Géttliche.— Ed.
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cocial system. Basing themselves directly on this, the economists
tave been proving for fifty years and more that socialism cannot
polish poverly, which has its basis in nature, bul can only make
it general, disiribute it simultaneously over the whole surface
of wociety! ) )

But all this is not the main thing. Quite apart from the false
Lassallean formulation of the law, the truly oulrageous retro-
ression consists in the following:

siuce Lassalle’s death there has asserted itself in our Party
the scientific understanding that wages are not what they appear
to be, namely, the value, or price, of labour, but only a masked
forur for the value, or price, of labour power. Thereby the whole
pourgeois conceplion of wages hitherto, as well as all the criti-
cism liitherto directed against this conception, was thrown over-
poard once for all and it was made clear that the wage-worker
has permission to work for his own subsistence, that is, fo live,
only in so far as he works for a certain time gratis for the capi-
talist (and hence also for the latter’s co-consumers of surplus
valwe); 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
and 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 econo-
mists took the appearance for the essence of the matter.

[t 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
Tebellion: 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
uuderstanding 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
all social and political inequality arising from them would disap-
pear of itself.
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I

“The German workers’ party, in order 4,
pave the way to the solution of the social qyeg.
tion, demands the establishment of prodye,
ers’ co-operative societies with state g4
under the democratic control of the toilin
people. The producers’ co-operative gq.
cielies are to be called into being for industy
and agriculture on such a scale that the so.
cialist organisation of the total labour
arise from them.”

After the Lassallean “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 guestion”, 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 peo-
ple”.

In the first place, the majority of the “toiling people” in Ger-
many 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 reaction-
ary workers of the Atelier.”® 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-oper-
ative 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
independent creations of the workers and not protégés either
of the governments or of the bourgeois.

Iv
| come now to the democratic seclion.

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 organsuperim-
posed 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
to wliich it addresses its demands?

“Present-day society™ is capitalist soctety, which exists in all
civilised countries, 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 Swit-
zerland, and different in England from what it is in the United
Slates. “The present-day state” is, therefore, a fiction.

Nevertheless, the dilferent states of the different civilised
countries, in spite of their motley diversity of form, all have this
n 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 Staten
in contrast with the fulure, in which its preseut root, bOUrgeoi;
society, will have died off.

The question then arises: what transformation will the State
undergo in communist society? In other words, what socia]
functions will remain in existence there that are analogous to
present state functions? This question can only be answereq
scientifically, and one does not get a flea-hop nearer to the prop.
Iem by a thousandfold combination of the word people wity
the word state.

Between capitalist and communist society Iies the periog
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 democra-
tic litany familiar to all: universal suffrage, direct Iegislation,
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, although
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 meaning-
less, since one only demands what one has not got—it should
not have forgotten the chief thing, namely, that all those pretty
Iittle 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 circum-
stances demand caution—to demand the democratic republic,
as the French workers’ programmes under Louis Philippe and
under Louis Napoleon did, one sbould 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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mbellished with parliamentary forms, alloyed with a feudal
Lixture, already influenced by the bhourgeoisie and bureaucra-
dcally carpentered, and then to assure this state into the bargain
(hat oue imagines one will be able to force such things upon
it *by legal means”.

pven vulgar democracy, which sees the millennium in the
democritic republic and has no suspicion that it is precisely
in this last form of state of bourgeois society that the class strug-
gle j1as to be fought out to a conclusion—even it towers mountains
above this kind of democratism which keeps within the limits
of what 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.
In 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 capi-
talist society. It is, therefore, nothing remarkable that the Liver-
pool finaucial reformers, bourgeois headed by Gladstone’s broth-
er, are putting forward the same demand as the programme.

adn

Written in April-carly May 1875
Published in the journal Translated from the German

Die Neue Zeit, Bd. 1, No. 18,
1891



FREDERICK ENGELS

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 ullimate causes of all his-
torical changes are to be 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 wheuce 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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pan pourgeoisie developed, and already during the Middle
s els achieved, in struggle with the nobility, its inclusion in the
fendal order as likewise a privileged estate. But with the discovery
ef {he extra-European world, from the middle of the fifteenth
0 ury onwards, this bourgeoisie acquired a far more exteusive

nt . G -
:ehcre of trade and therewith a new spur for its industry; in the
;Ill)ost important branches handicrafts were supplanted by manu-

facture, DOW on a factory scale, an(} this again was sqpplant.ed
by large-scale industry, become .possmle 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
ont the old manual labour in backward countries, and creating
{he 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
conquered political power, and now in turn became the ruling
class over the proletariat and small peasants. From this point
of view all the historical phenomena are explicable in the sim-
plest possible way—with sufficient knowledge of the particular
cconomic condition of society, which it is true is totally lacking
in our professional historians, and in the same way the concep-
tions 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 facl that men must first of all eat, drink,
1}3\’0 shelter and clothing, therefore must work, before they can
fight, for domination, pursue politics, religion, philosophy, etc.—
this palpable fact at last came into its historical rights.

~This new conception of history, however, was of supreme
Significance for the socialist outlook. It showed that all previous
listory moved in class antagonisms and class struggles, that
there have always existed ruling and ruled, exploiting and exploit-
¢d clagses, and that the great majority of mankind has always
bcen condemned to arduous labour and little enjoyment. Why
1S this? Simply because in all earlier stages of development of
mankind production was so little developed that the historical
‘19\‘910pment could proceed ‘only in this antagonistic form, that
historical progress as a whole was assigned to the activity of
4 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 Privil.
eged. But the same investigation of history, which in this w
provides a natural and reasonable explanation of the Previgyg
class rule, otherwise only explicable from the wickedness of may
also leads to the realisation that, in consequence of the so tre.
mendously increased productive forces of the present time, evey
the last prelext has vanished for a division of mankind intq
rulers and ruled, exploiters and exploited, at least in the mogt
advanced countries; that the ruling big bourgeoisie has fulfilleq
its historic mission, that it 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,” and the depressed condition of industry in all countrieg
have proved; that historical leadership has passed to the prole-
tariat, 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 participate 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 exist-
ing 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 Lo 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 Lo the capitalist? Both the bourgeois
econoimists and the Socialists exerted themselves to give a scien-
tifically valid answer to this question, but in vain, until at last
Marx 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
capitalists, 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 {0 obtain possession
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eaus of subsistence. The value of a commodity is, however,
of med; N .

dewrmmed by the.socxally necessary qnantlty of labour emb.od-
od N its production, and, therefore, also in its reproduction;
:ho value of the labour power of an average human being during
a day- month or year is determined, therefore, by the quantity
of labour embodied in the quantity of means of subsistence neces-
sary for the maintenance of this labour power during a day,
montht or year. Let us assume that the means of subsistence
of a worker for one day require six honrs of labour for their pro-
duction, or, what is the same thing, that the labour contained
ju 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 momey which also embodies six hours of labour. Let us assume
further that the capitalist who employs our worker pays him
{his snm 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 outlay—
six 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. ITe 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
seveuth, 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 repro-
duces 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 and 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
arc 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 gen-
eral harmony of interests prevail, and present-day bourgeois society,
no less than its predecessors, was exposed as a grandiose insti-
tution for the exploitation of the huge majority of the people
by a small, ever-diminishing minority.

121087
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Modern, scientific socialism is based on these two Importay,
facts. In the second volume of Capital these and other harq)
less important scientific discoveries concerning the Capitaljg
system of society will be further developed, and thereby thoge
aspects also of political economy not touched upon in the firg
volume will undergo revolutionisation. May it be vouchsafeq
to Marx to be able soon to have it ready for the press.

Written in mid-June 1877

Published in the Volks-Kalender, Translated from the Gerpiay,
an almanac which appeared in
Brunswick in 1878
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From SOCIALISM: UTOPIAN AND SCIENTIFIC™

In 1831, the first working-class rising took place in Lyons;
between 1838 and 1842, the first national working-class move-
ment, that of the English Chartists,” 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 suprem-
acy of the bourgeoisie. Facts more and more strenuously gave
the lie to the teachings of bourgeois economy as to the ideuntity
of the interests of capital and Iabour, as to the universal harmony
and universal prosperity that would be the consequence of un-
bridled competition. All these things could no Ionger be ignored,
any more than the French and English socialism. which was
their theoretical, though very imperfect, expression. But the
oid 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
relations 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 ail 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
conditjons 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 religious,
Philosophical, 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¢



180 FREDERICK ENGELS

idealism was driven from its last refuge, the philosophy of hi

tory; now a materialistic treatment of history was propmmdes‘
and a method found of explaining man’s “knowing” by his “heipgn’
instead of, as heretofore, his “being” by his “knowing”. g,

From that time forward socialism was no longer an accidentg)
discovery of this or that ingenious brain, but the necessary out.
coine of the struggle between two historically developed classeg__
the proletariat and the bourgeoisie. Its task was no longer to
mauufacture a system of society as perfect as possible, but ¢,
examine the historico-economic succession of events from which
these classes and their antagonism had of necessity sprung, ang
lo discover in the economic conditions thus created the meang
of ending the conflict. But the socialism of earlier days was ag
incompatible with this materialistic conception as the concep-
tiou of Nature of the French materialists was with dialecticg
and modern natural science. The socialism of earlier days certainly
criticised the existing capitalistic mode of production and its
couscquences. 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 capital-
ism. the less able was it clearly to show in what this exploita-
tiou consisted and how it arose. But for this it was necessary—(1)
to present the capitalistic method of production in its historical
councction 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 wasstill a secret.
This was done by the discovery of surplus value. It was shown
that the appropriation of unpaid labour is the basis of the capi-
talist mode of production and of the cxploitation 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 whicli are heaped up the constantly increasing
masses of capital in the hands of the possessing classes. The gene-
sis of capitalist production and the production of capital were
bothi explained.

These two great discoveries, the materialistic conception
of history and the revelation of the secret of capitalistic produc-
tion through surplus value, we owe to Marz. With these discov-
eries socialism became a science. The next thing was to work
out all its details and relations....

The materialist conception of history starts from the proposi-
tion that the production of the means to support human life and,
next to production, the exchange of things produced. is the basis
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social structure; that in every society that has appeared
ory, the manner in which wealth is distributed and society
into classes or orders is dependent upon what is produced,

. it is produced, and how the products are exchanged. From
how . . . .
{his point of.VIew the final causes of all social cyhange.s and poli-
tical revolutions are to be sought, not in men’s bralps, not in
aen's better insight into eternal truth and justice, but in changes
in the modes of production and exchange. They are to be sought
sot in the philosophy, but in the economics of each particular
epocl. The growing perception that existing social institutions
are unreasonable and unjust, that reason has become unreason
and right wrong,* is ouly proof that in the modes of production
and exchange changes have silently taken place with which the
social order, adapted to 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 be present, in a more or less developed condition, within
the changed modes ol production themselves. These means are
not to be invented by deduction from fundamental principles,
but are to be discovered in the stubborn facts of the existing
system of production.

What is, then, the position of modern socialism in this con-
nection?

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,
l.mowu, since Marx, as the capitalist mode of production, was
Incompatible with the feudal system, with the privileges it
conlerred upon individuals, entire social Tanks and local corpo-
Tations. as well as with the hereditary ties of subordination which
constituted the framework -of its social organisation. The bour-
geoisie broke up the feudal system and built upon its ruins the
capitalist order of society, the kingdom of free competition.
Qf personal liberty, of the equality, before the law, of all commod-
1y owners, of all the rest of the capitalist blessings. Thence-
forward the capitalist mode of production could develop in free-
dom. Since steam, machinery, and the making of machines by
Machinery transformed the older manufacture into modern
industry, the productive forces evolved under the guidance of the

Ourgeoisie developed with a rapidity and in degree unheard
of before. But just as the older manufacture, in its time, aud
landicraft, becoming more developed under its influence, had
ome into collision with the feudal trammels of the guilds, so now
Modern industry, in its more complete development, comes into
———

of all
in hiSL
dj\'ided

* Mephistopheles in Goethe’s Faust, Part 1, Scene 4 (Faust’s study).— £d.
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collision with the bounds within which the capitalistic p,
of production holds it confined. The new productive forces hay
already outgrown the capitalistic mode of using them. And th'e
conflict between productive forces and modes of production ;
not a conflict engendered in the mind of man, like that betwegq
original sin and divine justice. It exists, in fact, objective]y
outside us, independently of the will and actions even of the Inep
that have brought it on. Modern socialism is nothing but the
reflex, in thought, of this conflict in fact; its ideal reflectioy
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
systenr of petty industry obtained generally, based upon the
private property of ilc labourers in their means of production;
in the country, tlie agriculture of the small peasant, freeman or
serf; in the towns, the handicrafts organised in guilds. The instru-
ments of labour—land, agricultural implements, the workshop,
the tool—were the instruments of labour of single individuals,
adapted for the use ol one worker, and, therefore, of necessity,
small, dwarfish, circumscribed. But, for this very reason they
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 day—
this 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 ltas 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 stcam-hammer; the individual workshop,
by the factory implying the co-operation of hundreds and thou-
sauds 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 succes-
sively to pass before they were ready. No one person could say
of them: “/ 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-
ion is that spontaneous division of labour which creeps in grad-
uauv and not upon any preconceived plan, there the products
Eake‘ on the form of commodities, whose mutual exchange, buying
and selling, enables the individual producers to satisfy their
manifold wants. And this was the case in the Middle Ages. The
easant, €.g., sold to the artisan agricultural products and bought
from him the products of handicraft. Into this society of indi-
yidnal producers, of commodity producers, the new mode of
production thrust itself. In the midst of the old division of labour,
grown up spontaneously .'.ind 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 facto-
ries working with the combined social forces of a collectivity
of individuals produced their commodities far more cheaply than
the individual small producers. Individual production succumbed
in one department after another. Socialised production revolu-
tionised 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 devel-
oping 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 mat-
ter of course that under it the old forms of appropriation remained
in full swing, and were applied to its products as well.

In the mediaeval stage of evolution of the production of commod-
ities. 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 handi-
work, 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 uporn his own
labour. Even where external help was used, this was, as a rule,
of little importance, and very generally was compensated hy
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
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transformation into actual socialised means of production ang
socialised producers. But the socialised producers and Meapg
of production and their products were still treated, after thig
change, just as they had been before, i.c., as the means of pp,.
duction and the products of individuals. llitherto, the OWnep
of the instruments of labour lLiad himself appropriated the preg.
net, because, as a rule, it was his own product and the assistance
of others was the exceplion. Now the owner of the instrumentg
of labour always appropriated to himself the product, although
it was no longer his product bul 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 pro-
duction of individuals, under which, therefore, everyone owns
lis 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 pro-
duction 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 pro-
duction 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 appropria-
tion 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 along-
side of slave-labour. But the embryo could duly develop into the capitalistic
mode of production only when the necessary historical preconditions had
been furnished. [Note by Engels.]
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stalists. The means of production, as well as the product,
caPlhe individual producer became more and more worthless;
of was nothing left for him but to turn wage-worker under
ther¢ Moo _ al : tlr . I d accesso-
he cupxtahst. Wage-labour, a oretixme e exceplion and accesso
t pow became the rule and basis of all production; aforetime
;nplementary, it now became the sole remaining function of
the worker. The wage-worker for a time became a wage-worker
for life. The number of these permanent wage-workers was further
enormously increased by the breaking-up of the feudal system
that occurred at the same time, by the disbanding of the retainers
of the feudal lords, the eviction of the peasants from their home-
steads. etc. The separation was made complele between the means
of production concentrated in the hands of the capitalists, on the
one side, and the producers, possessing nothing but their labour-
power, Ol the other. The contradiction between socialised produc-
tion and capitalistic appropriation manifested itself as the antago-
nism 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
o the market, nor how much of it will be wanted. No one knows
whelher 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 commodities, like every other form
pf production, has its peculfar, fmherent laws inseparable from
1t; and these laws work, despite anarchy. ir and through anarchy.
They reveal themselves in the only persistent form of social
Interrelations, i.e., in exchange, and here they affect the individ-
val producers as compulsory laws of competition. They are.
at first, unknown to these producers themselves, and have to be
thCOvered by them gradually and as the result of experience.

hey work themselves out, therefore, fnndependently of the pro-

ucers, 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, pro-
duction was essentially directed towards satisfying the wants
of the individual. It satisfied, in the main, only the wants of the

co
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producer and his family. Where relations of personal dependey,
existed, as in the country, it also helped to satisfy the Wancte
of the feudal lord. In all this there was, therefore, no exchay, s
the products, consequently, did not assume the character OE
commodities. The family of the peasant produced almost evep,,
thing they wanted: clothes and furniture, as well as meang of
subsistence. Only when it began to produce more than was gy;.
ficient to supply its own wants and the payments in kind to th,
feudal lord, only then did it also produce commodities. Thjs
surplns, thrown into socialised exchange and offered for sale
became commodities. !
The artisans of the towns, it is true, had from the first to pro-
duce for exchange. But they, also, themselves supplied the great-
est part of their own individual wants. They had gardens ang
plots of land. They turned their cattle out into the communal
forest, which, also, yielded them timber and firing. The women
spur 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
of production stable; there was local exclusiveness without, local
unity 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 pro-
duction 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 battle-
ground. 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 partic-
ular localities. The local struggles begot in their turn national

* See Appendix. [Note by Engels.]—Here Engels refers to his work The
Vark.—Ed.
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e
-

onflictss the commercial wars of the seventeenth and the eight-
eentlt centuries.0

" Finally, modern industry and the opening of the world market
made the struggle universal, and at the same time gave it an
unheard—of virulence. Advantages in natural or artificial condi-
tjons of production now decide the existence or non-existence
of individual capitalists, as well as of whole industries and coun-
(ries. 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
patural to the animal appear as the final term of human develop-
ment. The contradiction hetween 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 the 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 move-
ment of the planets, by collision with the centre. It is the compel-
iing 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 finally put an end to anarchy in production. It is the compel-
ling force of anarchy in social production that turns the limitless
perfectibility of machinery under modern industry into a compul-
sory law by which every individual industrial capitalist must
perfect his machinery more and more, under penalty of ruin.

But the perfecting of. machinery is making human labour
superfluous. If the introduction and increase of machinery means
the displacement of millions of manual by a few machine-workers,
tmprovement in machinery means the displacement of more and
more of the machine-workers themselves. It means, in the last
instance, the production of a numher of availahle wage-workers
m excess of the average needs of capital, the formation of a com-
plete industrial reserve army, as I called it in 1845,* available
al the times when industry is working at high pressure, to be
cast out upon the street when the inevitahle crash comes, a con-
stant dead weight upon the limbs of the working class in its strug-
gle 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.}
See Marx and Engels, On Britain, Moscow, 1962, p. 119.—Ed.
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it comes about, to quote Marx, that machinery becomes the Most
powerful weapon in the war of capital against the working clagg.
that the instruments of labour constamtly tear the meang of
subsistence out of the hands of the labourer; that the very producg
of the worker is turued into an instrument for his subjugation s;
Thus it comes about that the economising of the instruments
of labour becomes at the same time. from the outset, the mogt
reckless waste of labour power, and robbery based upon the
normal conditions under which labour functions®; that mg.
chinery, 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 te a starvation
minimum, and in doing thus destroys its own home market.
“The law that always equilibrates the relative surplus popula-
tion, 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 estab-
lishes an accumulation of misery, corresponding with accumula-
tion 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.)% 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, liydrogen at the negative pole, so long as they are con-
nected 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 produe-
tive force. The bare possibility of extending the field of production
is transformed for him into a similar compulsory law. The enor-
mous expausive 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. But the
capacity for extension, extensive and inteusive, of the markets
is primarily governed by quite different laws that work mmnch



SOCIALISM: UTOPIAN AND SCIENTIFIC 189

. energetically. The extension of the markets cannot keep

lebse with the extension of production. The collision becomes
Paecvimble, and as this cannot produce any real solution so long
i it docs not break in pieces the capitalist mode of produection,
;he collisions becom_e periodic. Capitalist production has begotten
qnother “vicious circle”.
“"As a matter of fact, since 1825, when the first general crisis
proke out, the whole industrial and commercial world, produc-
yion and exchange among all civilised peoples and their more
or less barbaric hangers-on, are thrown out of joint about once
every ten years. Commerce is at a standstill, the markets are
Jutted, products accumulate, as multitudinous as they are
unsaleable, hard cash disappears, credit vanishes, factories are
closed, the mass of the workers are in want of the means of sub-
sistence, because they have produced too much of the means
of sibsistence; bankruptcy follows upon bankruptey, execution
upon exccution. The stagnation lasts for years; productive forces
awd 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 indus-
try. commercial credit, and speculation which finally, after
breakneck leaps, ends where it began—in the ditch of a crisis.
And so over and over again. We have now, since the year 1825,
gone 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
off when he described the first as “crise pléthorique”, a crisis from
plethora.s¢ :

In these crises, the contradiction between socialised production
and capitalist appropriation ends in a violent explosion. The
¢ircnlation of commodities is, for the time being, stopped. Money,
the means of circulation, becomes a hindrance to circulation. All
the faws of production and circulation of commodities are turned
Upside down. The cconomic collision has reached its apogec.
The mode of production is in rebellion against the mode of exchange.

The fact that the socialised organisation of production within
the factory has developed so far that it has become incompatible
with the anarchy of production in society, which exists side
by side with and dominates it, is brought home to the capitalists
temselves by the violent concentration of capital that occurs
during crises, through the ruin of many large, and a still greater
Mimber of small, capitalists. The whole mechanism of the capi-
talist 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 tur

all this mass of means of production into capital. They lie fallgwn
and for that very reason the industrial reserve army must alge
lie fallow. Means of production, means of subsistence, availahlg
labourers, all the elements of production and of general wealth

are present in abundance. But “abundance becomes the SOurcé
of distress and want” (Fourier), because it is the very thing thay
prevents the transformation of the means of production and sy},
sistence into capital. For in capitalistic society the means o
production can only funcfion when they have undergone a prel;.
minary transformation into capital, into the means of exploiting
human labour power. The necessity of this transformation intg
capital of the means of production and subsistence stands like
a ghost between these and the workers. It alone prevents the
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 to
further direct these productive forces. On the other, these produc-
tive 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
and stronger command that their social character shall be recog-
nised, 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 exploita-
tion. 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 concen-
tration of association. The whole of the particular industry is
turned into one gigantic joint-stock company; internal competi-



SOCIALISM: UTOPIAN AND SCIENTIFIC 191

. ives place to the internal monopoly of this one company.
tio? ghas happened in 1890 with the English alkali production,

Thl»ih s now, after the fusion of 48 large works, in the hands
wfh:me company, conducted upon a single plan, and with a capi-
val of £6,000,000.

|1 the trusts, freedom of competition chapges into its very
osite —into monopoly; and the production without any definite

0{);” of capitalistic society capitulates to the production upon

defurite plan of the invading socialistic society. Certainly this
?s so far still to the benefit and advantage of the capitalists.
But in this case the exploitation is so palpable that it must
preak 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.

In any case, with trusts or without, the official representative
of capitalist society —the state —will ultimately have to under-
take the direction of production.* This necessity for conversion
into state property is felt first in the great institutions for inter-
course and communication—the post office, the telegraphs, the
railways.

1f the crises demonstrate the incapacity of the bourgeoisie for
managing any longer modern productive forces, the transforma-
tion 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 employ-

* 1 say “have to”. For only when the means of production and distri-
bution have actually outgrown the form of management by joint-stock com-
panics, and when, therefore, the taking tliem over by the state has become
economically inevitable, only then—even if it is the state of today that
effects this—is tliere an economic advance, the attainment of another ste
Preliminary to the taking over of all productive forces by society itself.
Sut of late, since Bismarck went in for state ownership of industrial estab-
Ilshvments, a kind of spurious socialism has arisen, degenerating, now and
again, into something of flunkeyism, that without more ado declares all
state ownership, even of the Bismarckian sort, to be socialistic, Certainly,
!l the taking over by the state of the tobacco industry is socialistic, then
~apoleon and Metternich must be numbered among the founders of socialism.

the Belgian state, for quite ordinary political and financial reasons, itself
Constructed jts chief rajlway lines; if Bismarck, not under any economic
C"ml':ulsion, took over for the state the chief Prussian lines, simply to be
the Letter able to have them in hand in case of war, to bring uF the railway
?mplqyees as voting cattle for the government, and especially to create
t?? himself a new source of income independent of parliamentary votes—

1S was, in no sense, a socialistic measure, directly or indirectly, con-
‘K‘OUSly or unconsciously. Otherwise, the Royal Maritime Company,ss the
A”Yal porcelain manufacture, and even the regimental tailor shops of the
‘Tmy would also be socialistic institutions, or even, as was seriously pro-
Posed by a sly dog in Frederick William 111°s reign, the taking over gy the
State of the brothels. [Note by Engels.]
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ees. The capitalist has no further social function than thyy
: Pl ; : of
pocketing dividends. tearing off coupons, and gambling on
Stock Exchange, where the different capitalists despoil one anothg
of their capital. At first the capitalistic mode of production fore,
. . 3
out the workers. Now it forces out the capitalists, and reduceg
them, just as it reduced the workers. to the ranks of the Surphyg
populatiomn, although not immediately into those of the industriay
reserve army.

But the transformation, either into joint-stock companies apg
trusts, or into state ownership, does not do away with the capi-
Lalistic nature of the productive forces. In the joint-stock compa-
nies and trusts this is obvious. And the modern state, again,
is only the organisation that bourgeois society takes on in ordep
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 capi-
talists, 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-workers—
proletarians. The capitalist relation 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 condi-
tions that form the clements of that solution.

This solution can omnly consist in the practical recognition
of the social naturc of the modern forces of production, and there-
fore in the harmonisiig 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 meaiis of production and of the products today
reacts against the producers, periodically disrupts all production
and exchange, acts only like a law of Nature working blindlys
foreibly, destructively. But with the taking over by society
of the productive forces, the social character of the means ©
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 cxactly like natural forces: blindly,
forcibly, destructively, so long 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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1y upon ourselves to subject them more-and more to our own

ox;li and by means of them to reach our own ends. And this
wills

1ds quite especially of the mighty productive forces of today.
ho long as we obstinately refuse to understand the nature and
hse character of these social means of action —and this understand-

!] goes against the grain of the capitalist mode of production
:ln%{ its defenders—so long these forces are at work in spite of us,
;” Opposition ‘to us, so long they master us, as we have shown
above in detail.
) But when once their nature is understood, they can, in the
nands of the producers working together, be transformed from
master demons into willing servants. The difference is as thal
petween 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 pro-
duction upon a definite plan, according to the needs of the commu-
nity and of each individual. Then the capitalist mode of appro-
priation, 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 appropria-
tion, as means to the maintenance and extension of production—
on the other, direct individual appropriation, as means of sub-
sistence and of enjoyment.

Whilst the capitalist mode of production more and more com-
pletely 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
itsclf 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
slate as state. Society thus far, based upon class antagonisms,
had need of the state. That is, of an organisation of the particu-
lar class which was pro tempore the exploiting class, an organi-
salion for the purpose of preventing any interference from without
with the existing conditions of production, and, therefore, espe-
cially, 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
13—-1087
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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-Af't
as it was the state of that class which itself represented, fol-‘tﬁr
time being, society as a whole: in ancient times, the state 0‘;
slave-owning citizens; in the Middle Ages, the feudal lorg,
in our own time, the bourgeoisie. When at last it becomeg the
real representative of the whole of society, it renders itself unpe,.
essary. As soon as there is no longer any social class to be he]g
in subjection; as soon as class rule, and the individual struggle
for existence based upon our present anarchy in productioy

with the collisions and excesses arising from these, are rem0ved’
nothing more remains to be repressed, and a special repressive
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 produc-
tion in the name of society —this is, at the same time, its lagt
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”,® 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 pro-
duction, the appropriation by society of all the means of pro-
duction 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 contradictior
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 conse-
quence 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 tiine 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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Jabour. state business, law, science, art, ete. It is, therefore,
he law of division of labour that lies at the basis of the division
F]to classes. But this does not prevent this division into classes
from being carried out by means of violence and robbery, trickery

pd fraud. It does not prevent the ruling class, once having
?hc‘ upper hand, from consolidating its power at the expense
of the working class, from turning its social leadership into
an intensified exploitation of the masses.
“"But if, upon this showing, division into classes has a certain
pistorical justification, it has this only for a given period, only
under given socjal conditions. It was based upon the insufficiency
of production. It will be swept away by the complete develop-
ment 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 an-
achronism. It presupposes, therefore, the development of pro-
duction carried out to a degree at which appropriation of the
means of production and of the products, and, with this, of poli-
tical 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 liin-
drance to development.

This point is now reached. Their political and intellectual
bankruptcy is scarcely any longer a secret to the bourgeoisie
themselves. Their economic bankruptey 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
arc 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 anm unbroken, constantly accelerated develop-
ment of the productive forces, and therewith for a practically
inlimited increase of production itself. Nor is this all. The social-
sced appropriation of the means of production does away, not
only with the present artificial restrictions upon production, but
also with the positive waste and devastation of productive forces
and products that are at the present time the inevitable concomi-
tants of production, and that reach their height in the crises.

urther, it sets free for. the community at large a mass of means
of production and of products, by doing away with the senseless
CXtravagance of the ruling classes of today and their political
Tepresentatives. The possibility of securing for every member

13*
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of society, by means of socialised production, an existence |

only fully sufficient materially, and becoming day by day mool
full, but an existence guaranteeing to all the free develo;,me:;e
and exercise of their physical and mental faculties —this pOSSibit
lity is now for the first time here, but it is here.* B

With the seizing of the means of production by society, Pro.
duction of commodities is done away with, and, simultaneoys]
the mastery of the product over the producer. Anarchy in sociy)
production is replaced by systematic, definite organisatioy
The struggle for individual existence disappears. Then for the
first time man, in a certain sense, is finally marked off from the
rest of the animal kingdom, and emerges from mere animg]
conditions of existence into really human ones. The whole sphere
of the conditions of life which environ man, and which have
hitherto ruled mam, now comes under the dominion and contro}
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 with man as laws of Nature foreign to, and dominat-
ing him, will then be used with full understanding, and so
mastered by him. Man’s own social organisation, hitherto con-
fronting him as a necessity imposed by Nature and history, now
becomes the result of his own free action. The extraneous objec-
tive 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,
in 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.

1. Mediaeval Society —Individual production on a small scale.
Means of production adapted for individual use; hence primitive,
ungainly, petlty, dwarfed in action. Production for immediate
consumption, cither of the producer himself or of his feudal
lord. Only where am excess of produclion 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 £ 2,200,000,000
1865 to £ 6,100,000,000
1875 to £ 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, in the crisis
1873-78, was given at the second German Industrial Congress (Berlin,
February 21, 1878) as £ 22,750,000. [Note by Engels.]
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is such excess offered for sale, enters into exchange. Produc-
" of commodities, therefore, only in its infancy. But already
uon % s ithin itself, in embryo, anarchy in the producti
. contains within itself, in embryo, chy i D ction
1 society at large.
ofu. Capitalist Revolution—Transformation of industry, at first
py means of simple co-operation and manufacture. Concentration
of the means of production, hitherto scattered, into great work-
shops- As a consequence, their transformation from individual
{0 cocial means of production—a transformation which does not,
on the whole, affect the form of exchange. The old forms of appro-
riation remain in force. The capitalist appears. In his capacity
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 appro-
priated by the individual capitalist. Fundamental contradiction,
whence arise all the contradiction® 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 proletariat and the bourgeoisie.

B. Growing predominance and increasing effectiveness of the
laws governing the production of commodities. Unbridled com-
petition. 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 compe-
tition compulsory for each individual manufacturer, and comple-
Inented by a constantly growing displacement of labourers.
Industrial reserve army. On the other hand, unlimited extension
of production, also compulsory under compelition for every
manufacturer. On both sides, unheard-of development of pro-
ductive forces, excess of supply over demand, over-production,
glntting of the markets, crises every ten years, the vicious circle:
ézcess here, of means -of production and products—excess there,
of labourers, without employment and without means of existence.
But 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 eireulating, unless they are first turned inlo capital—which
their very superabundance prevents. The contradiclion has grown
Mio an absurdity. The mode of production rises in rebellion against
lhe form of exchange. The bourgeoisic are convicted of incapacity
further 10 manage their own social productive forces.
~ D. Partial recognition of the social character of the productive
Orces forced mpon the capitalists themselves. Taking over of the
8reat institutions for production and communication, first by

oC curs
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joint-stock companies, later on by trusts, then by the state, T
bourgeoisie demonstrated to be a superfluous class. All its socj
functions are now performed by salaried employees. al

I11. Proletarian Revolution—Solution of the contradictiong
Thie proletariat seizes the public power, and by means of thig
transforms the socialised means of production, slipping from
the hands of the bourgeoisie, into public property. By this ¢4
the proletariat frees the means of production from the charactey
of capital they have thus far borne, and gives their socialiseq
character complete freedom to work itself out. Socialised pro.
duction upon a predetermined plan becomes henceforth possib]e,
The development of production makes the existence of different
classes of society thenceforth an anachronism. In proportiop
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 histo-
rical 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.

\Written between January and
the first half of March 1880

Published in the journal La Printed according to the text of
Revue socialiste Nos. 3, 4 and 5, the authorised English edition
March 20, April 20 and May 5, of 1892

1880, and as a separate pamphlet
in French: F. Engels, Socialisme

ufopique et socialisme scientifique,
Paris, 1880
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g0CIAL CLASSES—NECESSARY AND SUPERFLUOUS

The question has often been asked, in what degrée are the
different classes of society useful or even necessary? And the
answer was naturatly a different one for every different epoch
of history considered. There was undoubtedly a time when a terri-
torial aristocracy was an unavoidable and necessary element
of socicty. 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
against the territorial aristocracy, broke its political power, and
in ils turn became economically and politically predominant.
Bul. since classes arose, there never was a time when society
could do without a working class. The name, the social status
of that 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
live 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.

Now, what necessity ‘is there at present for the existence
of cach of these three classes?

. The landed aristocracy is, to say the least, economically useless
lu England, while in Ireland and Scotland it has become a posi-
tive nuisance by its depopulating tendencies. To send the people
across the ocean or iuto starvation, and to replace them by sheep
or decr —that is all the merit that the Irish and Scotch landlords
can lay claim to. Let the competition of American vegetable
and animal food develop a little further, and the English landed
iristocracy will do the same, at least those that can afford it,
laving large town estates to fall back upon. Of the rest, American
food competition will soon free us. And good riddance —for
their political action, both'in the Lords and Commons is a perfect
halional nuisance.

_But how about the capitalist middle class, that enlightened and
liberal class which founded the British colonial empire and which
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established British liberty? The class that reformed Parliy

N oy
in 1831,%7 repealed the Corn Laws, and reduced tax after t:?&
The class that created and still directs the giant manufactures, ang

the immense merchant navy, the ever spreading railway syst,
of England? Surely that class must be at least as uecessary ag t}rlz
working class which it directs and leads on from progress to progreg,

Now the economical function of the capitalist middle Clas;
has been, indeed, to create the modern system of steam rn,gmu'~
factures and steam communications, and to crush every economj.
cal and political obstacle which delayed or hindered the deve).
opment of that system. No doubt, as long as the capitalist midd]e
class performed this function it was, under the circumstances,
a necessary class. But is it still so? Does it continuc to fulfi]
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 tele-
graphs 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 temple 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 pro-
perty 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! Iere, indeed, the existence of the “retired” sharcholding
capitalist becomes not only superfluous, but a perfect nuisance.
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Wwhat is true for railways and steam shipping is becoming more

4 more true every day for all large manufacturing and trading
aItablishn’ients. “Floating“—transforming large private concerns
?S,Lo limited companies—has been the order of the day for the last
{Ln years and more. From the large Manchester warehouses of the

ity to the ironworks and coalpits of Wales and the North and
(he factories of Lancashire, everything has been, or is being, float-
ed. L all Oldham there is scarcely a cotton mill left in private
liands; nay, even the retail tradesman is more and more superseded
by “co-operative stores”, the great majority of which are co-opera-
tive in name only—but 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 handlooni-
weaver. With this difference, though, that the handloom-weaver
is doomed to slow starvation, and the superseded capitalist Lo
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
aclual 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 Railwayl 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
“wages of supervision“, as he supervises nothing. Let us remember
that when the defenders of capital drum that hollow phrase into
our cars.

But 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 ex-
panded production so as to periodically flood all the markets
Wwilh 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 witliout the interference
of the capitalist class in the great industries of the country, but
that thejr interference is becoming more and more a nuisance.

Again we say to them, “Stand back! Give the working-class the
chance of a turn.

Written on August 1 and 2, 1881

Published as an editorial in The Written in English
Labour Standard No. 14, August 6,
1881 in London
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From ANTI-DUHRING

If, then, we have not made much progress with truth and error,
we can make even Jess with good and evil. This opposition mani-
fests 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 and 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; if 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 Dihring’s opinion. But
the matter cannot be so simply disposed of. If it were such an easy
business 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 divided, 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 moralily 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 moral-
ily contains the maximum elements promising permanence
which, in the present, represents the overthrow of the present,
represents the future, and that is proletarian morality.
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at when we see that the three classes of modern society, the

reudal aristocracy, the bourgeoisie and the proletariat, each have
,Lmorality of their own, we can only draw the one conclusion:
‘11}1at men, consciously or unconsciously, derive their ethical ideas
.1 the last resort from the practical relations on which their class
Josition is based —from the economic relations in which they carry
ol prodiction and exchange.

put nevertheless there is quite a lot which the three moral
theories mentioned above have in common—is this not at least
a portion of a morality which is fixed once and for all? These
woral theories represent three different stages of the same histo-
rical development, have therefore a common historical back-
ground, 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 pri-
vate ownership existed had to liave this moral injunction in com-
mon: Thou shalt not steal.®® Does this injunction thereby become
an etermal moral injunction? By no means. In a society in which
all motives for stealing 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 steall

We therefore reject every attempt to impose on us any moral
dogma whatsoever as an eternal, ultimate and for ever immutable
ethical law on the pretext that the moral world, too, has its
permanent principles wlhich stand above history amnd the differ-
ences 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 sociely obtaining at the time. And
as wociety has hitherto moved in class antagomisms, morality
has always been class morality; it has either justified tlie domi-
tation and the interests of the ruling class, or, ever since the
oppressed class became powerful enough, it lias represented its
indignation against this domination and the future interests of
the oppressed. That in this process there lias on the wliole been
lirogress in morality, as in all other branclies of lruman kuowledge,
1o one will doubt. But we have not yet passed beyond class moral-
ly. A really human morality whiclr stands above class antago-
nisms and above any recollection of them becomes possible only
<t a stage of society which lras not only overcome class antagonisms
but lias even forgotten thém in practical life....

We have already had more than one occasion to make ourselves
acquainted with Herr Dithring’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 simp)
and what are claimed to be self-evident axioms, and then COnth) &
uing to operate with the aid of the results so obtained. Eve,ln‘
problem in the sphere of social life a

“is to be decided axiomatically, in accordance with particular, simple
basic forms, just as if we were dealing with the simple ... basic forms o
mathematics”.

And thus the application of the mathematical method to histe.
ry, morals and law is to give us also in these fields mathematicy]
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 ideologica]
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 ele-
ments, 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 conscious-
ness? For the most part, moral and juridical notions which are
a more or less accurate expression (positive or negative, corrobo-
rative 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 idiosyn-
crasies. Our ideologist may turn and twist as he likes, but the
historical reality which he cast ont 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, 4e 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

The A .

1t Lo thatl extentl they are equal, is of course primeval. But the
‘h‘ldem demand for equalily is something entirely different from
’”?t. {his consisis rather in deducing from thal common qualily
“fmb;:ing human, from that equality of men as men, a claim to
0 } political and social status for all human beings, or at least
for all citizens of a state or all members of a soctety. Before that
original conceplion of relative eqpahty_ could lead to the conclu-
cjon thal men should have equal rights in the state and iu society,
pefore that conelusion could even appear to be something natural
and self-evident, thousands of years had to pass and did pass. In
(e nost ancient, primitive communities equality of rights could
apply at most to members of the communily; women, slaves and
forcigners 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 insanitly to the ancients that Greeks
and barbarians, freemen and slaves, citizens and peregrines, Roman
citizens and Roman subjects (Lo use a comprehensive term) should
have a claim to equal political status. Under the Roman Empire
all these distinctions gradually disappeared, excepl the disline-
tion belween freemen and slaves, and in this way there arose, for
the freemen al leasl. thal equalily as belween privale individuals
on the basis of which Roman law developed—he complelest ela-
boration of law based on privale properly which we know. Bul
<0 long as the antithesis between freemen and slaves existed, there
could be no talk of drawing legal conclusions from a general equal-
ity of mankind; we saw this even recenily, 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 sim—which corresponded
perfectly lo its characler as the religion of the slaves and the op-
pressed. Apart from this it recognised, al mosl, the equality of
the clect, which however was only stressed at the very beginning.
The traces of common ownership which are also found in tlie early
slages of the new religion can be ascribed lo solidarity among
the proseribed rather than to real equalilarian ideas. Within
a very short time the establishment of the distinction between
Priests and laymen pul an end even to this incipient Christian
equality.

The overrunning of Western Europe by the Germans abolished
for centuries all ideas” of equalitly, through the gradual building
Up of such a complicated social and political hierarchy as had
never existed before. Bul al the same time lhe invasion drew
Vestern and Central Europe into the course of historical develop-
ment, crealed for the first time a compact cultural area, and

equd
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within this area also for the first time a system of predoxnjnant
national states exerting mutual influence on each other ang lnutl
ally holding each other in check. Thereby it prepared the groy -
on which alone the question of the equal status of men, of t‘}lld
rights of man, could at a later period be raised. ¢

The feudal middle ages also developed in its womb the clas
which was deslined, in the course of its further development is
become the standard-bearer of the modern demand for equality(.)
the bourgeoisie. Originally itself a feudal eslate, the bourgeojgs,
developed the predominantly handicraft industry and the exchange
of products within feudal society to a relatively high leve]
when at the end of the fifteenth century the great maritime djs.
coveries opened to it a new career of wider scope. Trade beyong
the confines of Europe. whicl had previously been carried on only
between Italy and Lhe Levant, was now extended to America angd
India, and soon surpassed iu importance both 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 indus-
iry could no longer satisfy the rising demand; in the leading indus-
tries 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 bour-
geois. Trade on a large scale, that is to say, particularly inter-
national and, even more so, world trade, requires free owners 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 par-
ticular place. The transition from handicraft to manufacture pre-
supposes the existence of a number of free workers—free on the onc
hand from the fetters of the guild and on the other from the means
whereby they could themselves utilise their labour-power—
workers who can contract with the manufacturer for the hire of
their labour-power, and hence, as parties to the contract, have
rights equal to lis. And finally the equality and equal status of all
human labour, because and in so far as it is human labour,®®
found its unconscious but clearest expression in the law of value
of modern bourgeois political economy, according to which the
value of a commodity is measured by the socially necessary labour
embodied in it.*

* This derivation of the modern ideas of equality from the economic

conditions of bourgeois society was first demonstrated by Marx in Capital.
[Note by Engels.]
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-over, where economic relations required freedom and equal-
Ho¥ ios
o of rights, the political system opposed them at every step
1-'th guild restrictions and special privileges. Local privileges,
“.Iﬁeyential duties, exceptional laws of all kinds affected in trade
dlt only foreigners and people living in the colonies, but often
ﬂoough also whole categories of the nationals of the country con-
Egl‘nt‘d; everywhere and ever anew the privileges of the guilds
parred the development of manufacture. Nowhere was the road
clear and the chances equal for the bourgeois competitors—and
ot that this be so was the prime and ever more pressing demand.

The demand for liberation from feudal fetters and the establish-
ment of equality of rights by the abolition of feudal inequalities
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 neces-
sary to demand the same equality of rights for the great mass of
the peasantry who, in every degree of bondage, from total serfdom
onwards, were compelled to give the greater part of their labour-
time 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 living 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
slate, that freedom and equality should be proclaimed humanr
rights. 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 hreath confirms the
stavery 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-
Sie emerged from fendal burgherdom, when this estate of the
Middle Ages developed into a modern class, it was always and
inevitably accompanied by its shadow, the proletariat. And
n the same way bourgeois demands for equality were accompa-
Nied by proletarian demands for equality. From the moment when
the bourgeois demand for the abolition of class privileges was put
forward, alongside it appeared the proletarian demand for the
abolition of the classes themselves—at first in religious form, lean-
Ing towards primitive Christianity, and later drawing support
from the bourgeois equalitarian theories themselves. The prole-
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tarians took the bourgeoisie at its word: equality must pgy
merely apparent, must not apply merely to the sphere of the stat, ¢
but must also be real, must also be exlended to the social, econe’
mic sphere. And especially since thie French bourgeoisie, froo‘
the great revolution on, brought civil equality to the forefrom
the French proletariat has answered blow for blow with the g4
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 hyq
therefore a double meaning. It is either—as was the case especial]y
at the very start, for example in the Peasant War—thespontaneoys
reaction against the crying social inequalities, against the cop.
trast 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
niore 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,
and shall find enough additional ones when we come to Herr Dih-
ring’s fantasies of the future.

The idea of equality, both in its bourgeois and in its proleta-
rian form, is therefore itself a historical product, the creation
of which required definite historical conditions that in turn them-
selves 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”,?® this is not
thie effect of its axjomatic 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 res-
ponsibility, of the relation between necessity and freedom. And
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 from
experience is the nature of the relation between rational judgement on tho
one hand and instinctive impulses on the other, a relation which so 70 speak
unites them into a resultant force. The fundamental factg of this form of
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mics must be drawn from observation, and for the calculation in advance
d ma

lonts which have not yet occurred must also be estimated as closely
o \.[;lble in general both as to their nature and magnitude. In this manner
as [’[Z}.\”\' delusions of inner frecdom, which people have chewed on and fed
the £ thousands of years, are not only cleared away in thoroughgoing fash-
on W}ml are replaced by something positive, which can be made use of for
lt(l:l;'pr;\(’liCill regulation of life.”

viewed thus freedom consists in rational judgment pulling
2 man to the right while irrational impulses pull him to the left,
and in this parallelogram of forces the actual movement proceeds
in the direction of the diagonal. Freedom is therefore the mean
petween judgment and impulse, reason and unreason, and its
degree in each individual case can be determined on the basis of
experictce by a “personal equation”, to use an astronomical
expression.®’ But a few pages later on we find:

«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 intelligence. All such motives operate with the inevi-
tability 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 neces-
sity. To him, freedom is the appreciation of necessity. “Necessity
is blind only in so far as it is not understood.”®® 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 govern the bodily and mental existence of men them-
selves—twvo 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
kr]o\vlcdge of the subject. Therefore the freer a man's judgment is
1n 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 arbi-
trary choice among many different and conflicting possible deci-
Slons, 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,
& control founded on knowledge of natural necessity; it is there-

0re necessarily a product of historical development. The first
men who separated themselves from the animal kingdom were in

14~1087
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all essenlials as unfree as the animals themselves, but each ste
forward in the field of culture was a step towards freedom. Qp 1
threshold of human history stands the discovery that mechanical
motion can be iransformed into heat: the production of firg },
friction; at the close of the development so far gone through standg
the discovery that heat can be transformed into mechanical pq_
tiowu: the stcam-engine.

And, in spite of the gigantic liberating revolution in ihe sociy)
world which the steam-engine is carrying through—and whicy
is not yet half completed—it is beyond all doubt that the generg.
tion of fire by friction has had an even greater effect on the liber.
ation of mankind. For the generation of fire by friction gave map
for the first lime contro lover one of the forces of nature, and there-
by separated him for ever from ihe animal kingdom. The steam-
engine will never bring aboul such a mighty leap forward in
human development, however important il may seem in our eyes
as representing all those immense productive forces dependent
on it—forces which alone make possible a state of sociely in which
there are no longer class distinctions or anxiely 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 har-
mony with the laws of nature that have become known. Bnt how
yonng the whole ol human history still is, and how ridiculous it
would be 1o attemptl Lo ascribe any absolute validity Lo our pre-
sentl views, is evidenl 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 vio-
lence and subjugation, history is a repulsive object 1o the philo-
sophy of reality; but considered in detail it is divided into two
greal periods, namely (1) from the self-equal state of matter vp
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 eightcenth.” Never-
theless, it bears socialism in its womb, and therewith “the germ of a wnightier
regencration than was fancied (1) by the forcrunners and the heroes of the
French Revolution”.

The philosophy of reality’s contempt for all past history is
justified as follows:

“The few thousand ycars, the historical retrospection of which has been
facilitated by original documents, are, together with the constitution of man
so far, of little significance when onc thinks of the succession of thousands of
years which arestill'to come.... Thehuman race as a whole is still very young,
and when in time to come scientific retrospection has tens of thousands
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ad of thousands of years to reckon with, .lhe inlellegtually immature
iﬂs,(]fl‘;m”d of our institutions becomes a self-cvident premnise undisputed in
E:-]llﬂ“““ to our epoch, which will then be revered as hoary antiquity.”
without dwelling on the really “natural language structure”
of Lhe last sentence, we _sha}l note only two Dboints. Fir'stly, that
this “hoary ant?qmty” will in any case remain a hxstomca} epoch
of the greatest interest for all f_uture generations, because it forms
the basis of all spbsequent hxgher development, beca_use il has
for ils starling-point the moulding of man from the animal king-
dow. and for its content t_he overcoming of obstacles such as will
pever again confront associated mankind of the fnture. And second-
lv. that Lhe close of this hoary antiquilty—in conlrasi to which
the [uture periods of history, which will no longer be kept back
by these difficulties and obstacles, hold Lhe promise of quite other
seienlific, technical and social achievemenis—is in any case
a very strange moment Lo choose to lay down the law for these
thonsands of years that are to come, in the form of final and ulti-
mate truths, immutable truths and deep-rooted conceptions dis-
covered on the basis of the intellectually immature childhood of
our so exiremely “backward” and “retrogressive” century. Only
a Richard Wagner in philosophy—but without Wagner’s talents—
could fail to see that all the depreciatory epithels slung atl previous
historical developmeni remain sticking also on what is claimed
to be its final oulcome—the so-called philosophy of reality....

Political economy, in the widest sense, is the science of the
laws governing the productlion and exchange of the material means
of subsistence in human sociely. Production and exchange are
two different functions. Production may occur withoutl exchange,
but exchange—being necessarily an exchange of products—cannot
occur without production. Each of these ltwo social functions is
subject Lo the action of special external influences which to a
great exlent are peculiar to il and for this reason each has, also
lo a greal extent, its own special laws. Bul on the other hand,
they constantly determine and influence each other Lo such an ex-
tent that they might be termed the abscissa and ordinate of the
economic curve.

The conditjons under which men produce and exchange vary
from country to country, and within each country again from gen-
eration to generalion. Political economy, therefore, cannot be the
same for all countries and for all historical epochs. A tremendous
distance separates the bow and arrow, the stone knife and the
acts of exchange among savages occurring only by way of exception,
from the steam-engine of.a thousand horse power, the mechanical
Joom, the railways and the Bank of England. The inhabitants of
erra del Fuego have not got so far as mass production and world
rade, any more than they have experience of bill-jobbing or a

14%
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Stock Exchange crash. Anyone who attempied to bring the polj
tical economy of Tierra del Fuego under the same laws a5 ar‘
operative in present-day England would obviously produce IIothin'3
but the most banal commonplaces. Political economy is theref()r,3
essentially a historical science. It deals with material whick is
historical, that is. constantly changing; it must first investigaté
the spectal laws of each individual stage in the evolution of pry.
duction and exchange, and only. when it has completed this inyes.
tigation will it be able to establish the few quite general layg
whicl hold good for production and exchange in general. At th,
same time it goes without saying that the laws which are valiq
for definite modes of production and forms of exchange hold gooq
for all historical periods in which these modes of production ang
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 metal-
lic 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 distri-
bution of products is a matter of course; where considerable ine-
quality of distribution among the members of the community
sets in, this Is an indication that the community is already begin-
ning to break wup.

E¥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 pre-
dominant is always associated with a more or less rapid revolu-
tionisation 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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ses precluded the existence of.big capitalists gnd lifelrong wage-
o rkers just as these are inevitably brought into existence by
“odi‘l‘“ large-scale industry, the credit system of the present day,
mnd the form of exchange corresponding to the development of
ﬂolh of them—free competition.

But with the differences in distribution, class differences emerge.
gocicty divides into classes: the privileged and the dispossessed,
{he exploiters and the exploited, the rulers and the ruled; and
the slate. 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
against external enemies, from this stage onwards acquires just as
much the function of maintaining by force the conditions of exis-
tence and domination of the ruling class against the subject class.

Distribution, however, is not a merely passive result of produc-
tjon 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 sccure 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
development, 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 men-
tioned could remain in existence for thousands of years—as in
India and among the Slavs up to the present day—before inter-
course with the outside world gave rise in their midst Lo the ine-
qualities of property as a result of which they began to break up.
On 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
hfmdred years, has in this short time brought about antitheses in
distribution—concentration of capital in a few hands on the one
side 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 condi-
Uons of existence of society at any period lies so much in the na-
ture of things that it is always reflected in popular instinct. So
]‘{“%’ as a mode of production still describes an ascending curve
of development, it is enthusiastically welcomed even by those
\\'h_o come off worst from it$ corresponding mode of distribution.

his was the case with the English workers in the beginnings
of modern industry. And even while this mode of production
ftmains normal for society, there is, in general, contentment with



214 FREDERICK ENGELS

the distribution, and if objections to it begin to be raised, theg
come from within the ruling class itself (Saint-Simon, Fouriere
Owen) and find no response whatever among the exploited masseg’
Only when the mode of production in question has already describeq
a good part of its descending curve, wheu it has half outliveq
its day, when the conditious of ils existeuce have to a large extept
disappeared, and its successor is already knocking at the door —j¢
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 elernal 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 neces-
sary 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? 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 pro-
duced and exchanged and on this basis have distributed their prod-
ucts—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 devel-
ops the laws of the capitalist mode of production and its corres-
ponding 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 necessari-
ly determined by those forms has produced a situation amoug the
classes which is daily becoming more intolerable—the antagonisn,
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Shm.peni.ng from day to day, between capitalists, constantly dec-
ceasing in number bul constantly growing rlqher, an.d propertyless
vanc—workers, whose number is constantly increasing and whose
lonbditions, taken as a whole, are steadily deteriorating; and final-
ly. that the colossal productive forces created within the capital-
ist mode of production which the latter can no longer master, are
only wailing Lo be taken possession of by a society organised for
co-operative work on a planned basis to ensure to all members of
socicly the means of existence and of the free development of their
capacities, and indeed in constantly increasing measure.

[n order to carry out this crilique of bourgeois economy com-
pletely, an acquaintance with the capitalist form of productien,
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 Marx,
and we therefore owe almost exclusively to his researches all
that has so far been established concerning pre-bourgeois theore-
tical economy....

Private properly 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 primi-
tive communes of all civilised peoples. It developed into the
form of commodities within these communes, at first through
harter with foreigners. The more the products of the commune as-
sumed 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 Lhe original natural division of labour was extrud-
ed by exchange also within the commune, the more did inequality
develop in the property owned by the individual members of
the commune, the more deeply was the ancient common owner-
¢hip of the land undermined, and the more rapidly did the com-
nine develop towards ils dissolution and transformation into
a village of small-holding peasants. For thousands of years Orien-
tal despotism and the changing rule of conquering nomad peoples
were unable to injure these old communities; the gradual destruc-
lion of their primitive home industry by the competition of prod-
ucts 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 the village communities (Gehdferschaften) on
the Moselle and in the Hochwald; the peasants simply find it
Lo their advantage that the private ownership of land should take
the place of common ownership. Even the formation of a primi-
tive 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 ownershj of
the land, and at first was not based in any way on force, byt
voluntariness and custom. Wherever private property evolved i
was the result of altered relations of production and exchang,
in the interest of increased production and in furtherance of intey.
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 ahje
to appropriate another person’s property, and that therefors
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 iy
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 com-
munities, that is, in the direct or indirect general spread of pri-
vate 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 devel-
opment, the production of commodities becomes transformed
into capitalist production, and that at this stage “the laws of ap-
propriation 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 Marx-
ian 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 iinpossibility, on the part of the labourer,
of appropriating his own product. The separation of property from
labour has become the nccessary consequence of a law that appar-
ently originated in their identity.”®* In other words, even if we
exclude all possibility of robbery, forcc aud 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 nevertheless
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ings us of necessity to the present capitalist mode of production,

bnthc monopolisation of the means of production and the means
?subsistence in the hands of the one, numerically small, class,
to the degradation into propertyless proletarians of the other class,
constituting the immense majority, to the periodic alternation
of 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 what-
cver 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 lack 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
pourgeoisie 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, recruit-
ed from all manner of serfs and villains, the burghers conquered
onc position after another in their continuous struggle with the
nobility, and finally, in the most highly developed countries,
took 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 situa-
tion”, which sooner or later, voluntarily or as the outcome of com-
bat, was followed by a change in the political conditions. The
struggle of the bourgeoisie against the feudal nobility is the strug-
gle 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
bandicraft, 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
nobility, in order to keep one estate in check by means of the
other; but from the moment when the bourgeoisie, still politically
powerless, begau to grow dangerous owing to its increasing econo-
mic power, the Crown resumed its alliance with the nobility,
and by so doing called forth the bourgeois revolution, first in
tingland and then in France. The “political conditions” in France
had remained unaltered, while the “economic situation” had out-
grown them. Judged by his political status the nobleman was
¢verything, the burgher nothing; but judged by his social posi-
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tion the burgher now formed the most important class in the g
while the nobleman had been shorn of all his social functions , e,
was now only drawing payment, in the revenues that came to p; d
for these functions which had disappeared. Nor was that all
Bourgeois production in its entirety was still hemmed in b the
feudal political forms of the Middle Ages, which this production__
not only manufacture, but even handicraft industry—had 1oy
outgrown; it had remained hemmed in by all the thousandfolg
guild privileges and local and provincial customs barriers whicy,
had hecome mere irritants and fetters on production.

The bourgeois revolution put an end to this. Not, however, 1
adjusting the economic situation to suit the political conditiong,
in accordance with Herr Diihring’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 moul-
dering 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 neceds
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 superflu-
ons, but a social hindrance; it is more and more becoming separat-
ed 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 activities—
on 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 final crash, this
ouly shows that they are labouring under the same delusion as
Herr Diihring: the delusion that “political conditions are the
decisive cause of the cconomic situation”; this only shows that
they imagiue, just as Herr Diihring does, that by making use of
“the primary”, “the direct political force”, they can remodel those
“facls of the sccond order”, the economic situation aud its inevi-
table development; and that therefore the economic consequences
of the steam-cngine and the modern machinery driven by it, of
world trade and the banking and credit developments of the
present day, can be blown out of existence by them with Krupp
guus aud Mauser rifles.... .
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with liis domination of man by man as a prior condition
o domination of nature by man, Herr Diihring onmly wanted
¢ 1 a general way that (e whole of our present ecomomic

Jor. the level of development now attained by agriculiure and
f’rl“m-v, is the result of a social history which evolved in class
“]‘l.,}m(iisms, in relationships of domination and subjection, he
‘.q:];,?mg something which long ago, ever since the Communist
,i[(,n}'festv. became a commonplace. But the question at issue is
flo“‘ we are to explain the origin of classes and relations based
on domination, and if Herr Diihring’s only answer is the one word
sforce”. 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
AIMerons than the rulers and the exploiters, and that therefore
it ix in tire hands of the former that the real force has reposed. is
enough to demonstrate the absurdity of the whole force theory.
The telationships based on domination and subjection have there-
fore <till to be explained.

They arose in two ways.

As 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 nature, still ignorant of their own strength; and consequently
as poor as the animals and hardly more productive than they.
There prevailed a certain equality in the conditions of existence,
and for the heads of families also a kind of equality of social
position—at least an absence of social classes—which continued
amoung the primitive agricultural communities of the civilised
peoples of a later period. In each siuch community there were from
the beginning certain common interests the safeguarding of which
Iad to be handed over to individuals, true, under the control
of the community as a whole: adjudication of disputes; repression
of abuse of authority by individuals; control of water supplies,
especially in hot countries; and finally, when conditions were
still absolutely primitive, religious functioms. Such offices are
f(‘mud in aboriginal communitics of every period—in the oldest
serman marks and even today in Iudia. They are naturally em-
df)\\'Ud with a certain measure of authority amd are the beginnings
of state power. The productive forces gradually increase; the
ncreasing density of the population creates at one poiut common
Interests, at another conflicting interests, betwecen tlie separate
Communities, whose grouping into larger units brings about in
turn g new division of labour, the setting up of organs to safe-
Suard common interests and combat conflicting intercsts. These
Organs which, if only because they represent the common interests
o the whole group, hold a special position in relation to cach
Individual community—in certain circumstances eveu one of oppo-
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sition —soon make themselves still more independent, ary
through leredity of functions, which comes about almost as Y
matter of course in a world where everything occurs spontaneoyg) a
and partly because they become increasingly indispensable Owig'
to the growing number of conflicts with other groups. It ig ot
necessary for us to examine here how this independence of Socia]
functions in relation to society increased with time until it deve].
oped into domination over society; how he who was origing)
the servant, where conditions were favourable, changed graduany
into the lord; how this lord, depending on the conditions, emerged
as an Oriental despot or satrap, the dynast of a Greck tribe, chief.
tain of a Celtic clan, and so on; to what extent he suhsequently
had recourse to force in the course of this transformation; and hoyw
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 fumctions. However
great the number of despotisms which rose and fell in Persia and
India, each was fully aware that above all it was the euatrepreneur
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 asthat 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 owmership 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. Produc-
tion had developed so far that the labour-power of a man could
now produce more than was necessary for its merc maintenance;
the means of maintaining additional labour forces existed; like-
wisc the means of employing them; labour-power acquired a value.
But the community itself and the association to which it belonged
vielded 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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arlier period, eaten them. But at the stage of the “econo-
tion” which had now been attained the prisoners acquired
luc; one therefore let them live and made use of their
a “m‘- Thus force, instead of controlling the economic situation,
1;11):00“ tlic contrary pressed into the service of the economic situa-
waE o avery had been inwented. It soon became the dominant

even @
?nic situa

t'il;ln]; ol production among all peoples who were developing beyond
f;)w old community, but in the end was also one of the chief
2,“15(,5 of their decay. It was slavery that first made possible

the division of labour between agriculture and industry on a larger
ccale. and thereby also Hellenism, the flowering of the ancient
world. Without slavery, no Greek state, no Greek art and science;
without slavery, no Roman Empire. But without the basis laid
by Grecian culture, and the Roman Empire, also no modern
Furope. We should never forget that our whole economic, politi-
cal and intellectual development presupposes a state of things
in which slavery was as necessary as it was universally recognised.
In this sense we are entitled to say: Without the slavery of anti-
quity 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
such infamies. Unfortunately all that this conveys is only what
evervoue 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
herctical 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 sprang from the beasts, and had conse-
quently to use barbaric and almost bestial means to extricate
himself from barbarism. Where the ancient communes have contin-
ued to exist, they have for thousands of years formed the basis
of the 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
bﬁsis for this was the great division of labour between the masses
discharging simple manual labour and the few privileged persons
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dirccting labour, comducting trade and public affairs, andg,
later stage, occupying themselves with art and science. The
plest and most natural form of this division of labour was iy fa

slavery. In the historical conditions of the ancient world, ar;:t
particularly of Greece, the advance to a society based on CIasd
antagonisms could be accomplished only in the form of slaye S
This was an advance even for the slaves; the prisoners of War'
from whom the mass of the slaves was recruited, now at 1eas£
saved their lives, instead of being killed as they had been befop
or even roasted, as at a still earlier period. !

We may add at this point that all historical antagonisms betweey
exploiting and exploited, ruling and oppressed classes to thig
very day find their explanation in this same relatively undevel-
oped 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 afiairs
of society —the direction of labour, affairs of state, legal matters,
art, science, etc.—so long was it necessary that there should cop-
stantly exist a special class, freed from actual labour, to manage
these affairs; and this class never failed, for its own advamtage,
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 lias made it possible to distribute labour
among all members of society without exception, and thereby to
limit the labour-time of cach individual member to sucli an
extent that all have enougl free time left to take part in the gen-
eral—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”.

When, therefore, Herr Dithring 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 iransformed and mitigated
heritage of slavery, and not by its own nature (that is, by the
economic laws of modern society), this either mcans 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 eslablished, 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

at
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- is originally based on an economic, social function, amd
werl _ . .

poY ases im proportion as the members of society, through the
a lutfor of the primitive community, become transformed into-
te producers, and thus become more and more divorced from
ministrators of the common functions of society. Secondly,
he political force has made itself independent in relation

wocicty, and has transformed itself from its servant into its
Lo oter, it can work in two different directions. Either it works
maz ’ . - N .
in the sense and in the direction of the natural economic develop-
ment, in which case no conflict arises between them, the econo-
wic development being accelerated. Or it works against ecomo-
mic development, in which case, as a rule, with but few excep-
tions, force succumbs to it. These few exceptions are isolated cases
of conquest, in which the more barbarfan conquerors exterminat-
ed or drove out the population of a country and laid waste or
allowed 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 highly-
developed agriculture and horticulture of the Moors depended.
Every 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 per-
manent, the more barbarian conqueror has to adapt himself to
the lrigher “economic situation” as it emerges from the conquest;
he is assimilated by the vanquished and in most cases he has
even to adopt their language. But where—apart from cases of
conquest—the internal state power of a country becomes antago-
nistic 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 exceptiorr the economic development has forced its
way through —we have already mentioned the latest and most
striking example of this: the great French Revolution. If, in accord-
ance with Herr Diihring’s theory, the economic situation and
witl it the economic structure of a given country were dependent
simply on political force, it is absolutely impossible to understand
why Frederick William 1V after 1848 could not succeed, in spite
of his “magnificent army”,* in grafting the mediacval guilds and
other romantic oddities on to the railways, the steam-engines
and the large-scale industry which was just then developing in
bis 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 I1.—Ed.
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To Herr Diihring force is the absolute evil; the first act of g,
is to him the original sin; his whole exposition is a jeremiad Tce
the contamination of all subsequent history consummated by tﬁ.“
original sin; a jeremiad on the shameful perversion of all naturls
and social laws by this diabolical power, force. That force, ho‘?,l
ever, plays yet another role in history, a revolutionary role; thy;
in the words of Marx, it is the midwife of every old society pre,’
nant with a new one,® that it is the instrument with the aiq gf
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 admiyg
the possibility that force will perhaps be necessary for the over.
throw of an economic system of exploitation—unfortunately,
because all use of force demoralises the person who uses it. Ang
this in spite of the immense moral and spiritual Impetus which
has been given by every victorious revolution! And this in Ger-
many, 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 knownl...

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, dominat-
ing 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 tlie subsequently widespread confusion of mythologies—
a 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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a still further stage of evolution, all the natural and social
-bﬁtes of the numerous gods are transferred to ore almighty
attrl who is but a reflection of the abstract man. Such was the
i in of monotheism, which was historically the last product of
rs \learised philosophy of the later Greeks and found its incar-
the YUis . s
pation in the exclusively natxopal god of the Jews, Jehoval}.‘ln
this convenient, handy and universally adaptable form, religion
can coutinue to exist as the immediate, that is, the sentimental
form of men’s relation to the alien, natural and social, forces which
dominate them, so long as men remain under the control of these
forces. However, we have seen repeatedly that in existing bourgeots
society men are dominated by the economic conditions created
bv themselves, by the means of production which they themselves
have produced, as if by an alien force. The actual basis of the re-
flective activity that gives rise to religion therefore continues
to exist, and with it the religious reflection itself. And although
bourgeois political economy has given a certain imsight into the
causal connection of this alien domination, this makes no essen-
tial dilference. Bourgeois economics can neither prevent crises in
general, nor protect the individual capitalists from losses, bad
debts and bankruptcy, nor secure the individual workers against
unemployment and destitution. It is still true tliat man proposes
and God (that is, the alien domination of the capitalist mode of
production) disposes. Mere knowledge, even if it went much fur-
ther and deeper than that of bourgeois economic science, is not
cnough to bring social forces under the domination of society.
Whal is above all necessary for this, is a social act. And when
thix act has been accomplished, wheu society, by taking possession
o all means of production and using them on a planned basis,
has [reed itself and all its members from the bondage in which they
are now held by these means of production which they them-
selves have produced but which confront them as an irresistible
alien force; when therefore man no longer merely proposes, but
al<o disposes—only then will the last alien force which is still
reflected in religion vanish; and with it will also vanish the reli-
glous reflection itself, for the simple reason that then there will
he nothing left to reflect.

Written between September
876 and June 1878

Published in Vorwdrss i -

Tuly 1hes in Vorwdrts in January: Translated from the German

.\

H{ Some Germanic tribes the war-god is called Tyr (Old Nordic) or Zio (Old

D}gh ‘German) and so corresponds to the Greek Zeus, Latin Jupiter for

Gill~pxter; in other Germanic tribes, Er, Eor, corresponds therefore to the
Teek Ares, Latin Mars. [Note by Engels.]
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From INTRODUCTION TO DIALECTICS OF NATURE

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 them-
selves take part in it, this occurs without their knowledge or de-
sire. 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 cor-
respond 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 un-
controlled forces are far more powerful than those set into mo-
tion 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 pro-
duction of their means of subsistence, that is, today, social pro-
duction, 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 oppo-
site. In the most advanced industrial countries we have subdued
the forces of nature and pressed them into the service of mankind;
we have thereby infinitely 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 high-
sy,rughg.storical achievement, is the normal state of the animal
es,_t d;m- Only conscious organisation of social production, in
km‘gh roduction and distribution are carried on in a planned way,
the[svate mankind above the rest of the animal world socially
~any,he same way that production in general has done this for men
m cifically. Historical development makes such an organisation
ipily more indispensable, but also with every day more possible.
F:om it will date a new epoch of history, in \.Nh.ich mankind itself,
and with mankmq all bra.nches of its activity, and especially
patural science, Will experience an advance before which every-
thing preceding it will pale into insignificance.

written in 1875-76

published in 1925 in
German and Russian in Translated from the German

Marz-Engels Archives, Book II
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From LUDWIG FEUERBACH AND THE END OF
CLASSICAL GERMAN PHILOSOPHY®’

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 con-
sisted in the substitution of an interconnection fabricated in the
mind of the philosopher for the real interconnection to be demon-
strated in the events; has consisted in the comprehension of histo-
ry as a whole as well as in its separate parts, as the gradual reali-
sation of ideas—and naturally always only the pet ideas of the
philosopher himself. According to this, history worked uncon-
sciously but of necessity towards a certain ideal goal set in ad-
vance—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, arti-
ficial inlerconnections 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.

In one point, however, the history of the development of society
proves to be essentially dlf[erent from that of nature. In nature—
in so far as we ignore man’s reaction upon nature—there are only
blind, unconscious agencies acting upon one another, out of whose
1nterplay 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 con-
firm the regularity inherent in these accidents—happens as a
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«ciously desired aim. In the‘history of society, on the contrary,

“actors are all endowed with consciousness, are men acting
th’ih deliberation or passion, working towards definite goals;
W s happens Without a conscious purpose, without an intend-
pothing NAPPENs WILLUU® & GONSLY ks e
d aim. But this distinction, important as it is for historical
?vestigation, particularly of single epochs and events, cannot
Hllter the fact that the course of history is governed by inner gen-
gm 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 inca-
pable of realisation or the means of attaining them are insuffi-
cient. Thus the conflicts of innumerable individual wills and
individual actions in the domain of history produce a state of
affairs entirely analogous tothat prevailing in the realm of uncon-
scious 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 ulti-
mately have consequences quite other than those intended. Histori-
cal 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 differ-
ent 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
external objects, partly ideal motives, ambition, “enthusiasm
tor truth and justice”, personal hatred or even purely individual ;
Wliims of all kinds. But, on the one hand, we have seen that the |
many individual wills active in history for the most part produce \
resulis quite other than those intended —often quite the opposite; !
t_hilt their motives, therefore, in relation to the total result are |
likewise of only secondary importance. On the other hand, the ; J

g

con

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 never put this question to itself. lts con-
¢eption of history, in so far as it has one at all, is therefore essen-
tially pragmatic; it judges everything according to the motives
of the action; it divides men who act in history into noble and
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ignoble and then finds that as a rule the noble are defraudeq ,
the ignoble are victorious. Hence, it follows for the old materia)jg
that nothing very edifying is to be got from the study of hist,
and for us that in the realm of history the old materialism becop,
untrue to itself because it takes the ideal driving forces Whicﬁ
operate there as ultimate causes, instead of investigating what is
behind them, what are the driving forces of these driving forceg
The inconsistency does not lie in the fact that ideal driving forceg
are recognised, but in the investigation not being carried furthe,
back behind these into their motive causes. On the other hapq
the philosophy of history, particularly as represented by Hege]
recognises that the ostensible and also the really operating motiveg
of imen 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 reali-
sation of a “work of art” as such.®® 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 explana-
tion, 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 individ-
uals, 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
fiaring up of a straw-fire which quickly dies down, but for a lasting
action resulting in a great historical transformation. To ascer-
tain the driving causes which here in the minds of acting masses
and their leaders—the so-called great men—are reflected as con-
scious 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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But while in all earlier periods the investigati
ing CAUSES of history was almost imp(i)sstsI{gIJaltmn of these driv-
e cOm_Phcated and concealed interconnecti e—on account of
and therr effects—our present period has so Ifons between them
imerconnectlons that the riddle could be sol 3‘ simplified these
jishment of l_ar_ge-scale industry, that is, at 1 ved. Since the estab-
eace of 1815, It has been no longer a , at least since the European
Pent the whele political struggle thsecret to any man in England
supremacy of two classes: the landedere- turned on the claims to
Sie (middle class). In France, with &nstocracy and the bourgeoi-
the same fact was perceived, the histeoyr‘etum of the Bourbons,
penod, from Thierry to Guizot, Mi ians of the Restorati
overywhere as the key to thezo »dMlgnet.and Thiers, speak ofo;:
Since the Middle Ages. And Silllln erstanding of all French his’corI
Jetariat, has been recognised i ce 1830 the working class, th Y
‘tor for poOWer. Condgit;zi 1;11 both countries as a third coe pro-
would have had to clo s ad become so simplified th mpet-
fight of these three greaste :11;2 . eyesd deliberately not to see ai‘; ?ﬁe
csts the . ses and in the . v e
most advfﬂv?g force of modern history_co?ﬂlmt of their inter-
But ho“;xé":g thcountnes. at least in the two
1 ese classes 3 .
at first gl s come into existe ? If i .
feudal lgn?irtl;t:ie ps:(ilple:to ascflf) e the origin Olflcf}.lelfglrte;asfpossmle
cal causes, to taki y—at least in the first inst » Tormerly
i , ing possession b , instance—to politi-
in regard to the bo A n by force, this could n
? t be d
and development urgeoisie and the proletari ° one
of two riat. Here the origi
palpably in great classes was . TIgIN
: purely economi seen to lie clearl
in the struggle b mic causes. And it was j y and
less than o th etween landed property and just as clear that
tariat, it \iistgeqiz‘s‘:ggle ﬁbetween the ﬁoufgeoﬁﬁfe b;,;‘;gf}j”s’e’ no
to the further: fon, first and foremost I the prole-
ance of which politi st, of economic inter
merely as a m political power was i erests,
eans. Bourgeoisi as intended to
consequence of geoisie and proletari serve
nSe a transformati proletariat both arose i
precisely, o mation of the economi ps s¢ 1In
guild hz;ldifcr;hf('zsn;gde of production. The tr:lzlsci(‘:iltglltlglrlsf Trom
to large-scale indust manl.lfacture, and then from II,l st from
fﬁusm the developmry’t wflth steam and mechanical anufacthure
e new producti ent of these two classes. A power, had
the first placel}c(};lt(:v;‘ forces set in motion by thet ;ocertal'n.stage
dletaﬂ labourers [TIeY;SI(I’;n of %abour and the combinal':irg GOI?Ie—i‘n
the conditi ilarbeiter] in one n of many
: general manuf
these fons and requirements of actory—and
se productive for of exchange, develo
order of production hcesé became Inc"mpa‘tibl,e with gﬁd throvgh
that is to sav. i an ?d, down by history and the existing
the HUmeroujg’ incompatible with the privilege Sa?Ctlﬁed by law,
only so man (f’ther personal and local pri%ils of the g}111d and
y fetters to the unprivileged estafges (which were
es) 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 bygeol‘
feudal landlords and the guild-masters. The result is knowy. the
feudal fetters were smashed, gradually in England, at one bl
in France. In Germany the process is not yet finished. Byt ju
as, at a definite stage of its development, manufacture came inft
conflict with the feudal order of production, so now Ial'g9~sca1°
industry has already come into conftict with the bourgeois Ol'def-
of production established in its place. Tied down by this order
by the narrow limits of the capitalist mode of production, thig
industry produces, on the one hand, an ever-increasing proletaris_
nisation of the great mass of the people, and on the other hang
an ever greater mass of unsaleable products. Overproduction anci
mass misery, each the cause of the other—that is the absurg
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 po-
litical 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 ques-
tion of economic emancipation. Therefore, here at least, the state
—the political order—is the subordinate, and civil society —the
realm of economic relations—the decisive element. The tradi-
tional 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 transforn: 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 one—
must 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 mat-
ter—the one which is self-evident. The question arises, however,
what is the content of this merely formal will—of theindividual as
well as of the state—and whence is this content derived? Why
is just this willed and not something else? 1f 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 de-
velopment of the productive forces and relations of exchange.

But if even in our modern era, with its gigantic means of pro-
duction and communication, the state is not an independent do-
main 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 stilk
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re irue of all earlier {imes when the production of the material
n}ff; of man was nol yel carried on with these abundant auxiliary
1 and when, therefore, the necessily of such production must

ns, L
}I?aefe exercised a siill grealer mastery over men. If the stale even
{oday, in the era of big indusiry and of railways, is on the whole

only @ reflection, in concentrated form, of the economic needs of
the class conirolling production, then this musi have been much
more so in an epoch when each generation of men was forced to
spend a far grealer part of ils aggregate lifetime in satisfying
material needs, and was therefore much more dependent on them
{han we are loday. An examinatlion of the history of earlier pe-
riods, as soon as il is seriously undertaken from this angle, most
abundantly confirms this. Butl, of course, this cannot be gone
into here.

1f the stale and public law are delermined by economic rela-
ions, so, Loo, of course is privale law, which indeed in essence
only sanctions the existing economic relations between individuals
which are normal in the given circumsiances. The form in which
this happens can, however, vary considerably. Il is possible, as
happened in England, in harmony with the whole national develop-
ment, 1o relain in the main the forms of the old feudal laws while
giving them a bourgeois content; in fact, directly reading a bour-
geois meaning into the feudal name. But, also, as happened in
weslern conlinental Europe, Roman Law, the first world law
of a commodity-producing sociely, with ils unsurpassably fine
elaboration of all the essential legal relalions of simple commod-
ily owners (of buyers and sellers, debtlors and credilors, con-
iracis, obligalions, eic.), can be laken as the foundation. In which
case, for the benefil of a still pelly-bourgeois and semi-feudal
sociely, it cau either be reduced to the level of such socic-
ly simply through judicial praclice (common law) or, with the
help of allegedly enlightened, moralising jurists, il can be worked
into a special code of law 1o correspond with such social level —
a code which in these circumstiances will be a bad one also from
e legal standpoint (for instance, Prussian Landreckt). In which
case, however, after a great bourgeois revolution, it is also possible
for such a classic law code of bourgeois sociely as the French Code
Civil 1o be worked oul upon the basis of this same Roman Law.
If, {herefore, bourgeois legal rules merely express the economic
life conditions of sociely in legal form, then they can do so well
or ill according lo circumstances.

The stale presenis ilself 1o us as the first ideological power
over man. Sociely creates for itself an organ for the safeguarding
of ils common inleresis againsi inlernal and exlernal attacks. This
organ is the state power. Hardly come into being, this organ makes
Uself independent wvis-a-vis society; and, indeed, the more so,



234 FREDERICK ENGELS

the more it becomes the organ of a particular class, the more it

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.

P

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-vig
society, it produces forthwith a further ideology. It is indeed
among professional politicians, theorists of public law and jurists
of private law that the connection with economic facts gets lost
for fair. Since in each particular case the economic facts must

el o

¢

A e 2t e

FITR VN

assume the form of juristic motives in order to reccive 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 economig ;

content notliing. Public law and private law are treated as inde- ,
pendent spheres, each having its own independent historical .

development, each being capable of and needlng a systematic pre-

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 cerrtury’s Englishmen and Frenchmen who
in many cases were just as much political economists as philoso-
phers, this is clearly evident; and we have proved it above in
regard to the Hegelian school.

We will now in addition deal only bricfly with religion, since
the latter stands furthest away from material lifc 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 concept-
material, and develops this material further; otherwise it would
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pot 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
inside whose heads this thought process goes on in the last resort
determined the course of this process remains of necessity unknown
1o these persons, for otherwise there would be an end to all ideol-
ogy. These original religious notions, therefore, which in the
main are common to each group of kindred peoples, develop, after
the group separates, in a manner peculiar to each people, accord-
ing to the conditions of life falling to their lot. For a number
of groups of peoples. and particularly for the Aryans (so-called
Indo-Europeans), this process has been shown in detail by com-
parative mythology. The gods thus fashioned within each people
were national gods, whose domain extended no farther than the
national 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 ex-
isted; they fell with its fall. The Roman world empire, the econo-
mic conditions of whose origin we do not need to examine here,
brought about this downfall of the old nationalities. The old na-
tional gods decayed, even those of the Romans, which also were
patterned to suit only the narrow confines of the city of Rome. The
ueed to complement the world empire by means of a world reli-
gion was clearly revealed in the attempts made to provide in
Rome recognition and altars for all the foreign gods to the slight-
esl degrec respectable alongside of the indigenous ones. But
a new world religion is not to be made in this fashion, by impe-
rial decree. The new world religion, Christianity, had already
quictly come into being, out of a mixture of generalised Oriental,
particularly Jewish, theology, and vulgarised Greek, particularly
Stoic, philosophy. What it originally looked like has to be first
laboriously discovered, since its official form, as it has been handed
down 1o us, is merely that in which it became the state religion
to which purpose it was adapted by the Council of Nicaea.*® The
fact that already after 250 years it became the state religion suf-
fices 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
to feudal Catholicism, the Protestant heresy, which first appeared
In Southern France, among the Albigenses, at the iime the
Cities there reached the highest point of their florescence.!®® The
Middle Ages had attached to theology all the other forms of ideol-
9gy—philosophy, politics, jurisprudence—and made them sub-

tvisions of theology. It thereby constrained every social and
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political movement to take on a theological form. The sentimentg
of the masses were fed with religion to the exclusion of all else;
it was therefore necessary to put forward their own interestg
in a religious guise in order to produce an impetuous movement,,
And just as the burghers from the beginning brought into being
an appendage of propertyless urban piebeians, day labourers anq:
servants of all kinds, belonging to no recognised social estate, pres
cursors of the later proletariat, so likewise heresy soon becamer
divided into a burgher-moderate heresy and a plebeian-revolutions
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 nobilily, which till then had been predominantly local,:
began to assume national dimensions. The first great action ocw
curred in Germany—the so-called Reformation. The burghers were
neither powerful enongh nor sufficiently developed to be able to-
unite under their banner the remaining rcbellious estates—the
plebeians of the towns, the lower nobility and the peasants on the
land. At first the nobles were defeated; the peasants rose in a re-
volt which formed the peak of the whole revolutionary struggle;
the cities left them in the lurch, and thus the revolution sue-:
cumbed to the armies of the secular princes who reaped the whole
profit. 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 the Reformation in the forefront, republicanised and:-
democratised the Church. While the Lutheran Reformation im
Germany degenerated and reduced the country to rack and ruinm,
the Calvinist Reformation served as a banner for the republicans
in Geneva, in Ilolland and in Scotland, freed Holland from Spaim
and from the German Empire and provided the ideological cos-
tume for the second act of the bourgeois 1evolution, which wa$
taking place in England. Here 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 1683 in a compromisc between one part
of the nobility and the bourgeoisic.!*! 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 Calvin-
ised. The old state Church had celebrated the merry Catholic Sun-
day and had fought against the dull Calvinist one. The new, bour-
geoisified Church introduced the latter, which adorns England t®
this day.
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In France, the Calvinist minority was suppressed in 1685 and
oither Catholicised or driven out of the country. But what was
the 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
pourgeoisie to carry through its revolution in the irreligious,
exclusively political form which alone was suited to a developed
pourgeoisie. Instead of Protestants, freethinkers took their seats
i the national assemblies. Thereby Christianity entered into
its final stage. It had become incapable for the future of serving
amy progressive class as the ideological garb of ils aspirations. 1t
became more and more the exclusive possession of the ruling
classes and these apply it as a mere means of government, to keep
the lower classes within bounds. Moreover, each of the different
classes uses its own appropriate religion: the landed nobility—
Catholic Jesuitism or Protestant orthodoxy; the liberal and rad-
ical bourgeoisiec—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 tradi-
tional 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 execute these trans-
formations. And here that is sufficient.

In the above it could only be a question of giving a general
sketch of the Marxist conceptlion of history, at most with a few ,
itlustcations, as well. The proof must be derived from history /
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 conception of nature makes all natural philo-
sophy both unnecessary and impossible. It is no longer a question \
anywhere of inventing interconnections from out of our brains, -
but of discovering them in the facts. For philosophy, 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 dialcctics.

“Wrilten at the beginning of 1886

Published in Die Neue Zeit Nos. 4 Translated [rom the German
and 5, 1886, and as a separate.
parphlet in Stuttgart in 1888
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political movement to take on a theological form. The sentlmema
of the masses were fed with religion to the exclusion of all eISe;:
it was therefore necessary to put forward their own 1ntere3t3
in a religious guise in order to produce an impetuous movement,:
And just as the burghers from the beginning brought into belugﬂ
an appendage of propertyless urban plebeians, day labourers ﬂnd‘z
servants of all kinds, belonging to no recognlsed social estate, pres!
cursors of the later proletariat, so likewise heresy soon becampé
divided into a burgher-moderate heresy and a plebeian-revolutions;
ary one, the latter an abomination to the burgher herctics themm
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 theu
feudal nobility, which till then had been predominantly local *?
began to assume national dimensions. The first great action ocv:
curred in Germany—the so-called Reformation. The burghers were-
neither powerful enough nor sufhclently developed to be able to:
unite under their banner the reraaining rebellious cstates—the;
plebeians of the towns, the lower nobility and the peasants on the,
land. At first the nobles wore defeated; the peasants rose in a re-
volt which formed the peak of the whole revolutionary struggley:
the cities left them in the lurch, and thus the revolution sue-
cumbed to the armies of the secular princes who reaped the whole
profit. 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 the Reformation in the forefront, republicanised and:
democratised the Church. While the Lutheran Reformation im
Germany degencrated and reduced the country to rack and ruim,:
the Calvinist Reformation served as a banner for the republicans’
in Geneva, in Holland and in Scotland, freed Holland from Spain
and from the German Empire and provided the idcological cos-
tume for the second act of the bourgeois revolution, which was
taking place in England. Here Calvinism justified itself as the
true religious disguise of the intercsts of the bourgeoisie of that
time, and on this account did not attain full recognition when
the revolution ended in 1689 in a compromisc between one part
of the nobility and the bourgeoisie.’* The English state Church
was re-eslablished; but not in its earlier form of a Catholicism
which had the Llng for its pope, being, instead, strongly Calvin-
ised. The old state Church had celebrated the merry Catholic Sup-
day and had fought against the dull Calvinist one. The new, bour-
geoisified Church introduced the latter, which adorns }:.ngland to
this day.
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In France, the Calvinist minority was suppressed in 1685 and
either Catholicised or driven oui of the couniry. But whal was
the good? Already al thal time the frecihinker Pierre Bayle was
4t the heighl of his aclivity, and in 1694 Voltaire was born. The
forcible measures of Louis XIV only made it easicr for the French
pourgeoisie to carry through ils revolution in the irreligious,
exclusively political form which alone was suited Lo a developed
bourgeoisie. Instead of Protestants, freethinkers took their seats
in the nalional assemblies. Thereby Christianily entered into
its final stage. It had become incapable for the fulurc of serving
auy progressive class as the ideological garb of its aspirations. 11
bhecame more and more the exclusive possession of the ruling
classes and these apply it as a mere means of government, Lo keep
the lower classes within bounds. Moreover, each of the diflerent
classes uses ils own appropriale religion: the landed nobility—
Catholic Jesuilism or Protesiant orthodoxy; the liberal and rad-
ical bourgeoisie—ralionalism; and it makes little difference
whether these gentlemen themselves believe in their respeclive
religions or not.

We see, therefore: religion, once formed, always conlains tradi-
tional material, just as in all ideological domains tradition forms
a greal conservalive force. Bul ihe iransformations which this
material undergoes spring from class relations, that is to say, out
of the economic relations of the people who execute these irans-
formations. And here thal is sufficient.

In the above it could only be a question of giving a general
sketch of 1he Marxist conceplion of history, al most wilh a few
illustrations, as well. The proof musi be derived from history./
itsell; and in this regard I may be permitied to say thai it has
been sufficiently furnished in other writings. This conception,
however, puts an end to philosophy in the realm of history, justv
as the dialectlical conceplion of nature makes all natural philo-
sophy both unnecessary and impossible. It is no longer a question \
anywhere of inveniing inlerconnections from oul of our braims, -
hut of discovering them .in the facts. For philosophy, which has.,
been cxpelled from nature and history, there remains only the = _
realm of pure thought, so far as it is lefi: the theory of the laws -
of the thought process itself, logic and dialeciics. '

Written at the beginning of 1886

f‘xzblished in Die Neue Zeit Nos. 4 Translated from the German
and 5, 1886, and as a separate,

pamphlet in Stuttgart in 1888
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From PREFACE TO THE FIRST, 1884 EDITION ’
OF TII'E ORIGIN OF THE FAMILY, PRIVATE
PROPERTY AND THE STATE

i

According to the materialistic conception, the determining
factor in history is, in the last resort, the production and repro-,
duction 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 propaga-
tion of the species. The social institutions under which men of a
definite 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 Thke Origin Translated from the German
of the 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 PARTY

The “Manifesto™ being our joint productiou, I consider myself
bound Lo state that the fundamental proposition, which forms its
nucleus, belongs to Marx. That proposition is: that in every histo-
rical 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 explaimed, the political and intellectual history of that
epoch; that 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 belween
exploiting and exploiled, ruling and oppressed classes; that the
history of these class struggles forms a series of evolutions in which,
nowadays, a slage has been reached where the exploited and
oppressed class—the proletariat—cannot atlain its emancipalion
from the sway of the exploiling and ruling class—the bourgeoi-
sie—withoul, al the same time, and once and for all, curancipating
sociely al large from all exploitation, oppression, class distinc-
tions and class struggles.

This proposition ‘which, in my opinion. is destined to do for
history what Darwin’s theory has done for biology, we, both of
us, had been gradually approaching for some years before 1845.
How Jar I had indepoundently progressed towards it. is best shown
by my “Condition of the Working Class in England™*. But when
I again met Marx at Brusscls, in spring. 1845, he had il ready
worked out, and put it before e, in terms almost as clear as those
I which T have stated it here.

Published in the book: Karl Written in English
Marx and Frederick Engels,

Manifesto of the Communist Party,

LOndon, 1888

—_—

F * “The Condition of the Working Class in England in 1844." By
Lredenuk Engels. Translated by Florence K. Wischnewetzky, New Yock.
ovell — Londou, W. Reeves, 1888, [Note by Engels. |
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From THE 1891 INTRODUCTION TO MARX'S
THE CIVIL WAR IN FRANCE

From Lhe very outset the Commune was compelled to recognise
that the working class, once come to power, could not go on man-
aging with the old state machine; that in order not to lose again
its only just conquered supremacy, this working class must. on the.
one hand, do away with all the old rcpressive 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, subjoct to recall at any mowment. What had been the
characteristic attribute of the former state? Society had created itg,
own organs to look after its common interests, originally through’
simple division of labour. But these organs, at whose head was
the state power, had in the course of time, in pursuance of their
own special interests, transformed themselves from the servants
of society into the masters of society. This can be <secn, for exam-
ple, not only in the hereditary monarchy, but equally so in the
democratic republic. Nowhere do “politicians” form a more sepa-
rate 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. 1t is well known
how the Americans have been Lrying 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 rela-
lion to society, whose mere instrument it was originally intend-
ed to be. Here there cxists no dynasty, no nobility, no standing
army, beyond the few men keeping watch on the Indians, no
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pureaucracy with permanent posts or the right to pensions. And
nevertheless we find here two greal gangs of political speculators,
wlio alternately take possession of the state power and exploit it
py the most corrupt means and for the most corrupt ends—and
the nation is powerless against these two great cartels of politi-
¢ians, who are ostensibly its servants, but in reality dominate and
p]under it.

Against this transformation of the state and the organs of the
state from servants of society into masters of society—an inevit-
able transformation in all previous states—the Conrmune made
nse of two infallible means. In the first place, it filled all posts—
administrative, judicial and educational—by clection on the
basis 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
by other workers. The highest salary paid by the Commune to
anyone was 6,000 francs. In this way an effective barrier to place-
hunting and careerisma was set up, even apart from the binding
nrandates to delegates to representative bodies which were added
besides.

This shattering (Sprengung) of the former state power and its
replacement by a new and truly democratic omne is described in
detail in the third section of The Civil War. But 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
curried over from philosophy into the general conscionsness of
the bourgeoisie and even of many workers. According to the phi-
losophical conception, the state is the “realisation of the idea”,
or ithe Kingdom of God on earth, translated into philosophical
ternts, the sphere in which eternal iruth and justice is or shonld
be realised. And from this follows a superstitious reverence for
the state and everything connected with it, which takes root the
swore readily since people are accustomed from childbood to imag-
ine that the affairs and interests common to the whole of society
could notl be looked after otlierwise than as they have been looked
alter in the past, that is, through the state and its lucratively
Positioned officials. And people think they have taken quite an
extiraordinarily bold step forward when they kave rid themselves
of helief tn hereditary monarchy and swear by the democralic
republic. In reality, however, ilie state is nothing but a machine
for tlte oppression of one class by another, and indeed in the de-
mocratic republic no less than in the monarchy; and at best ax
evil inherited by the proletariat alter its victorious struggle for
class supremacy, whose worst sides the victorious proletariat, just
like the Commune, cannot avoid having to lop off at once as much
a8 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 stq
on the scrap heap. k.
Of late, the Social-Democratic philistine has once more b,
filled with wholesome terror at the words: Dictatorship of ¢
Proletariat. Well and good, gentlemen, do you want to knoyg
what this dictatorship looks like? Look at the Paris Commung

That was the Dictatorship of the Proletariat. o

4
London, on the twentieth anniversary 1
of the Paris Commune, March 18, 1891 !
Published in Die Neue Zeit, Translated from the Germqi

Bd. 2, No. 28, 1890-91, and in
the book: Marx, Der Biirgerkrieg
in Frankreick, Berlin, 1891

¢
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FREDERICK ENGELS

From SPECIAL INTRODUCTION TO THE 1892
ENGLISH EDITION OF SOCIALISM:
UTOPIAN AND SCIENTIFIC

And thus I hope even British respectability will not be over-
shocked if I use, in English as well as in so many other Ianguages,
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
il I show that historical materialism may be of advantage even
to British respectability. I have inentioned the fact that, about
forty or fifty years ago, any cultivated foreigner settling in Eng-
land was struck by what he was then bound to consider the reli-
gious bigotry and stupidity of the English respectable middle
class. T am now going to prove that the respectable English
middle class of that time was not quite as stupid as it Iooked to
the intelligent foreigner. Its religious Ieanings can be explained.

When Europe emerged from the Middle Ages, the rising middle
class of the towns constituted its revolutionary element. It had
couquered a recognised position within mediaeval feudal organi-
sation, but this position, also, had become too narrow for its ex-
bansive power. The development of the middle class, the bourgeoi-
sle. became incompatible with the maintenance of the feudal
system; the feudal system, therefore, had to fall.

But the great international centre of feudalism was the Roman
patholic Church. It united the whole of feudalised Western Europe,
' spite of all internal wars. iuto one grand political system,
Opposed as much to the schismatic Greeks as to the Mohammedan
Countries. It surrounded feudal institutions with the halo of

'Vine consecration. It had organised its own hierarchy on the
feudal 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 th§
Catholic world. -Before profanc feudalism could be successfu]]¢
attacked in each country and in detail, this, its sacred centrafl
organisation, had to be destroyed. }

the great revival of science; astronomy, mechanics, physieg;
anatomy, physiology, were again cultivated. And the bourgeoisig%
for the development of its industrial production, required a sciencgs
which ascertained the physical properlies of natural objects]
and the modes of action of the forces of Nature. Now up to thep
science had but been the humble handmaid of the Church, hadh
not been allowed to overstep the limits set by faith, and for tha¢j
reason had been no science at all. Science rebelled against the
Church; the bourgeoisie could not do without science, and, there§
fore, had to join in the rebellion. 4

The above, though touching but two of the points where th&
rising mlddle class was bound to come into collision with thej
established religion, will be sufficient to show, first, that thes
class most directly interested in the sitrnggle against the pretens
sions of the Roman Church was the bourgeoisie; and second, that|
every struggle against feudalism, at that time, had to take on at
religious disguise, had to be dlrected against the Church in the‘1
first instance. But if the universities and the traders of the cities!
started the ery, it was sure to find, and did find, a strong echo in}
the masses of the country people, the peasants, who everywhere
had to struggle for their very existence with their feudal lords,
spiritual and temporal.

The long fight of the bourgeoisie against feudalism culminated 1 m,
three great, decisive battles.

The first was what is called the protestani 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- |
quence of the indecision of the parties most interested, the burgh-
ers of the towns—an indecision into the causes of which we '
cannot here enter. From that moment the struggle degenerated:
into a flght 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 scrfs. ‘

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-

e
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destination doctrine was the religious cxpression of the fact that
in the commercial world of competition success or fatlure does not
depend upon a man’s activity or cleverness, but upon circumstances
uncontrollable 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 revo-
Jution, when all old commercial routes and centres were replaced
py new ones, when India and America were opened to the
world, and when even the most sacred economic articles of faith—
the value of gold and silver—began to totter and to break down.
Calvin’s church constitution was thoroughly democratic and re-
publicam; 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
active republican parties in England, and, above all, Scotland.

In Calvinism, the second great bourgeois upheaval found its
doctrine ready cut and dried. This upheaval took place in England.
The middle class of the towns brought it on, and the yeomanry
ol 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 wvictory. A hundred yecars alter
Cromwell, the yeomanry of England had almost disappeared.
Anyhow, liad 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 1 to the scailold. In order to secure even those
conquests of the bourgeoisie that were ripe for gathering at the
time, the revolution had to be carried considerably further—exact-
ly 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 necessari-
ly followed the incvitable 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 peried of English history,
known to respectability under the name of “the Great Rebellion”,
and the struggles succeeding it, were brought to a closc by the
Comparatively puny event entitled by Liberal historians “the

lorious 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 longsince onthe 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”. Fogj
tunately for England, the old feudal barons had killed one anothgg
during the Wars of the Roses.I® Their successors, though most)y
scions of the old families, had been so much out of the direct ling
of descent that they constituted quite a new body, with habits and
tendencies far more bourgeois than fendal. They fully understoodd

continued during the whole of the seventeenth century, had the
same result. Consequently, cver since Henry VI, the Englishd
“aristocracy”, far from counteracting the development of indus
trial production, had, on the contrary, sought to indirectly profitd
thereby; and there had always been asection of the great landown«
ers willing, from economical or political reasoms, to co-operat
with the leading men of the financial and industrial bourgeoisie.
The compromise of 1689 was, therefore, easily accomplished. Thef
political spotls of “pelf and place” were left to the great landown-s
ing families, provided the economic interests of the financial,j
manufacturing and commercial middle class were sufficiently attend+
ed to. And these economic interests were at that time powerful;
enough to determine the general policy of the mation. There mighty
be squabbles about matters of detail, but, on the whole, thes
aristocratic oligarchy knew too well that its own economic pros-;
perity was irretrievably bound up with that of the industrial:
and commercial middle class. 9

From that time, the bourgeoisic was a humble, but still af
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 tlie 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 lie could; for this end they had to be trained
to proper submission. He was himself religious; his religion had
supplied the standard under wliich he had fought the king and
the lords; he was not long in discovering the opportunmities this
same religion offered him for working upon the minds of his na-
tural inferiors, and making them submissive to the behests of
the masters 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 nalion, and one
of the means employed for that purpose was the influence of reli-
gion.
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There was another fact that contributed to strengthening the
religious leanings of the bourgeoisie. That was the rise of mate-
yialism in England. This new doctrine not only shocked the pious
feeling of the middle class; it announced itself as a philosophy
ouly fit for scholars and cultivated men of the world, in contrast
1o religion, which was good emough for the uncducated masses,
including the bourgeoisie. With Hobbes it stepped on the stage
as a defender of royal prerogative and omnipotence; it called upon
ahsolute monarchy to keep down that puer robustus sed malitiosus,*
1o wit, the people.!®® Similarly, with the successors of Hobbes,
witl Bolingbroke. Shaftesbury, etc., the new deistic form of ma-
lerialisnI remained an aristocratic, esoteric doctrine, and, there-
fore, hateful to the middle class both for its religions heresy and
for ils anti-bourgeois political connections. Accordingly, in oppo-
sition to the materialism and deism of the aristocracy, those-
Protestant sects which had furnished the flag and the fighting
contingent against the Stuarts continued to furnish the main
«trength of the progressive middle class, and form even today
{he backbone of “the Great Liberal Party”.

In the meantime materialism passed from England to France,
where it met and coalesced with another materialistic school of
philosophers, a branch of Cartesianism. In France, too, it
remained at first an exclusively aristocratic doctrine. But soon its
revolutionary character asserted itself. The French materialists
did not limit their criticism to matters of religious belief; they
extended it to whatever scientific tradition or political institu-
tionn they met with; and to prove the claim of their doctrine to
universal application, they took the shortest cut, and boldly
applied it to all subjects of knowledge in the giant work after
wiich they were named—the Encyclopédie. 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,
when 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
Rights of Man. 104

The Great French Revolution was the third uprising of the bour-
ceoisie. but the first that had entirely cast off the religious cloak,
and was fought out on undisguised political lines; it was the first,
00, that was really fought out up to the destruction of one of the
tombatants, the aristocracy, and the complete triumph of the
ollier, tlie hourgeoisie. In England the continuity of pre-revolu-
tionary and post-revolutionary institulions, and the compromise

.. * Robust but malicious boy. From Hobbes's Preface to his book, On the
Citizen, _ g,
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between landlords and capitalists, found its expression in the con-
tinuity of judicial precedents and in the religious preservation
of the feudal forms of the law. In France the Revolution consti-
tuted a complele breach with the traditions of the past; it cleared
out the very last vestiges of feudalism, aud created in the Code
Civil 1% a masterly adaptation of the old Roman law—that almost
perfect expression of the juridical relatious corresponding to the
economic stage called by Marx the production of commodities—to
modern capitalistic conditions; so masterly that this French revo-
lutionary 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 Eng-
lsh spelling corresponds to English pronunciation—uvous écrives
Londres et vous prononcez Constantinople,* said a Frenchman—
that 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-govern-
went 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 fully recovered.

To return to our British bourgeois. The French Revolution
gave him a splendid opportunity, witli the help of the Continental
monarchies, to destroy French maritime commerce, to annex
French colonies, and to crush the last French pretensions to mari-
time rivalry. That was one reason why he fouglit it. Another was
that the ways of this revolution went very much against his
grain. Not only its “execrable™ terrorism, but the very attemnpt to
carry bourgeois rule to extremes. What should tlie British bour-
geois do without his aristocracy, that taught him manners, such
as they were, and invented fashions for him—that furnished
officers of the army, wlich kept order at home, and the navy,
which conquered colonial possessions and new markots abroad?
There was indeed a progressive minority of the bourgeoisic, that
minority whose interests were not so well attended to under the
compromise; this section, composed chiefly of the less wealthy mid-
dle class, did sympathise with the Revoltutiou, but it was power-
less in Parliament.

Thus, if materialism became the creed of the Freuch Revolution,
the God-fearing English bourgeois Lield all the faster to his reli-
gion. 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 France to neighbouring countries,

* You write London, but promounce Constantinople.—Ed.
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and was reinforced by similar doctrinal currents, notably by
German philosophy, tlie more, in fact, materialism and free
thought generally became on the Continenl the necessary quali-
fications of a cultivated man, the more stubbornly the English
middle class stuck to its manifold religious creeds. These creeds
might differ from one another, but they were, all of them, distinctly
religious, Christian creeds.

Wlile the Revolution ensured tlie political triumph of the
bourgeoisic in France, in England Watt, Arkwright, Cartwright,
and olhers initiated an industrial revolution, which completely
shifted the cenire of gravity of economic power. The wealth of
the bourgeoisie increased considerably faster than that of the
landed aristocracy. Within the bourgeoisie itself, the finaucial
aristocracy, the bankers, etc., were more and more pushed into
the 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 parlies to it. The characler of thesc parties, too, had
changed; the bourgeoisie of 1830 was very different from that of
the preceding century. The political power still left to the aristoera-
¢y, and used by them to resist the pretensions of the new indus-
{rial 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 1% was pushed through, in spite of all resistance,
under the impulse of the French Revolution of 1830. It gave to
the bourgeoisic a recognised and powerful place in Parliament.
Then the repeal of the Corn Laws, 17 wlich settled, once for all,
the supremacy of the bourgeoisie, and especially of its most active
portion, the manufacturers, 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 manu-
facturing capitalists, but also a class—and a far more numerous
one—of manufacturing workpeople. This class gradually increased
In mumbers, in proportion as the industrial revolution seized
upon one branch of manufacture after another, and in the same
Proportion it increased in power. This power it proved as carly
as 1824, by forcing a reluctant Parliament to repeal the acts
forbidding combinations of workmen. During the Reform agita-
Uon, the working men constituted the Radical wing of the Reform
Parly; the Act of 1832 having excluded them from the sufirage,

ey formulated their demands in the People’s Charter, and con-
Stituted themselves, in opposition to the great bourgeois Anti-
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Corn Law party, 1% 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 whicl 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 jusurrection in June of the same ycar, then the disasters
of 1849 in Italy. Hungary, South Germany, and at last tle victory
of Louis Bonaparte over Paris, 2nd December. 1851. For a time,
at least, the bngbear of working-class pretensions was put down,
but at what cost! If the British bourgeois had been convinced®.
before of thc 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 continucd 1o spend thousands and tens of
thousands, year after year, upon the evangelisation of the lower -
orders; not content with his own native religious machinery, he-
appealed to Brother Jonathan,'® the greatest organiser in ex-
istence of religion as a trade, and imported from America reviv-
alism, Moody and Sankey, and the like 1'; 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 element}.
of early Christian class antagonism, which one day may become
troublesome to the well-to-do people who now find the ready
momney 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 length of time—in the same exclusive way in which the
feudal aristocracy kept hold of it during the Middle Ages. Even
inm France, where feudalism was completely extinguished, the
bonrgeoisie, as a whole, has held full possession of the Govern-
ment for very short periods only. During Louis Philippe’s reign, .
1830-48, a very small portion of the bourgeoisie ruled the king-
dom; by far the larger part were excluded from the sufirage by
the high qualification. Under the Second Republic, 1848-51,
the whole bourgeoisie rnled, but for three years only; their inca-
pacity brought on the Second Empire. It is only mow, in the
Third Republie, that the bourgeoisie as a whole have kept pos-
session of the helm for more than twenty years; and they are
already showing lively signs of decadence. A durable reign of
the bourgeoisie has been possible only in comutries like America,
where feudalism was unknown, aund socicty at the very heginning
started from a bourgeois basis. And even in France and America,
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the successors of the bourgeoisic, the working people, are already
xnocking at the door.

[n England, the bourgeoisie never held undivided sway. Even
the vietory of 1832 left the landed aristocracy in almost exclusive
,m»‘ession of all the leadinmg Government offices. The meekness
witlh which the wealthy middle class submitted to this remained
inconceivable to me until the great Liberal manufacturer, Mr.
\. E. Forster, in a public speech implored the young men of
Bradford to learn French, as a means to get on in the world.
aid quoted from his own experience how sheepish he locked
when, as a Cabinet Minister, he had to move in society where
Prech was, at least, as necessary as English! The fact was, the
Yuglish middle class of that time were, as a rule, quite uneducated
upstarts, and could not help leaving to the arislocracy those
<iuperior Government places where other qualifications were
required than mere insular narrowness and insular conceit, sea-
soned by business sharpness.* Even now the endless newspaper
debates about middle-class education show that the English
widdle class does not yet consider itself good enough for the
best education, and looks to something more modest. Thus, even
after the repeal of the Corn Laws, it appeared a matter of course
{hat the men who had carried the day, the Cobdens, Brights,
Forsters, etc., should remain excluded from a share in the official
government of the country, until twenty years afterwards a new
Heform Act 1! opened to them the door of the Cabinet. The English
bourgeoisie are, up to the present day, so decply penetrated by
a sense of their social inferiority that they keep up, at their own
expense and that of the nation, an ornamental caste of drones
to represent the nation worthily at all state functions; and they

. * And cven in busineéss matters, the conceit of national cliauvinism
is byt a sorry adviser. Up to quite recently, the average English manufac-
turer considered it derogatory ?or an Englishman to speak any language hut
his own, and felt rather proud than otherwise of the Fact that “poor devils™
of forcigners settled in England and took off his hands the trouble of dis-
posing of his products abroad. Ile never noticed that these foreigners, mostly
Germans, thus got command of a very large part of British foreign trade,
imports and exports, and that the direct foreign trade of Englishmen became
mited, almost entirely, to the colonies, China, the United States and
Sontl America. Nor did he notice that these Germans traded with other
(mrmans abroad, who gradually organised a complete network of commercial
colunies all over the world. But when Germary, about forty years ago,
erionsly began manufacturing for export, this network served her admirably
n her trausformation, in so short a time, from a corn-exporting into a first-
|_.atn mannfacturing country. Then. about ten years ago, the British manu-
lilctnre\r got frightened, and asked his ambassadors and consuls how it was
\\jM; he could no longer keep his customers together. The unanimons auswer
\(;‘S- (1) You don’t learn your customer’s language but expect him to speak
ol own; (2) You don’l even try to suit your customer’s wants, habits, and
asles, but evpect him to conlorm to your English ones. [Note by Engels.]
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consider themselves highly honoured whenever one of themselveg
is found worthy of admission into this sclect and privileged body,
manufactured, after all, by themselves.

The industrial and commercial middle class had, therefore,
not yet succecded in driving the landed aristocracy completely
from political power when another competitor, the working
class, appeared on the stage. The rcaction after the Chartist
movement and the Continental revolutions, as well as the unparal-
leled 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, howover, gradual-
ly became irresistible; while the Whig leaders of the Liberals
“funked”, Disraeli showed his superiority by making the Tories
scize 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 household suffrage
to the counties and a fresh redistribution of seats, by which
electoral districts were to some extent equalised.2 All these
measures considerably increascd the electoral power of the work-
ing 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 capitat school for teaching respect for tradition;
if the middle class looked with awe and vencration upon what
Lord Jolin Manners playfully called “our old nobility”, the mass
of the working people then looked up with respect and deference
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 respectfut regard for the position of his
master, and whose self-restraining modesty in claiming rights
for himself, consoled our German economists of the Katheder-
Socialist school 3 for the incurable communistic and revotution-
ary 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 lLad shared
their power but reluctantty with the working class, They had tearnt,
during the Chartist years, what that puer robustus sed malitiosus,
the people, is capable of. And since that time, they lad been
compelled to incorporate the better part of the Peopte’s Charter
in the Statutes of the United Kingdom. Now, if ever, the peopte
must be kept in order by morat means, and the first and foremost
of all moral means ol action upon the masses is and remains—
retigion. Hence the parsons’ majorities on the schoot boards,
hence the increasing self-taxation of the bourgeoisie for the sup-
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port of all sorts of revivalism, from ritualism 4 to the Salvation
rmy-

AAXd 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 infeeted 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 robus-
tus, here, turned from day to day more malitiosus. Nothing
remained to the French and German bourgeoisie as a last resouree
but to silently drop their free thought, as a youngster, when sca-
sickness creeps upon him, quietly drops the burning eigar he
brought swaggeringly on board; one by one, the seoffers turned
pious in outward behaviour, spoke with respeet of the Church,
its dogmas and rites, and even eonformed with the latter as far
as could not be lielped. French bourgeois dined maigre on Fridays,
and German ones sat out long Protestant sermons in their pews
on Sundays. They had eome to grief with materialism. “Die Reli-
gion muss dem Volk erhalten werden”,—religion must be kept alive
for the people—that was the only and the last means to save
socicty 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 bour-
geois to sneer and to say: “Why, you fools, I eould 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 bour-
geols will stem the rising proletarian tide. Tradition is a great
retarding 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, philoso-
pliical, 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 cver
suffice 1o 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.
Dourgeois traditions, such as the widespread belief that there
¢an be but two parties, Conservatives and Liberals, and that
the working class must work out ils salvation by and through
the great Liberal Party. Working-men's traditions, inheritcd
from “their first tentative efforts at independent action, snch as
the cxelusion, from cver so many old Trade Unions, of all appli-
tants who have not gone through a regular apprenticeship; which
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means the breeding, by every such uniom, of its own blacklegs,
But for all that the English working class is moving, as even
Professor Brentano has sorrowfully had to report to his brothep
Katheder-Socialists. It moves, like all things in England, witly
a slow and measured step, with hesitation here, with more op
less unfruitful, tentative attempts there; it moves now and then
with an overcautious mistrust of the name of socialism, while
it gradually absorbs the substance; and the movement spreads
and seizes one layer of the workers after another. 1t 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 themn not forget
that it is the working class which leeps 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 rcasons explained above, were not
quite up to the mark, the grandsons bid fair to be worthy of
their forefathers.

But the triumph of the Europcan working class does not depend
upon England alone. Tt can only be secured by the co-operation
of, at least, England, France, and Germany. ln 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 the
starting-point of the first upheaval of the European middle class;
as things are now, is it outside the limits of possibility that Ger-
many will be the scene, too, of the first great victory of the Euro-
pean proletariat?

April 20th, 1892

Published in the book: Frederick Written in English
Engels. Socialism: Utopian and
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INTRODUCTION OF 1895 TO KARL MARX’S WORK
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The work here republished was Marx’s first attentpt 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
Lo the whole of modern hislory; iu the articles by Marx and myself
in the Neue Rheinische Zeitung,'® it was constantly used to inter-
pret political events of the day. Here, on the other hand, the
questior was to demonstrate the inmer causal connection in the
course of a development which cxtended over sonte years, a devel-
opment as critical, for the whole of Europe, as it was typical;
heace, in accordance with the conception of the author, to trace
political everts back to cffects of what were, in the final analy-
sis, economic causges.

If events and series of events are judged by current history,
it will never be possible to go back to the ultimate economic
causes. Even today;, when the specialised press concerned provides
sueh tich material, it still remains impossible even in England
to follow day by day the movement of industry and trade in the
world narket and the changes whiclt take place iu the methods of
production in such a way as to be able to draw a general conclu-
sion, Tor any point of time, from these manifold, complicated
and ever-changiug factors, the most important of whicly, into the
bargain, generally operate a long time in secrel before they
suddeuly make themselves violently felt on the surface. A clear
Survey of the ccouomic history of a given period can never be
obtained contemporaneousty, hut only subsequeutly, after a
Collecting and sifting of the material has taken place. Statislics
are o ecessary auxiliary means here, and they always lag behind.
For this reason, it is only loo oftcu necessary, in current history,
to_ll‘eat this, the mosl decisive, factor as constant, and the econo-
Inic situation existing at the beginning of the period concerncd
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as given and unalterable for the whole period, or eclse to take
notice of only such changes in this situation as arise out of the
patently manifest evenls Lhemselves, and are, therefore, like-
wise patently manifest. Hence, the materialist method has here
quite often to limit itsell to tracimg political conllicts back to
the struggles between the interests of the existing social classes
and 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
of classes. :

It is self-evident that this unavoidable neglect of contempora- -
neous changes in the economic situation, the very basis of al}.
the processes to be exantined, musl 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 more unavoidable. It was simply impossible during
the period of the Revolution of 1848-49 to follow up the economic
transformations taking place at the saume 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 Marx began this work. And in spite of these
unfavourable circumstances, his exact knowledge both of the
economic situation in France before, and of Lhe political history
of tlhal country after the Febrnary Revolution mude it possible
for him to give a picturc of cvents which laid bare their inner
connections in a way never altained ever since, and which later
brilliantly stood the double test applied by Marx himself.

The [irst test resulted from the fact that after the spring of
1830 Marx once again found leisure for economic studies, and
first of all took up the ecomomic history of the last tem years.
Thereby what he had hitherto deduced, half a priori, from gappy:
material, became absolutely clear Lo him {rom the factls themselves,
namely, that the world trade crisis of 1847 had been the.
true mother of the Febrnary and March Revolutions, and that
the industrial prosperity, which had been returning gradually:
since the middle of 1848 and altained full bloom in 1849 and 1850,
was the revitalising force of the newly slrengthened European
reaction. That was decisive. Whereas in the first three articles
(which appeared in the Jumuary, February and Mareh issues of
the Neue Rheinische Zeitung. Politisch-6konomische Revue,? [{am-~
burg, 1850) there was still the expectatiou of an early new upsurge
of revolutionary energy, the historical review written by Marx
and myself for the last issue, a double issue (May to October)
which was published in the autumn of 1850, breaks once and for
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Al with tliese illusions: “A new revolution is possible only in
(he wake of a new crisis. 1t is, however, just as certain as this
crisis.” But that was the only essential change which had to be
made. There was absolutely uothing to alter in the interpreta-
{jon ol events given in the carlier chapters, or in the causal con-
nections established therein, as the continuation of the narrative
fromt March 10 up to the autumm of 1850 in the review in question
Proves. I have, therefore, included this conlinnation as the fourtl
article inn the present new edition.

The second test was cven more severe. Immediately after
Louis Bonaparte’s coup d’état of December 2, 1851, Marx worked
out wiew the history of France from February 1848 up to this
event. which concluded the revolutionary period for the time
being. (The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte. Third edi-
{ivn, Hamburg, Meissner, 1885.) Iu this pamphlet the period
itepicted in our present publication is again dealt witli, althongh
wmore briefly. Compare this second presentation, written in the
light of the decisive event which happened over u year later.
with onrs and it will be fouud that the author had very little
{o change.

\What, besides, gives our work quile special siguificaunce is
the circumstance that it was the firsl to express the formula in
which, by common agreement, tlic workers' parties of all coun-
tries in the world brielly summarise their demand for economic
{ransformation: the appropriation of the imeans of production
by society. In the second chapter, in conncction with the “right
to work”, which is characterised as“the first clumsy formula where-
i the revolutionary demands of the proleturiat are summarised”.
it i« said: “But behind the right to work stands the power
over capital; behind the power over capital, the appropriation of
the means of production, their subjection to the associated working
class and, thercfore, the abolition of wage lubonr as well as of
capital and of their yyutnal relations”. Thus, here, for the lirst
time, the proposition is formulated by which modern workers’
socialism is equally sharply differentiated both from all the
different shades of feudal, bourgeois, petty-bonrgeois, etc.,
socialism and also from the confused community of goods of
ulopian and of spontaneous workers’ communism. If, later,
Mary extended the formala to include appropriation of the megns
of exchange, this extension, which in any case was self-evident
““l_’l’ the Communist Manifesto, only cxpressed a corollary to the
Wain proposition. A few wiseacres in England have of late added
thut the “means of distribntion” should also be handed over to
fociedy. Tt would be difficult for these gentlemen Lo say what
Hiese economic means of distribution are, as distinct from the
Means of production and exchange; unless political means of

19~ toxy
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distribution are meant, taxes, poor relief, including the Sad"i
senwald™® and other endowments, But, first, Lhese are alread,
now means of distribution in possession of society in Lhe ag
gate, either of the state or of the community, and secondly, H
is precisely the abolition of these that we desire. "
* * * 4ﬂ

e
i

When the February Revolution broke out, all of us, as fui‘
as our comceptions of the conditions and the course of revolution:
ary movements were concerned, were under the spell of proviowg
historical experience, particularly that of Framce. It was, indeedy
the latter which had dominated the whole of European histo
since 1789, and from which now once again the signal had goa
forth for general revolutionary change. It was, therefore, natural
and unavoidable that our comceptions of the nature and t
course of the “social” revolution proclaimed in Paris in February
1848, of the revolution of the proletariat, should be strongl
colourcd by memories of the prototypes of 1789 and 1830. Mores
over, when the Paris uprising found its echo in the victoriovﬁ
insurrcctions in Viemna, Milan and Berlin; when the whole of
Europe right up to the Russian fronticr was swept into the moved
ment; when thercupon in Paris, in June, the first great battl
for power belween the proletariat and the bourgeoisie was foughty
when the very victory of its class so shook the bourgcoisie of al
conntries that it fled back inlo the arms of the monarchist-feudad
reaction which had just been overthrown—there could be nd
doubt for us, under Lhe circumstances then obtaining, that the
great decisive combat had commemnced, that it would have t
be fought out in a siugle, Jong and vicissitudinous period
revolution, but that it could only end in the final victory
the proletariat.

After the defcats of 1849 we in mo way shared the illusions
the vulgar democracy grouped around the future provisionall
governments in partibus.!'® This vulgar democracy reckoned om
a speedy and finally decisive victory of the “people” over the
“lyrauts”; we looked to a long struggle, aller the removal of thé
“tyrants”, among the antagonistic elements concealed withim
this “people” itself. Vulgar democracy expected a renewed outbreakt
any day; we declarcd as carly as autumn 1850 that at least ther
first chapler of the revolutionary period was closed and thak
nothing was to be expected until the outbreak of a new world
economic crisis. For which reason we were excommunicated, as$
traitors to the revolution, by the very people who later, almost:
without exception, made their peace with Bismarck—so far as
Bismarck found them worth the trouble. .
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But history has shown us too to have been wrong, has revealed
our point of view of that time to have been an illusion. It has
Jone even more: it has not merely dispelled the erroneous notions
we then held; it has also completely transformed the conditions
ander which the proletariat has to fight. The mode of struggle
of 1848 is today obsolete in cvery respect, and this is a peint
which deserves closer examination on the present occasion.

All revolutions up to the present day have resulted in the
displacement of onc definite class rule by another; but all ruling
classes up to now have been only small minorities in relation to
the ruled mass of the people, One ruling minority was thus over-
thrown; another minority seized the helm of state in its stead and
refashioned the state institutions to suit its own interests. Thus
was OI every occasion the minority group qualified and called
to rule by the given degree of economic development; and just
for that reason, and only for that reason, it happened that the
ruled majority either participated in the revolution for the benefit
of the former or else calmly acquiesced in it. But if we disregard
the comerete content in each case, the common form of all these
revolutions was that they were minority revolutions. Even when
the majority took part, it did so—whether wittingly or mot—only
in the service of a minority; but because of this, or even simply
because of the passive, unresisting attitude of the miajority,
this minority acquired the appearance of being the representative
of the whole people.

As a rule, after the first great success, the victorious minority
divided; one half was satisfied with what had been gained, the
other wanted to go still further, and put forward new demands,
which, partly at least, were also in the real or apparent interest
of the great mass of the people. In individual cases thesc more
radical demands were actually forced through, but often only
for the moment: the more moderate party would regain the upper
hand, and what had last been won would wholly or partly be
lost again; the vanguished would then shrick of treachery or
ascribe their defeat to accident. Im reality, however, the truth
of tie matter was largely this: the achievememts of the first
viclory were only safeguarded by the second victory of the more
vadical party; this having been attained, and, with it, what
Was necossary for the moment, the radicals and their achievements
Vanished once more from the stage.

.\ revolutions of modern times, beginning with the great
l_"“glish Revolution of the seventeenth century, showed these
features, which appeared inseparable frem every revolutionary
Slruggle. They appeared applicable, also, to the struggle of the
Proletariat for its emancipation; all the more applicable, since
Precisely in 1848 there were but a very few people who had any

17+
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idea at all of the direction in which this emancipalion was to bef
sought. The proletariai masses themsclves, even in Paris, aftep
the victory. were still absolutely in the dark as to the path tq
be tuken. And yet the movement was there, iustinetive, spop..
taneous, irrepressible. Was not this just the situation in which
a revohition bad lo sncceed, led. true, by a minorily, but thjg:
time not in the interest of the minority, but in the veriest intep.’
est of the majority? If, in all Lle longer revolutionary periods,
it was so easy (o win the great masses of the people by the merely:
plausible false representations of the forward-thrusting minori.
ties, why should they be less susceptible (o ideas wlich werg]
the truest reflection of their ecouomic condition, wlich wera)
nothing but tlie ¢lear, rational expression of their nceds, of needs§
not yet understood but merely vaguely (elt by them? To be sure,?
this revolutionary mood of the masses had almost always, and’
usually very speedily, given way to lassitude or even to a revul-
sion of feeling as soon as illusion evaporated and disappoint-,
ment set in. But Liere it was not a question of false representa-,
tions, but of giving effect to the lLiighest special interests of the;
great majority itself, interests which, true, were at that time:
by no means clear to this great majority, but which soon enough:
had to become clear to it in the course of giving practical effect:
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 tlie “social” Bevolu'é
tion of 1848 had even conceutrated real power in the hands?
of the big bourgeoisie—monarchistically iuclined as it was-into.
the burgain—and, on the other hand, liad grouped all the other:
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 fuctor—was there not every prospect then of Lurning
the revolution of the minority into a revolution of the niajority?]

History has proved us, and all who thought like us, wrong-vi
1L has made it clear that the state of economic development on'
the Continent at that time was not, by a long way, ripe for the-
elimination of capitalist production; it has proved this by the
cconomic revolution whicl, since 1848, has scized the whole of
tte Coutinent, and has caused big industry to take real root in
France. Austria, Hungary, Poland and, receutly, in Russia,
while it has made Germany positively an industrial country of
the first rank—all on a capitalist basis, wlich in the year 1848,
therefore, still liad great capacity for expamsion. But it is just
this industrial revolution which has cverywhere produced clarity
in class_relations, has removed a number of intermediate forms
handed downt from the period of manufacture and in Eastern
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Europe even from guild handicraft, has created a genuine bour-
oeoisic and a genunine large-scale industrial proletariat and has
;ushe(l them into the foreground of social development. However,
owing to this, the struggle betwcen these two great classes, a
«triggle which, aparl from England, existed in 1848 only in Paris
and. 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 lime the many obscure evangels of the sects,
with lheir panaceas; today the one generally recognised, crystal-
clear 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 enthnsiasm to despair; today the one great international
army of Socialists, marching irresistibly on and growing daily
in number, organisation. discipline, insight and certainty of
viclory. If even this mighty army of the proletariat has slill
nol reached its goal, if, far from winning victory by one mighty
«(roke, it has slowly to press forward from position 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
simple surprise attack.

A bourgeoisie split into two dynastic-monarchist sections,!?®
a bourgeoisie, however, which demanded, above all, peace and
sccurity for its financial operations, faced by a proletariat vam-
quished, indecd, bit still always a menace, a proletariat roumil
which petty hourgeois and peasants grouped themselves more
and more—the continual threat of a violent outbreak, which,
nevertheless, offered absolutely no prospect of a final solution—
snch was the situation, as if specially created for the coup d’état
of the third, the psendo-democratic pretender, Louis Bonaparte.
On December 2, 1851, by means of the army, he put an end to
the tense situation and secured Europe domestic tranquillity in
order to confer upon il Lthe blessing of a new era of wars.’! The
period of revolutions from below was concluded for the time being;
there followed a period of revolutions from above.

The reversion to the cmpire in 1851 gave new proof of the
Unripeness of the proletarian aspirations of that time, But it was
Itsell {0 create the conditions under which they were bound to
Tipen. Internal tranquillity emsured the full development of the
hew industrial boom; the necessity of keeping the army occupied
and of diverling the revolutionary currents ouiwards produced
the wars in which Bonapsrte, under the pretext of asserting “the
Principle of nationality”, sought to hook annexalions for France.
lis imitator, Bismarck, adopted the same policy for Prussia;

¢ made his coup d’état, his revolution from above, in 1866, against
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the ‘German Confederation?? and Austria, aud no less again:
the Prussian Konfliktskammer.* But Europe was too small fo
two Bonapartes and the irony of history so willed it that Bj
marck overthrew Bonaparte, and King William of Prussia n,
only established the little German empire.!®® but also the Frenc
republic. The general result, however, was that in Europe th
independence and internal unity of the great nations, with th
exception of Poland, had become a fact. Within relatively modes§
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 obstack
The grave-diggers of the Revolution of 1848 had become the ex:
ecutors of its will. And alongside of them already rose threate:
ingly the heir of 1848, the proletariat, in the shape of the Infery
national. f}

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 Parig
none but a proletarian revolution is any longer possible. Afte
the victory power fell, quite of itself and quite undisputed, inte:
the hands of the working class. And once again it was proved
how impossible even then, twenty years after the time describedi
in our work, this rule of the working class still was. On the on#
hand, France left Paris in the lurch, looked on while it bled proﬁ
fusely. from the bullets of MacMahon; on the other hand, t‘léi

L5555 08 4.

&&m

1

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 wa#
to be done. The victory which came as a gift in 1871 remained
just as unfruitful as the surprise attack of 1848. 4
It was belicved that the militant proletariat had been finally:
buried with the Paris Commune. But, completely to the contzarys
it dates ils most powerful resurgence from the Commune and thé
Franco-Prussiarr War. The recruitment of the whole of the popu<
lation able to bear arms into armies that henceforth could .be
counted only in millions. and the introduction of fire-armsh
projectiles and explosives of hitherto undreamt-of efficacy, created
a complete revolution in all warfare. This revolution, on the on#
hand, put a sudden end to the Bonapartist war period and ensured.
peaceful industrial development by making any war other thaB

* Konfliktskammer, that is, the Prussian Chamber then in conflict wit}}

the government. —Ed.
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a world war of unheard-of cruelty and absolutely incalculable
outcome an impossibility. On the other hand, it caused military
expenditure to rise in geometrical-progression and thereby forced
ap laxes to exorbitant levels and so drove the poorer classes of
people into the arms of socialism, The annexatiom of Alsace-
Lorraine, the immediate cause of the mad competition in arma-
meuvts, was able to set the French and German bourgeoisie chau-
viuistically 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 celebra-
tiou of the whole proletariat.

The war of 1870-71 and the defeat of the Commune transferred
tke ccutre of gravity of the European workers’ movement for the
time being from France to Germany, as Marx had foretold. In
France it naturally took years to recover from the blood-letting
of May 1871, In Germany, on the other hand, where industry—
fostered, in addition, in positively hothouse fashion by the bless-
ing of tlie French milliards™¢—developed more and more rapidly,
Sociul-Democracy experienced a still more rapid and enduring
growlli. Thanks to the intelligent use which the German workers
vtade of the universal suffrage introduced in 1866, the astonish-
ing growlh of the party is made plain to all the world by incon-
teslable figures: 1871, 102,000; 1874, 352,000; 1877, 493,000
Social-Democratic votes. Then came recognition of this advamce
by high authority in the shape of the Anti-Socialist Law; the
purly was temporarily broken up, the number of votes dropped
to 312.000 in 1881. But that was quickly overcome, and then,
under the pressure of the Exceptional Law, without a press,
witlout a legal orgamisation and without the right of combination
und assembly, rapid expansion really began: 1884, 550,000;
1887, 763,000; 1890, 1.427.000 votes. Thereupon the hand of
the state was paralysed. The Anti-Socialist Law disappeared;
socialist votes rosc to 1,787,000, over a quarter of all the votes
¢ast. Tlie government and the ruling classes liad exhausted all
tiejv expedients—uselessly, purposelessly, unsuccessfully. The
"'{‘“.‘:ible proofs of their impotence, which the authorities, from
wight watchman to the imperial chancellor, had had to accept—
ard tlat from the despised workers!—these proofs were counted
I millions. The state was at the end of its tether, the workers
only ai the beginning of theirs.

] BVL besides, the German workers rendered a secomd great
Service Lo their cause in addition to the first, a service performed
¥ their mere existence as ihe strongest, best disciplined and
Most rapidly growing Socialist Party. They supplied their com-
Tades in all countries with a new weapon, and one of the sharpest,
Wheu they showed them how to make use of universal suffrage.

-
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—
There had long been universal suffrage in Fraice, but it hg,
fullen into disrepute tlirough the misuse to which the Bonapartig
government had put it. After the Commuune there was no workerg®
party to inake use of it. T also existed iu Spaiu since the republie
but in Spain boycott of elections was ever the rule of all serioug
opposition parties. The experience of the Swiss with universa}
suffrage was also anything but cucouraging for a workers™ party
The revolutionary workers of the Latin comnlries had been wongg
to regard the suffrage as a suare, as an instrument of governmeng%
trickery. 1t was otherwise in Germauy. The Communist Manifests
had already proclaimed the winning of universal sufirage, of
democracy, as orie of the first and most importaut tasks of the:
wilitaut proletariat, and Lassalle had again taken up this point:
Now, when Bismarck found himself compelled to introduce thig
frauchise!?s as the only means of interesting the mass of the peopl
in his plans, our workers immediately took it in earnest and:
seut Angust Bebel to the first, constituent Reichstag. And froms
that day on, they have used the franchise in a way which has;
paid them a thousandfold and has served as a model to the workersg
of all conntries. The franchise has been, in the words of the French{
Marxist programme. transformé, de moyen de duperie qu'il a été*
jusqu’ici, en instrument d'émancipation—transformed by them:
from a means of deception, which it was before, into an instrus:
ment of emancipation.’?® And if universal suffrage had offereds
1o other advantage than thiat it allowed us to count our numbers?
cvery threc years; tliat by the regularly established, unexpectedly,
rapid rise in the number of our votes it increased in equal:
nieasure the workers” certainty of viclory and the dismay of’
Lhieir opponents, and so became our best meaus of propaganda;-
that 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 to none, safeguarding
us from untimely timidity as mucl as from uutimely foolhardi-
ness—if this {iad been the only advantage we gained from the.
suffrage, il would still 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 aud actions against our attacks
before all the people; and, further, it provided our representatives
i the Reichslag wilh a platform from which they could speak
to tleir opponents in parliament, and to the masses without, with
quite other authority and freedom than in the press or at meet-
iugs. Of what avail was tlieir Anti-Socialist Law to the govern-
ment and the bourgeoisie when election campaigning aud social-.
ist speeches in the Reichstag continually broke through it
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With this successful utilisation of universal suffrage, however,
au entirely new method of proletarian strunggle came into opera-
Gjon. and this method quickly developed further. It was fonnd
(hat the state iustitutions. in which the rule of the bourgeoisie
is organised, offer the workiug class still fnrther opportuuities
to lght these very state institntions. The workers took part in
elections to particular Diets, to municipal councils and to trades
conrts; they contested with the hourgeoisie every post in tho
ocenpation of which 4 sufficient part of the proletariat had a say.
And so it happened that the bonrgeoisie and the government came
to be much more afraid of the legal thau of the illegal action
of the workers’ party, of the results of elections than of those
ol rebellion.

For here, too, the conditions of the struggle had essentially
changed. Rebellion in the old style, street fighting with barri-
cades. whicli decided the issue everywhere up to 1848, was to
a considerable extent obsolete.

Let us have no illusions about it: a real victory of insurrection
over the military in street fighting, a viclory as belween two
armies, is one of tle rarest exceptions. And the insurgents counted
ou it just as rarely. For them it was solely a question of making
the troops yield to moral influences whicl, in a fight between
the armies of two warring countries, do not come into play at
all or do so Lo 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 betler 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
and employment of reserves—in short, concerted and co-ordinated
action of the individual detachments, indispensable even for the
defence of one section of a town, not to speak of the whole of a
large town, will be attainable only to a very limited extent, and
most of the time not at all. Concentration of thie military forces
at a decisive point is, of course, out of question here, ITence pas-
sive defence is the prevailing form of fighting; the attack will
rise here and there, but only by way of exception, to occasional
thrusts and flank assanlts; as a rule, however, it will be limjted
lo occupation of positions abandoned by retreating troops. In
addition, the military have at their disposal artillery and fully
¢quipped corps of trained engineers, resources of war which, in near-
ly every case, the insurgents entirely lack. No wonder, then, that
“ven the barricade fighting conducted with the greatest heroism—
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Paris, June 1848; Vienna, October 1848; Dresden, May 1849-_
ended in the defeat of the insurrection as soon as the leaders of
the attack, unhampered by political considerations, acted fropy
the purely military standpoint, and their soldiers remaineg
reliable.

The numerous successes of the insurgents up to 1848 werg
due to a great variety of causes. In Paris, in July 1830 and Feb-
tuary 1848, as in most of the Spanish street fighting, a citizens’
guard stood between the insurgents and the military. This guard
either sided directly with the insurrection, or else by its luke-
warm, indecisive attitude caused the troops likewise to vacillate,
and supplied 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 con-
siderable accession of new fighting forces during the night and
the morning of [March} the 19th, partly as a result of the exhaus-
tion and bad 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 Leld out-until
this was attained, victory was won; if not, there was defeat. This
is the main point, which must be kept in view, likewise, when
the chances of possible future street fighting 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 bro-
ken; 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 gardens, 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 consid-
erably 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 railways-
these garrisons can, in twenty-four hours, be more than doubled,
and in forty-eight hours they can be increased to huge arniies.
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The arming of this emormously increased mumber of (roops has
become incomparably more effective. In 1848 the smoolh-bore,
muzzle-loading percussion gun, today the small-calibre, breech-
loading magazine rifle, which shoots four times as far, ten times
as accurately and ten times as fast as the former., At thal time
the relatively ineffeclive round shot and grapgshot of the artillery;
today the percnssion shells, of which one is sulnuient to demolish
the best barricade, At thal time the pick-axe of Lhe sapper for
breaking through firewalls; today the dynamile cartridge.

On the other hand, all the conditions of the insurgents’ side
have grown worse, An insurrection with which all sections of
the people sympathise will hardly recur; in the class struggle all
the middle strata will probably never group themselves round
the proletarial so exclusively that in comparison tlie party of
reaction gathered round the bourgeoisie will well-nigh disappear.
The “people”, therefore, will always appear divided, and thus
a most powerful lever, so exiraordinarily effective in 1848, is
goue. 1f more soldiers who have seen service came over Lo the
ingurrectionists, the arming of them would become so much the
more difficalt. The hunling and fancy guns of the munitions
shops—even if not previously made unusable by removal of
part of the lock by order of the police—are far from being a match
for the magazine rifle of the soldier, even in close fighiting. Up to
1848 it was possible to make the necessary ammunition oneself
out of powder and lead; today the cartridges differ for each gun,
and are everywhere alike only in one poinl, namely, that they
are a complicated product of big industry, and therefore not to
be manufactured ex tempore, with the result that most guns are
useless as long as one does notl possess the ammunition specially
suited to them. And, finally, since 1848 {he newly built quarters
of the big cities have been laid out in long, straight, broad
slreets, as Lhough made to give full effect Lo the new cannon and
rifles. The revolutionist would have to be mad who himself chose
the new working-class districts in the North or East of Beilin
for a barricade fight.

Poes that mean thal in Lhe future street fighting will no longer
play any role? Cerlainly not. 1t only means that tle conditions
since 1848 have become far more unfavourable for civilian fighters
and far more favourable for the military. 1n future, streel fighting
can, therefore, be victorious only if this disadvantageous situa-
tion is compensated by other factors. Accordingly, il will oceur
more seldom in the beginning of a greal revolution than in its
Rurther progress, and will have to be undertaken with greater
forces, These, however, may then well prefer, as in the whole
greal French Revolution or on September 4 and Oclober 31,
1870, in Paris,'®? the open altack (o Lhe passive barricade tactics.
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DNoes the reader now understand why the powers that be posj-
tively wantl to get usto go where the guns shool and the sabres
slash? Why they accuse us today of cowardice. because we dp
not betake ourselves without more ado into the sireet, where
we are certain of defeal in advance? Why they so earnestly im-
plore 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 just as well demand from their enemy in the nexi{ war
that he shonld accept battle in the line formation of old Fritz,*
or in the columns of whole divisions d la Wagram and Waterloo,128
and with the flint-lock in his hands at that. If conditions have
changed in the case of war between nations, this is no less irue
in the case of the class struggle. The time of surprise allacks, of
revolutions carried through by small conscious minorilies at
the head of nnconscious masses, is past. Where it is a question
of a complete iransformation of the social organisation, the
masses themselves must also be in il, must themselves already”
have grasped what is atl stake, what they are going in for, body
and soul. The history of the last fifty years has taught us that.
But in order thal 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.

In the Lalin countries, also, il is being realised more and more
that the old tactics must be revised. Everywhere the German
example of utlilising the suffrage, of winning all posls accessible
to us, has been imitaled; everywhere the unprepared launching
of an altack has been relegated o the background. In Framce,
where for more than a hundred years the ground has been under-
mined by revolution after revolulion, where there is nol a single
parly which has not done its share in conspiracies, insurrections
and all other revolulionary aclions; in France, where, as a result,
the government is by no means sure of the army and where, in
general, the conditions for an insurreclionary coup de main are
far more favourable than in Germany—even in France the Social-
ists are realising more and more thal no lasting victory is pos-
sible for them, unless they first win the greatl imass of the people,
thal is, in this case, the peasanis. Slow propaganda work and
parliamentary activity are recognised here, loo, as the immediate
tasks of the party. Successes were nol 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 presideut of the republic. In Belgium

* Frederick II, King of Prussia (1740-86).—Ed.
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{ast year the workers forced the adoption of the franchise, and
have been victorious in a quarter of the constituencies. 1n Swit-
gerland, in Italy, in Denmark, yes, even in Bulgaria and Rumania
the Socialists are represented in the parliaments. lu Anstria
all parties agree that our admission to the Reichsrat can no
longer be withheld. We will get in, that is c&¢ain; the only ques-
tion still in dispute is: by which door? And evey in Russia, when
the famous Zemsky Sobor meets—that Natiohal 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
repounce 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
included, whose aristocratic revolution was ended in 1755 by the
“hereditary settlement” [“Erbvergleich”], the glorious charter
ol feudalism still valid today.'® The right to revolution is so
incontestably recognised in the general consciousness that even
(reneral von Boguslawski derives the right to a coup d’état, 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 immediate fntnre, has a special task. The two mil-
lion voters whom it sends to the ballot box, together with the
voung 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 the Reichstag, the Diet elections in individual states, the
municipal council and trades court elections demonstrate, it
increases incessantly. Its growth proceeds as spontaneously, as
steadily. as irresistibly, and at the same time as tranquilly as
a natural process. All government intervention has proved power-
less against it. We can count even today on two and 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 socjety, petty bounrgeois and small peasants, and grow into
the decisive power in the land, before which all other powers will
have to bow, whether they like it or not. To keep lhis growth
going without interruption until it of itself gets beyond the
coutro]l of the prevailing governmental system, not Lo fritter
away this daily increasing shock force in vanguard skirmishes,
but to keep it intact until the decisive day, that is our inain task.
And there is only onc neanus by which the steady rise of the social-
Ist fighting forces in Germany could be temporarily halted, and
even thrown 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 magazing
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 fapr
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 légalité 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 te
let ourselves be driven to street fighting in order to please them,
then in the end 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 annpexed these
hereditary domains??® And these overthrowers of the German
Confederation and three crowns by the grace of God complain
of overthrow! Quis tulerit Gracchos de seditione guerentes?®* Who
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 india-
rubber, they will gain nothing but new proof of their impotence.
1f they want to deal Social-Democracy a serious blow they will
have to resort 10 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 Raéssler, the Prussian bureaucrat,
and Herr von Boguslawski, the Prussian general, have shown
them the only way perhaps still possible of getting at the work-
ers, who simply refuse 1o let themselves be lured into street
fighting. Breach of the constitution, dictatorship, return te
absolutism, regis voluntas suprema lex!** Thercfore, take courage,

* Who would suffer the Gracchi to complain of sedilion? (Juvenal,
Satire 11.)— Ed.
*+ The King's will is the suprecme law!—Ed.



INTRODUCTION TO MARX'S THE CLASS STRUGGLES IN FRANCE 27t

genilemen; here half measures will not do; here you must go
the whole hogl

But do not forget that the German empire, like all small states
and generally all modern states, is a product of contract; of the
conlract, first, of the princes with one another and, second, of
the princes with the people. 1f one side breaks,the contract, the
whole contract falls to the ground; the other side is then also
no longer bound, as Bismarck demonstrated to us $o beaulifully
in 1866. 1f, 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.

It is now, almost to the year, sixteen centuries since a dan-
gerous party of overthrow was likewise active in the Roman
empire. 1t undermined religion and all the foundations of the-
state; it flatly denied that Caesar’s will was the supreme law;
it was withoul a fatherland, was international; it spread over-
all countries of the empire, from Gaul to Asia, and beyond the
fronliers 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 Chris-
tian. When they were ordered to attend the sacrificial ceremonies
of the pagan established church, in order to do the honours there,
the subversive soldiers lhad the audacily to stick peculiar em-
hlems—crosses—on their helmets in protest. Even the wonted
barrack hullying of their sunperior officers was fruitless. The-
Emperor Diocletian could no longer quietly look on while order,
obedience and discipline in his army were being undermined.
He interfered energetically, while there was still time. He pro-
muigated an anti-Socialist—beg pardon, I meant to say anti-
Christian—law. The meetings of the overthrowers were forbid-
den, their meeting halls were closed or even pulled down, the
Christian emblems, crosses, elc., were, like the red handkerchiels
in Saxony, prohibited. Christians were declared imcapable of
holdiug public office; they were not to be allowed to become even
corporals. Since there were not available at that time judges
S0 well trained in “respect of persons” as Herr von Koller's
anti-overthrow bill assumes, Christians were forbidden oul of
hand to seek justice bofore a court. This exceptional law was also
without effect. The Christians tore it down from the walls with
*corn; they are even suppesed to have burni the Emperor’s palace
In Nicomedia over his head. Then the latter revenged himself
by the great persecution of Christians in the year 303 of our era.
H was the last of its kind. And it was so effective that seventeen
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years later the army consisted overwhelmingly of Christiang
and the succeeding autocrat of the whole Roman empire, Constagp.’
tine, called the Great by the priests, proclaimed Christianity the
state religion.

London, March 6, 1895
F. Engels
Published in the book: Karl Marx, Translated from the German

Die Klassenkdmpfe in Frankreich
1848 bis 1850, Berlin, 1895
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MARX TO P. V. ANNENKOV IN PARIS

Brussels, December 28 [1846]

My 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 have 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 delails 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, 13! but you suppose that the eco-
nomic argument has not been infected by the philosophic poison.
1 too am very far from imputing the faults in the economic argu-
ment to M. Proudhon’s philosophy. M. Proudhon does not give
us a false criticism of political economy because he is the posses-
sor of an absurd philosophic theory, but he gives us an absurd
philosophic theory because he fails to understand the social system
of today in ils engrénmement, to use a word which, like much
clse, M. Proudhon has borrowed from Fourier.

Why does M. Proudhon talk about God, about universal reason,
abont the impersonal reason of 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
kpow the truth? Why does he resort to feeble Hegelianism to
give himself the appearance of a bold thinker?

He himself provides you with the clue to this enigma. M. Prou-
dhon gees in history a series of social developments; he finds prog-
Tess 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
18~10g7
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of their individual development. He cannot explain these facts,
and so the hypothesis of universal reason manifesting itself
comes in very handy. Nothing is casier than to invent mystica]
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 thig
by using such high-sounding words as: Universal Reason, God,
ctc.—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 choosc this or that form
of socicty? By no means. Assume a particular state of development
in the produclive faculties of man and you will get a particular
form ol commerce and consumption. Assume particular stages
of developmenl in production, commerce and consumption and
you will have a corresponding social constitution, a correspond-
ing 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 expression of civil society. M. Proudhon will never
understand this because he thinks he is doing somcthing great
by appealing from the state to civil socicty—that is to say, from
the official résumé of society to official society.

It is superfluous to add that men are not free to choosc their
productive forces—which are 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 cnergy is itself conditioned by the
circumstances in which men find themselves, by the productive
forces already acquired, by the social form which exists before
they do, which they do not create, which is the product of the
preceding generation. Because of this simple fact that every
succecding 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 all the more
a hislory of humanity as the productive forces of man and there-
fore his social relations have becn 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 are the basis of all
their relations. These material relations are only the nececssary
forms in wliich their material and individual activity is reatised-

M. Proudhon mixes up ideas and things. Men never relinquish
what they have won, but this does not mean that they never
relinguish the social form in which they have acquired certal®



MARX TO P. V. ANNENKOV, DECEMBER 28, {846 275
N

yroductive forces. On the contrary, in order’ that they may not
he deprived of the result attained and forfeit the [ruits of civili-
sation, they are obliged, {from the moment when their mode of
cartying on commerce no longer corresponds to the productive
forces acquired, to change all their traditional social forms,
1 am using the word “commerce” here in its widest sense, as we
use Verkehr in German. For example: the privileges, the insti-
tution of guilds and corporations, the regulatory regime of the
Viddle Ages, were social relations that alone corresponded to
the acquired prodnctive forces and to the social condition which
had previously existed and from which these institutions had
arisen. Under the protection of the regime of corporations and
regulations, capital was accnmulated, overseas trade was devel-
oped, colonies werefounded. But the fruits of this men would have
forfeited if they had tried to vetain the forms under whose shelter
these fruits had ripened. Hence burst two thunderclaps—the Revo-
lutions of 1640 and 1688, All the old economic forms, the social
relations corresponding to them, the political couditions which
were the official expression of the old civil society, were destroyed
in Epgland. Thus the economic forms in which men produce,
consume, and cxchange, are transitory and historical. With the
acquisition of new productive faculties, men change their mode
of production and with the mode of production all the cconomic
relations which are merely the necessary relations of this par-
ticnlar mode of production,

This is what M. Proudhon has not understood and still less
demounstrated, M. Proudhon, incapable of following the real
movement of history, produces a phantasmagoria which presump-
tuously claims to be dialectical. He does not feel it necessary
to speak of the seventeenth, the eighleenth or the nineteenth cen-
tury, for his history proceeds in the misty realm of imagination
aud rises far above space and time. In short, it is not history
but old IIegelian junk, it is not profane history—a history of
man—but sacred history—a bistory of ideas. From his point
of view nan is only the instrument of which the idea or the cter-
nal reason makes use in order to unfold itself. The evolutions of
which M, Prondhon speaks are understood to be evolutions such
as 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
¢Conomic categories arrange themselves inside his own mind.
1t will not require great exertion on my part to prove to you
that it is the order of a very disorderly mind.

M. Proudbon begins his book with a disserlation on walue,
Which is his pet subject. I will not enter on an examination of
this dissertation today.

18*
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The series of economic evolutjons of the eternal reason begingd
with division of labour. To M. Proudhon division of labour
a perfectly simple thing. But was not the caste regime also a pa
ticular d1v1smn of labour? Was not the regime of the corporatlo :

the last part of the eighteenth, also totally different from the
division of labour in large-scale, modern industry? &

M. Proudhon is so far from the truth that he ncglects what
even the profane economists attend to. When he talks aboufs
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 stilj§
no colonies, when America did not as yet exist for Europe, and}
Eastern Asia only existed for her through tho medijum of Coni
stantinople, have been fundamentally different from what i
was in the seventeenith cenlury when colonies were already de#
veloped? :

And that is not all. Is the whole inner organisation of natmnsg»
are all their international relations anything else than the express
sion of a particular division of labour? And must not these changs
when the division of labour changes? +

M. Proudhon has so little understood the problem of the divis

sion of labour that he never even mentions the separation of;
town and country, which took place in Gernany, for instance;
from the ninth to the twelfth century. Thus, to M. Proudhonyj
this separation is an eternal law since he knows neither its origimi

nor its development. All through his book he speaks as if thi
creation of a particular mode of production wounld endure unti
the end of time. All that M. Proudhon says about the divisic
of labour is only a summary, and moreover a very superﬁcid}
and incomplete summary, of what Adam Smith and a thousam
others have said before him.

The sccond evolution is machinery. The connection betweet)}
the division of labour and machinery is entirely mystical to M
Proudhon. Each kind of division of labour had its specific mstru"’f
ments of production. Between the middle of the seventeenth an
the middle of the eighteenth century, for instance, pcople did}
not make everything by hand. They had instruments, and very
complicated ones at that, such as looms, ships, levers, etc. .

Thus there is nothing more absurd than to derive machinery
from division of labour in general.

I may also remark, by the way, that M. Proudhon has under-
stood very little the historical origin of machinery, but has sti 1
less understood its development. One can say that up to the
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car 1825—the period of the first general crisis—the demands
of consumption in general increased more rapidly than produc-
ion, and the development of machinery was a necessary conse-

uence of the needs of the market. Since 1825, the invention and
application of machinery has been simply the result of the war
petween 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
on the world market. Finally, in North America the introduction
of machinery was due both to competition with other conntries
and to lack of hands, that is, to the disproportion between the
population of North America and its industrial needs. From thesc
facts you can see what sagacity Monsieur Proudhon develops
when he conjures up the specire of competition as the third evolu-
tion, the antithesis to machinery!

Lastly and in general, it is altogether absurd to make machinery
an economic category alongside with division of labour, compe-
tition. credit, ete.

Machinery is no more an economic category than the ox which
draws the plough. The application of machinery in the present
day is one of the relations of our present economic system, but
the way in which machinery is utilised is totally distinct from
the machinery itsclf. Powder is powder whether used to wound
aman or to dress his wounds.

M. 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 Eng-
tand by the beginning of the cighteenth 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 bourgeoisic to power.

Finally, the last category in M. Proudhon’s system is consti-
tuted by properiy. In the real world, on the other hand, the divi-
sion of labour and all M. Proudhon’s olher categories are social
relations forming in their entirety what is today known as prop-
erty; outside these rclations bourgeois property is nothing but
a metaphysical or juristic illusion. The property of a different
epoch, feudal property, develops in a series of entirely different
social relations. M. Proudhon, by cstablishing property as an
independent relation, commits more than a mistake in method:

¢ clearly shows that he has not grasped the bond which holds
together all forms of bourgeois production, that he has not under-
Slood the historical and transitory character of the forms of produc-
tion in a particular epoch. M. Proudhon, who does not regard
our socjal institutions as historical products, who can understand
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neither their origin nor their development, can only producgi
dogmatic criticism of tliem. !

M. Proudhon is therefore obliged to take refuge in a fiction
in order to explain development. 1I¢ imagines that division of!
labour, credit, machinery, etc., were all invented to serve hig:
fixed idea, the idea of equality. His explanation is sublimely
naive. These things were invented im the interests of equality but
mnfortunately tliey turmed against equality. This constitutes
his whole argument. 1n othier words, he makes a gratuitous assump-
tion 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 liis fixed ideas and the real movement. N

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 onc another and that the nature of these relations must
necessarily change with the change and growth of the productive
faculties. He las not perceived that economic categories are only
abstract expressions of these actual relations and only remain
true while these relations exist. He thereforc falls into the error
of the bourgeois economists, who rcgard these cconomic catego-
ries as cternal 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 cxpressions of the real,
transitory, historic social relations, Monsieur Proudhon, thanks
Lo a mystic inversion, sces in the real relations only embodiments
of these abstractions. These abstractions themselves are 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 severc 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~
ment, and sccondly, that M. Proudhon is not a conscrvative? He
explains these evident contradictions by a whole system of an-
tagonisms.

To throw light on this system of antagonisms let us take an
cxample.

Monopoly is a good thing, because it is an economic category
and therefore an emanation of God. Competition is a good thing
because it is also an cconomic category. But what is not goo
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
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Giod contradict each other, it seems obvious to him that there
i also within the bosom of God a synthesis of them both, in
which the evils of monopoly are balanced by competition and
vice versa. As a result of the struggle between the two ideas only
iheir good side will come into view. One must snatch this secret
idea Irom God and tlien apply it and everything will be for the
pest; the synthetic formula which lies hidden in the darkness
ol Lhe impersonal reason of man must be revealed. M, Proudlion
does mot hesitate for a moment to come forward as the revealer,

But look for a moment at real life. In the economic life of the
present fime you find not only competition and monopely but also
{heir synthesis, which is not a formula but a movement. Monopoly
produces competition, compelition produces monopoly. But this
equation, far from removing the difficulties of the present situa-
tion. as the bourgeois economists imagine it does, results in a
situation still more difficult and confused. If therefore you alter
tie basis on which present-day economic relations rest, if you
destroy the present mode of production, then you will not only
destroy competition, monopoly and their antagonism, but also
their unity, their synthesis, the movement which is the real
equilibrium of compelition and monopoly.

Now I will give you an example of Monsieur Proudhon’s dia-
fectics,

Freedom and slavery constitute an antagonism. I need not
speak of the good and bad sides of freedom nor, speaking of
slavery, need I dwell on ils bad sides. The only thing that has
Lo be explained is its good side. We are not dealing with indirect
slavery, 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
as machinery, credit, elc. Without slavery mo cotton; without
cotlon no modern industry. Slavery has given value to the colo-
nics; the colonies have ereated world trade; world trade is the
Necessury 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 Norlh America, the
most progressive country, would be transformed into a patriar-
Cl}ﬂl land., You liave only to wipe North America off the map
of the nations and you get anarchy, the total decay of trade and
of modern civilisation, But to let slavery disappear is to wipe
!\0.1'1h America off the map of the nations. And therefore, because
1t is an economic category, we find siavery 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 imporg
ed it into the New World. After these observations on slavery
how will our worthy M. Proudhon proceed? He will look for t

synthesis between freedom and slavery, the golden mean of
equilibrium between slavery and freedom. i

Monsieur Proudhon has very well grasped the fact that mey
produce cloth, linen, silks, and it is a great merit on his pary
to have grasped this small amount! What he has not grasped iy
that these men, according to their abilities, also produce the
social relations amid which they prepare cloth and linen. Stil}
less has he understood that men, who produce their social relas
tions in accordance with their material productivity, also producq
ideas, categories, that is to say, the abstract, ideal expressio
of these same social relations. Thus the categories arec no morg
eternal than the relations they express. They are historical and
transitory products. To M. Proudhon, on the contrary, abstragy
tions, categories are the primordial.cause. According to him they;
and not men, make history. The abstraction, the category taken
as such, i.e., apart from men and their material activities, is
of course immortal, unchangeable, unmoved; it is only one form
of the being of pure reason; which is only another way of saying
that the abstraction as such is abstract. An admirable tautologyl

Thus, regarded as categories, economic relations for M. Prouk
dhon are eternal formulas without origin or progress.

Let us put it in another way: M. Proudhon does not directly
state that bourgeois life is for him an eternal verity; he states i
indirectly by deifying the categories which express bourgeoif
relations in the form of thought. He takes the products of bours
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 he
does not risc above the bourgeois horizon. As he is operating
with bourgeois ideas, the eternal truth of which he presupposes;
he seeks a synthesis, an equilibrium of these ideas, and does no¢
sce 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 yow
that in principle, that is, considered as abstract ideas, competi+
tion, monopoly, etc., are the only basis of life, but that in practicé
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~
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 every
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sociely; 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
hidden 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 combi-
nation of the realities which they express. In place of the great
historical movement arising from the conflict hetween the produc-
tive 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 differ-
ent clagses within each nation and between difierent 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, pro-
longed and complicated movement, Monsieur Proudhon supplies
the whimsical motion of his own head. So it is the men of learning
that 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 dialec-
tical 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
existiug 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 catego-
ries. 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 finding the true
formula which would bring the social estates, nobility, king,
Parliament, ete., into equiljibrium, and they woke up one morning
to find that there was in fact no longer any king, parliament or
nobility. The true equilibrium in this antagonism was the over-
throw of all the social relations which served as a basis for these
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fendal existences and for the antagonisms of these feuda]
existences.

Because M. Proudhon places eternal ideas, the categories. of:
purce reason, on the one side and huinan beings and their practical-
life, which, according to him, is the application of these cate-
gories, ou the other, one finds with him from the beginning 3
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 and 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 pres-
ent state of society may be expected to understand still less
the movement which is tending to overthrow it, and the literary
expressions of this revolutionary movement.

The sole point on which 1 am in complete agreement with Mon-
sieur Proudhon is his dislike for sentimental socialistic day-
dreams. I had already, before him, drawn much enmity upon
myself by ridiculing this sentimental, utopian, mutton-headed
socialism. But 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 banal-
itics—in opposition to socialist sentimentality, which in Fourier,
for example, goes much decper than the pretentious platitudes
of our worthy Proudhon? Ile himself is so thoroughly conscious
of the cmptiness of his arguments, of his utter incapacity to
speak about these things, that he bursts into violent explosions
of rage, vociferation aud righteous wrath, foamns at the mouth,
curses, denounces, cries shame and murder, beats his breast and
boasts before God and man that hic is not defiled by the socialist
infamics! He does not seriously criticise socialist sentimentali-
ties, or what he regards as such. Like a holy man, a pope, be ex-
communicates poor sinners and sings the glorics of the petty
bourgeoisie and of the miserable patriarchal and amorous illu-
sions of thc domestic hearth. And this is no accident. From head
to foot M. Proudhon is the philosopher and economist of the
pelty 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, e is at once both bourgeols an
man of the pcople. 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
pasis of his existence. He is himself nothing but social contradic-
tion in action. He must justify in theory what he is in practice,
and M. Proudhon has the merit of being the scientific interpreter
of the Freuch petty bourgeoisie—a gevuine merit, becausc the
petty bourgeoisie will form an inlegral part of all the impending
<ocial revolutious. *

1 wish I could send you my book on political cconomny?®? with
this letter, but it has so far been impossiblc for me to get this
work, and the criticism of the German philosophers and Social-
jxts” of which I spoke to you in Brussels, printed. You would
never believe the difficulties which a publication of this kind
comes up against in Germany, from the police on the one hand
and from the booksellers, who are thcemselves the interested
representatives of all tendencies I am attacking, on the other.
And as for our own Partly, it is nol merely that it is poor, but
a large section of the German Communist Parly is also angry
with me for opposing their utopias and declamations....

Translated from the French

——
* Marx and Lingels, The German Ideology. —Ed,



MARX TO 1J. WEYD.EMEYER IN NEW YORK

London, March 5, 1852

...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 econo-
mists, the economic anatomy of the classes. What I did that was
new was to prove: (1) that the ezistence 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 proletar-
iat, (3) that this dictatorship itself only constitutes the tran-
sition to the abolition of all classes and to a classless society. Igno-
rant 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 rnon plus ultra* of histo-
ry, and that they are only the servitors of the bourgeoisie. And
the less these louts realise the greatness and transient necessity
of the bhourgeois regime itself the more disgusting is their servi-

tude....
Translated from the German

* Highest point attainable.—FEd.



MARX TO L. KUGELMANN IN HANOVER

London, July 11, 1868

...As for the Centralblait, the man is making the greatest pos-
sible concession in admitling that, if one means anything at all
by value, the conclusions I draw must be accepted. The unfortu-
nate fellow does not see that, even if thero were no chapter on
“yalue”® 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 a 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. Thal 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
be done away with. What can change in historically different
circumstances is only the form in which these laws assert them-
selves. And the form in which this proportional distribution of
labour asserts itself, in a state of society where the interconnec-
tion of social labour is manifested in the private exchange of the
individual products of labour, is precisely the ezchange value
of these products.

Science consists precisely in demonstrating kow the law of
value asserts itself. So that if one wanted at the very beginning
to “explain™ all the phenomena which seemingly contradict thatl
law, one would have to present the science before science. 1t is
precisely Ricardo’s mistake that in his first chapter on value!®*
he takes as given all possible and still to be developed categories
1n 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 the
thought process itself grows out of conditions, is itself a natural
process, thinking that really comprehends must always be the
same, and can vary only gradually, according to maturity of
development, including the development ol the organ by which
the thinking is doue. Everything else is drivel.

The vulgar economist has not the faintest idea that the actual
everyday exchange relations can not be directly identical with the
magnitudes of value. The essence of bourgeois society consists
precisely in this, that a priori there is no conscious social regula-
tion 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
he holds fast to appearance, and takes it for the ultimate. Why,
then, have any science at all?

But the matter has also another background. Once the inter-
connection is grasped, all theoretical belief in the permanent
necessity of existing conditions collapses before their collapse
in practice. Here, therefore, it is absolutely in the interest of
the ruling classes to perpetuate this senseless confusion. And for
what other purpose are the sycophantic babblers paid, who have
uo other scienlific trump to play save that in political economy
one should not think at all?

But salis superque.* In any case it shows what these priests
of the bourgeoisie llave come down to, when workers and even
manufacturers aud merchants understand my book** and find
their way about in it, while these “learned scribes” (!) complain
that I make excessive demands on their understanding....

Translated {rom the German

* Lnough and to spare.— Ed.
#» Karl Marx, Capital.—Ed.



ENGELS TO P. L. LAVROV IN LONDON

London, November 12-17, 1875

1) Of the Darwinian doctrine I accept the theory of evolution,
but Darwin’s method of proof (struggle for life, natural selection}
1 consider only a first, provisional, imperfect expression of a newly
discovered fact. Until Darwin’s time the very people who now
see everywhere only struggle for existence (Vogt, Biichner, Mole-
schott, etc.) emphasised precisely co-operation in organic nature,
the fact that the vegetable kingdom supplies oxygen and nutri-
ment to the animal kingdom and conversely the animal kingdom:
supplies plants with carbonic acid and manure, which was partic-
ularly stressed by Liebig. Both conceptions are justified within
certain limits, but the onec is as one-sided and narrow-minded as
the other. The intcraction of bodies in nature—inanimato as well
as animate—includes both harmony and collision, struggle and
co-operation. When therefore a self-styled natural scientist
lakes 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) T do not deny the advantages of your method of attack,
which T would like to call psychological; but I would have chosen
another method. Every onc of us is influenced more or less by
the intellectual environment in which he 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 Germa-
ny, where false sentimentality has done and still does so much
damage, it would not fit; it would be misunderstood, sentimentally
perverted. In our country it is hatred rather than love that is
——

* The words in quotation marks are from Lavrov's article.—Ed.



288 ENGELS TO P. L. LAVROV, NOVEMBER 12-17, 1875 ~

T T

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.’

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 strugglo for existence is-
simply a transference from society to living nature of Hobbes's:
doctrine of bellum omnium contra omnes'® and of the bourgeois-*
economic doctrine of competition together with Malthus’s theory
of population. When this conjurer’s trick has been performed
{and 1 question its absolute permissibility, as 1 have indicated:
in point 1, particularly as far as the Malthusian theory is con~}
cerned), the same theories are transferred back again from organic';
nature into history and it is now claimed that their validity as’
eternal laws of human society has been proved. The puemhty
of this procedure is so obvious that not a word need be said about }
it. But if 1 wanted to go into the matter more thoroughly 1 should,
do so by depicting them in the first place as bad economists and !
only in the second place as bad naturalists and phlloqophers.f

4) The essential difference between human and animal soclety'
consists in the fact that animals at most collect while men produce.
This sole but cardinal difference alone makes it impossible simply:
to transfer laws of animal societies to human societies. It makeﬁ
it possible, as you properly remark.

“for man to struggle not unly for existence but also for pleasures and* jor
the increase of his pleasures,® ...to be ready to rcnounce his lower pleasum
for the highest pleasure”.**

1

Without disputing your further conclusions from this I would,."
proceeding from my premises, make the following inferences!
At a certain stage the production of man thus attains such a higl
level that not only necessaries but also luxuries, at first, t
enough, only for a minority, are produced. The struggle fof
existence—if we permit this category for the moment to be valid
is thus transformed info a struggle for pleasures, no longer fod
mere means of subsistence but for means of development, socially
produced means of development, and to this stage the categori
derived from the animal kingdom are no longer applicable, Bu#?
if, as has now happened, production in its capitalist form produces:
a far greater quantity of means of subsistence and development’
than eapitalist society can consume because it keeps the great
mass of real producers artificially away from these means @
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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big 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 talk of
“siruggle for existence”? The struggle for existence can then con-
éwst ouly in this; that the producing class takes over the manage-
ment of production and distribution from the class that was hither-
to enlrusted with it but has now become incompetent to liandle
it, and there you have the socialist revolution.

Apropos. Even the mere contemplation of previous history
as a serics of class struggles suflices to make clear the utter shal-
fowness of the coneeption of this history as a feeble variety of the
“struggle for existence”. I would therefore never do tlis favour
to these false naturalists.

5) For ihe same rcason I would have changed accordingly
the formulation of the following proposition of yours, which
is essentially quite correct;

“that to facilitate the struggle the idea of solidarity could finally ... grow
to a poinl where it will embrace alt mankind and oppose it, us a society of
brothers living in solidarity, to the rest of the world—the world of minerals,
plants, and animals”.*

6) On the other hand I cannot agree with you that the “bellum
omnium conira omnes™* was the first phase of human development.
In my opinion, the social instinct was one of the most essential
fevers 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 casc....

Translated from the German
and French

———
* I'he passages quoted are from Lavrov's article.—Ed.
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ENGELS TO C. SCHMIDT IN BERLIN

London, August 5, 1890

...I saw a review of Paul Barth’s book!®® by that bird of ill
omen, Moritz Wirth, in the Vienna Deutsche Worte, ¥ and this
crilicism lefl on my mind an unfavourable impression of the
book itself, as well. I will have a look at it, but I mus( say that
il “little Moritz” is right when he quotes Barlh as slating that
the sole example of the dependence of philosophy, etc., on the
material conditions of existence which he can find in all Marx’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
mail has not yet discovered that while the material mode of
existence is the primum agens* this does not preclude the ideologi-
cal spheres from reacting upon it in their turn, though with a sec-
oudary cffect, he canuol possibly have understood the subject
he is writing about. However, as 1 have said, all this is second-
hand and little Moritz is a dangerous friend. The miaterialist
couception 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, commeuting on the French “Marxists” of the lale seven-
ties: “All T know is that I am not a Marxist.”

There has also been a discussion in the Volks-Tribine about
the distribution of products in future society, whether this will
lake place according to thie amount of work done or otherwise.
The question has been approached very “materialistically” in
opposition 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, “socialisl society™” appeared not as somecthing
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.—Zd.
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pution 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
peginning, and 2) to try and find the general tendency of the
furthersdevelopment. But about this I do not find a single word
in the whole debate.

In 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
on 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
wust be studied afresh, the conditions of existence of the different
formations of soclety must be examined individually before the
atiewpt is made to deduce from them the political, civil-law,
acsthetic, philosophic, religious, etc., views corresponding to
them. Up to now bul little has been done here because only a few
people have got down to it seriously. In this field we can utilise
hieaps of help, it is immensely big, aud anyone who will work
scriously can achieve mueh and distinguish himself. But instead
of this too mauy of the younger Germarns simply make use of the
phrase historical materialism (and everything can be turned into
a phrase) only in ovder to get their own relatively scauty histori-
cal knowledge—for ecovomic 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
after that a Barth can come along and attack the thing itself,
which in his circle has indeed been degraded to a mere phrase.

tlowever, all this will right itself. We are strong enough in
Germany now to stand a lot. One of the grealest services which
the Anti-Socialist Law did us was to free us from the obtrusive-
iess of the German intellectual who had got tinged with socialism,
We ave uow strong enough to digest the German inlellectual too,
who is giving himself great airs again. You, who have really
done something, must have noticed yourself how few of the young
litevary men who fasten themselves on to the Party give them-
sélves Lhe trouble to sltudy economics, the history of economics,
the history of trade, of industry, of agricultuve, of the formations
of society. [Tow many know anything of Maurer except his name!
[he selisufficiency of the journalist must serve for everything
liere aud the result looks like it. It often scems as if these gentle-
Wien think anything is good enough for the workers. If these
Zentlewen onty knew that Marx thought his best things were still
Lot good enough for the workers, how he regarded it as a crime
to offer the workers auything but the very best!...

Translated from the German
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ENGELS TO OTTO VON BOENIGK IN BRESLAU

Folkestone, near Dover
Augusl 21, 1890

..Jcau reply only briefly and in general terms to your en-
quiries, '*¢ 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 state of constanl flux and change. Ils 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 Lo 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 rnined by the police, are equally well and far more hon-:
estly run than the bourgeois stock companies. I cannot see how;
you can speak of the ignorance of the masses in Germany after:
the brilliant evidence of political maturity shown by the workers ,
in their victorious struggle against the Anti-Socialist Law. The |
patronising and errant lecturing of our so-called 1ntellectualsJ
seems to me a far greater impediment. We are still in need of }
lechmcluns, agronomists, engineers, chemists, architects, et
it is true, but if the 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 sure to be-—they will find it to thexr own advantage to '
deal fairly with us. But apart from these specialists, among whom
I also incinde schoolteacliers, we can get along perfectly well
without the other “intellectuals™. The present influx of literati
and students into the party, for scxample, may be quite damaging
if these gentlemen are not properly kept in check.

The Junkor latifundia east of the lbo could be easily leased
nnder the due technical management to the present day-labour-



ENGELS TO OTTO VON BOENIGK, AUGCST 21, 1890 293

ers and the otlier retinue, who would work the estates jointly.
[{ any disturbances occur, the Junkers, who lrave bhrutalised people
by Douting all the existing school legislation, will alone be to
blame.

Thg biggest obstacle are the small peasauts and the importunate
super-clever inlellectuals who always think they know every-
thing so much tlie better, thie less they understand it.

Ouce we have a sufficient number of followers among the
wasses, the big industries aud the large-scale latifundia farming
can be quickly socialised. provided we hold the political power.
The rest will follow sliortly, 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 and who do not suspect how much they still have
to learn from the workers...,

Translated {rom the German



ENGELS TO J. BLOCH IN KONIGSBERG

London, September 21[-22], 1890

...According to the materialist conception of history, the
ultimately determining element in history is the production and
reproduction of real life. More than this ncither Marx nor I have
ever asserted. Hence if somebody twists this into 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 elcments of
the superstructure—political forms of the class struggle and its
results, to wit: constitutions eslablished 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 partici-
pants, political, juristic, philosophical theories, religious views
and their further development into systerns 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 appli-
cation 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 econ-
omic 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, Branden-
burg was specifically determined by economic necessity to become



ENGELS TO J. BLOCH, SEPTEMBER- 21{22], 1890 295

the great power embodying the economic, linguistic and, after
the Reformation, also the religious difference between North and
South, and not by other elements as well (ubove all by its entan-
glement with Poland, owing to the possession of Prussia, and
henee with international political relalions—which were indecd
also decisive in the formation of the Austrian dynastic power).
Without making oneself ridiculous it would be a difficult thing
to explain in terms of economics the existenice of every small state
in Germany, past and present, or the origin of the High Germau
consonant 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,

In the second place, lowever, history is made in such a way
that the final result always arises fronm conflicts between many
individual wills, of which each in turn has Dbeen made what it
is by a host of particular conditions of lile. Thus there are innu-
merable inlersecting forces, an infinite series of parallelograms
of forces which give rise to one resultant—the historical event.
This may again itself be viewed as the product of a power which
works as a whole unconsciously and without volition. For what
each individual wills is obstructed by everyone else, and what
emerges s something thal no one willed. Thus liislory has pro-
ceeded hitherto in the manner of a natural process and is essen-
lially subject to the same laws of motion. But from the facl that
the wills of individuals—each of whom desires what he is impelled
1o by his physical constitution and exlernal, in tlie last resort
economic, circumstances (either his own personal circumnstances
or those of society in general)—do not attain what they want,
but are merged into an aggregate mean, a common resultant,
:L must not be concluded that they are equal to zero. On ihe
contrary, each contributes to the resullant and is to this extent
included in it.

I would furthermore ask you to study this Lheory from its
original sources and not at second-hand; it is really much easier.
Marx hardly wrote anything in which it did not play a part.
But especially The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte is a
mosl excellent example of its application. There are also many
allusions to it in Capital. Then may 1 also direct you Lo my wril-
ings: Herr Eugen Diihring’s Revolution in Science and Ludwig
Feuerbach and the End of Classical German Philosophy, in which

have given the most detailed account of listorical materialism
whicli, as far as 1 know, exists.

Marx and I are ourselves parlly to blamec 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
our adversaries, who denjed it, and we had not always Lhe time,
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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 praclical applieation, it
was a different matter and therc no error was permissible. Unfor-
tunately, however, it happens only too often that pecople think
they have fully understood a new theory and can apply it without
niore ado from the moment they have assimilated its main prin-
ciples, and even those not always correctly. And I cannot exempt
many of the more recent “Marxists” from this reproach, for the
most amazing rubbish has been preduced in this quarter, too....

Translated from the German



ENGELS TO C. SCIIMIDT IN BERLIN

London, October 27, 1890

Dear Schmidt,

I am taking advantage of the first free moments to reply to
you. [ think you would do very well to accept the offer of the
zuricher Post. You could always Iearn a good deal aboul economics
there, especially if you bear in mind that Zurich is after all only
a third-rate money and speculation market, so that the impres-
sions 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 mar-
ket, in its reflex as money and stock market, will reveal itself
to you. Economic, political and other reflections are just like
those in the human eye: they pass through a condensing lens
and therefore 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 becorues cause to him. I noticed that already in the forties
in Manchester: the London stock exchange reports were utterly
uscless for understanding the course of industry and its periodical
axima and minima because these gentry tried to explain every-
thing by crises on the money market, which of course were them-
selves generally only symptoms. At that time the point was to
(11§pr0\'e temporary over-production as the origin of industrial
Crises, so that the thing had in addition its tendentious side,
brovocative of distortion. This point now ceases to exist—for
s, at any rate, for good and all —besides which it is indeed a fact
U}at the money market can also have its own crises, in which
direct disturbances of industry play only a subordinate part or
N0 part at all. Here there is still much to be established and exa-
Mmined, especially in the history of the last twenty years.
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)1
Where there is division of labour on a social scale there the;
separate labour processes become independent of each othe§
Iu the last instance production is the decisive factor. But ag
sooit as trade in products becomes independent of production
proper, it follows a movement of its own, which, while governeg
as a whole by that of production, still in particulars and within
this general depeudence again follows laws of its own inherent.
in the nature of this new factor; this wmovement has phases of:
its own and in ils tury reacts on Lhc movement of production.,
The discovery of America was due to the thirst for gold which
had previously driven the Portuguese to Africa (cf. Soetbeer’s
Production of Precious Metals), because the cnormously extended:
FEuropean industry of the fourteenth and fifteeuth centuries and
the trade corresponding to it demanded more means of exchangs!
than Germany, the great silver country from 1450 to 1550, could;
provide. The conquest of India by the Portuguese, Dutch andt
English between 1500 and 1800 had imports from lndia as 1taﬁ
object—nobody dreamt of exporting anything there. And yet!
what a colossal reaction these discoveries and conquests, broughﬁ
about solely by trade interests, had upon industry: it was only
the need {or exports to these countrics that crcated and developed
modern large -scale industry.

So it is, too, with the money market. As soon as trade in.
moncy becomes scparate from trade in commodities it has—under
certain conditions imposed by production and commodity trade
and within these limits—a development of its owm, special laws
determined by its own nature and separate phascs. If to this
is added that money trade, developing further, comes to mclude
trade in securitics and that these securities are not only govern-
nicnt papers but also induslrial and transport stocks, so that
money trade gains direct control over a portion of the production
by which, taken as a whole, it is ilself controlled, then the reac-
tior of money trading on production becomes still strouger and
more complicated. The traders i money are the owners of railways,
mines, iron works, etc. These means of produclion 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 entircly dependent
on the daily stock exchange operations of a Jay Gould or a Vander-
bilt, etc., which have nothing whatever to do with the particular
railways and its interests as a mcans of communication. And even
here in England we havo 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 commu-
nication but stmply because of a rivalry whose sole object usually
was to facilitate the stock exchange transactions of the share-
Liolding money traders.

With, these few indications of my conception of the relation
of production to commodity trade and of both to money trade,
I have answered, in essence, your questions abomt “historical
materialism” generally. The thing is easiest to grasp from the
point of view of the division of labour. Society gives rise to cer-
tain common functions which it cannot dispense with. The per-
sons appointed for this purpose form a new branch of the divisiom
of labour within society. This gives them particular interests,
distinct, too, from the intercsts of those who empowered them;
they make thewselves independent of the latter and—the state
is i being. And now things proceed in a way similar to that in
commodity trade and later in money trade: the new independent
power, while having in the main to follow the movement of pro-
duction, reacts in its turn, by virtue of its inherent rclative
independence—that is, the relative independence once transferred
to it and gradually further developed—upon the conditions and
course of production. It is the interaction of two unequal forces:
on the onc hand, the economic movenient, on the other, the mew
political power, which strives for as much independence as possible,
and which, having once been established, is endowed with a
movement of its own. On the whole, the economic movement
gets its way, but it has also to suffer 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. Just as the movement of the industrial market is,
in the main and with the reservations already indicated, reflected
in the money market and, of course, in inverted form, so the
siruggle between the classes already existing and fighting with
one snother is reflected in the struggle between government and
opposition, but likewise in inverted form, no longer directly but
indirectly, not as a class struggle bul as a fight for political prin-
ciples, and so distorted that it has taken us thousands of years to
gel behind it.

The reaction of the state power upon economic development
car be of three kinds: it can run in the same direction, and then
EIO\'elopment is more rapid; it can oppose the line of development,
i which case nowadays it will go to pieces in the long run in
every great people; or it can preveni the economic development
Irom proceeding along certain lines, and prescribe other lines.
This case ultimately reduces itself to one of the iwo previous ones.
But it is obvious that in cases two and three the political power



300 ENGELS TO C. SCHMIDT, OCTOBER 27, 1490

can do great damage to the economic development and cuuse a
great squandering of energy and malerial. )

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 conld formerly "
be ruined. Nowadays such a case nsually has the opposite effect,
al least with great peoples: in the long rnn the vanguislhied often .
gaing more economically, politically and morally than the victor.

Similarly with law. As soon as the new division of labour which -
creatcs professional lawyers becomes necessary, another mew and
independent sphere is opened up which, for all its general depend--
ence 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 contradictions. reduce itself
to nonght. Aud in order to achieve this, the faithful reflection of :
economic conditions suffers increasingly. All the more so the’
more rarely it happens that a code of law is the blunt, unmitigated, -
unadulterated ecxpression of the domination of a class—this in
itseli would offend the “conception of right”. Even in the Code
Napoléon' the pure, consistent conception of right held by the
revolntionary bourgeoisie of 1792-36 is already adulterated im
many ways, and, in so far as it is embodied there, has daily
to undergo all sorts of attenuations owing to the rising poweb’
of the proletariat. This does not prevent the Code Napoléon from
being the stalute book which serves as the basis of 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 contradictious 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 neces-
sarily also a topsy-turvy one: it goes on without the person who’
is acting being conscious of it; the jurist imagines e is operating
with a priori propositions, whereas they are really only economie
reflexes; so everything is upside down. And il scems 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 wornld be difficult to prove, for
instance, that tite absolute liberty of the testator in Lugland
and the scvere restrictious in every detail imposed upon him
in France are due to economic causes alone. Both react back,
hiowever, on the economic spliere to a very considerable extent,
hecause they, infinence the distribution of property.

As to the rcalms of ideology which soar still higher in the
air—religion, philosophy, etc.—tlhiese have a prehistoric stock,
found already in cxistence by and taken over in the historical
period, what we should today call bunk. These various false
conceptions of mature, of mam’s own being, of spirits, nragic
forces, etc., llave for the most part only a megative cconomic ele-
ment as their basis; the low cconomic development of the pre-
historic period is supplemented and also partially conditioned
and even caused by the false conceptions of nature. And even
tkough cconomic mecessity was the wain driving force of the
progressive knowledge ol nature and has become ever more so,
it would surely be pedantic to try amd find ecomomic causes for
all tliis primitive monsense. The history of sciemce is the history
of tlie gradual clearing away of this nomsense or ratlier of its
replacement by fresk birt always less absurd nonsense. The people
who attend to this belong in their turn to special spheres in the
divisiou of labour and appear to themsclves to be working i un
independent field. And to the extent that they form am independ-
ent group within the social division of labour, their prodactions.
including their errors, react wupon tlie wiole development of
society, even on ils economic development. Bat all the same they
themselves are in turn nnder the dominating influence of economic
developutent. In philosophy, for instauce, this can be nost read-
ily proved lrae for the bourgeois period. Hobbes was the first
modern materialist (in the.cighteenth-century sense) but he was
an absolutist in a period when absolute 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 1688.14 The English deists and their
more cousistent continualors, the French materialists, were the
true philosophers of the bourgeoisie, the French even of the bour-
geols revolution. The German pkhilistine runs through German
philosopky from Kant to Hegel, sometimes positively and some-
limes negativety. But as a definite sphere in the division of labour,
the philosophy of every epoch presupposes certain definite thought
malerial handed down to it by its predecessors, from which
Y takes its start. Aud that is why economically backward coun-
tries can still play first fiddle in philosophy: Frauce in the eight-
ecnth century as compared with England, on whose philosophy
the Fremch Dbased themselves, and lalet Germany as compared
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with both. But in France as well as Germany philesophy and the
gencral blossoming of literature at that time were the result
of a rising economic development. I consider the ultimate
supremacy of 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 opera-
tion of economic influences (which again generally act oily under
political, etc., disguises) upon the existing philosophic material
handed down by predecessors. Here cconomy creales nothing
anew, but it determines the way in which the thought muaterial
found in existence is altered and further devcloped, and that
too for the most part indirectly, for it is the political, legal and
moral reflexes which exert the greatest direct influence on philo-
sophy.

About religion I bave said what was most necessary in the last
section on Feuerbach.!4!

If therefore Barth supposes that we deny any and cvery reac-
tion of the political, etc., reflexes of the economic movement
upon the movement itself, he is simply tilting 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 cvents, of course within their general
dependence upon economic conditions. Or Capital, the seciion on
the working day, for instance, where legislation, which is surely
a political act, has such a trenchant cffect. Or the section on the
history of the bourgeoisie. (Chapter XXIV.1%%) Or why do we
fight for the political dictatorship of the proletariat if political
power is cconomically impotent? Force (that is, state power)
is also an economic power!

But 1 have no time to criticise the book now.3 [ niust first get
Volume [1134% out and besides I think thiat Berustein, for iustance,
could deal with it quite effectively.

What these gentlemen all lack is dialectics. They always sce
only here cause, there effect. That this is a hollow abstraction,
that such metaphysical polar opposites exist in the real world
only during crises, while the whole vast process goes on in the
form of interaction —though of very unequal forces, the economic
moveinenl being by far the strongest, most primordial, most
decisive-—that here cverything is relative and nothing abso-
lute—this they never begin to see. As far as they are concerned
[Tegel ucver existed....

Translated from the German



ENGELS TO F. MEHRING IN BERLIN

London, July 14, 1893

Dear Herr Mebring,

Today is my first opportunity to thank you for the Lessing
Legend you were kind enough to send me. I did not want to reply
witlh a bare formal acknowledgement of receipt of the book but
intended at the same time to tell you something about it, about
its contents. Hence the delay.

I shall begin at the end—the appendix on historical material-
ism, iu which you have lined up the main things excellently and
for uny unprejudiced person convincingly. If I find anything
to object to it is that you give me more credit than I deserve, eveu
if T count in everything which I might possibly have found out
for myself —in time —but which Marx with his more rapid coup
d"veil and wider vision discovered much more quickly. When
oie had the good fortune to work for forty years with a man Iike
Marx, one usually does not during his Iifelime get the recogni-
tion onc thinks one deserves. Then, when the grealer man dies,
tle Josser easily gets overrated and this seems to me to be just
thy case at present; history will set all this right in the end and
by that time one will have quictly turned up onc’s tocs and
nol hnow anything any more about anything.

Otherwise only onc more point is lacking, which, however,
:\l;xrx and .I always failed to stress enough in our writings and
u regard to which we are all equally guilty. That is to say, we
all laid, and were bound to l{ay, the main emphasis, in the first
Ylace, on the derivation of political, juridical and other ideolo-
glcal notions, and of actions arising through lhe medium of
these notions, from basic economic facts. But in so doing we
Heglicted the formal side—the ways and means by which these
%olions, etc., come aboul—for the sake of the content. This has
8iven our adversaries a welcome opportunily for misunderstand-
ngs and distortions, of which Paul Barth is a striking cxample.148
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Idcology is a process accomplished by the so-called Lhinkep.
consciously, il is true, but with a false comsciousmess. The real
motive forces impelling him remaimr unknown to him; otlrerwise -
it stimply would not be am ideological process. Ience he intagines’
false or seeming motive forces. Because it is a process of thought -
he derives its form as well as its conmtemt from pure thought,.
either lis own or tliat of his predecessors. Ile works with mere |
thoight material, which he accepts without examimatiom as the
product of thought, and does not imvestigate further for a nrore’
remole source independent of thought; indeed this is a mmalter of’
course to him, because, as all actiou 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 mature).
thus possesses i every sphere of science material which has
formed itself independently out of tlie thought of previous geuer-.
ations and has gone through its own independent course of devel-
opment in the brains of these successive generations. True,
extermal facts belonging to one or amother sphere may have exer-
cised a codetermining influence on this development, but the
tacit presupposition is that these facls themselves are also only
the fruits of a process of thought, and so we still remain within
that realm of mere thought, whicl appareuntly has successfully
digested ever 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 Iegel “over--
comes” Fichte and Kant or Rousseau with his republican Con~:
trat social indirectly “overcomes” the constitutiomal Montesquieu,
this is a process which remains within theology, philosophy or:
political science, represents a stage in the history of these partic-!
vlar spheres of thought and never passes beyond the sphere of:
thought. And since the bourgeois illusion of the cternity and:
finality of capitalist production has been added as well, eveny
the overcoming of the mercamtilists by the physiocrats and Adam?
Smith ts acconnted as a sheer victory of thonght; not as the
refleciion in thought of chamged economic facts but as the fimally
acliteved correct understanding of actual condilions subsisting
always aud everywhere —in fact, if Richard Coeur-de-Lion and
Philip Angustus had introduced free trade instocad 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 cam only indicate heres
we have all, T think, meglected more than it deserves, It is the
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ohd story; form is always neglected at first for content. As I say,
{ have done that too and the mistake has always struck me only
tater. So I am not only far from reproaching you with this in any
wav—as the older of the guilty parties I certainly have no right
i Jdo so; on the contrary. But [ would like all the same to draw
Lour attention to this point for the future.

flanging together with this is the fatuous notion of the ideolo-
«ixts that because we deny an independent historical development
o the various ideological spheres which play a part in history
we also deny them any effect upon history. The basis of this is
the cominon undialectical conception of cause and effect as rigidly
apposite poles, the total disregarding of interaction. These gentle-
nen often almost deliberately forget that once an historic element
has been brought into the world by other, ultimately ecomomic
causes, it reacts, can react on its environment and even on the causes
that have given rise to it. For instance, Barth on the priesthood
and religion, your page 475. I was very glad o see how you settled
this fellow, whose bauality exceeds all expectations; and him
they make professor of history in Leipzig! I must say that old
man Wachsfuth —also rather a bonehead but greatly appreciative
of facts —was quite a different chap....

Translated from the German

<y--1087



ENGELS TO W. BORGIUS IN BRESLAU

London, January 25. 1894
§

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 entire
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 basis 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 reguirements
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 unecessity 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 unfor-
tunately 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, artis-
tic, etc., development is based on economic development. But
a1l these react upon one another and also upon the economic basis. -
[t 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
inanition and impotence of the German philistine, arising from
the miserable economic condition of Germany from 1648 to 1830
and expressing themselves at first in pietism, then in sentimen-
lality and cringing servility to princes and nobles, were not
without economic effect. That was one of the greatest hindrances
to recovery and was not shaken until the revolutionary and Napo-
leonic wars made the chronic misery an acute ome. So it is not,
as people try here and there conveniently to imagine, that the
economic situation produces an automatic effect. No. Men make
their history themselves, only they do so in a given environinent,
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 understanding.

b) Men make their history themselves, but not as yet with
a collective will according to a collective plan or even in a defi-
nite, 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. That such and such a man and pre-
cisely 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 been the military
dictator whom the French Republic, exhausted by its own war-
fare, had rendered necessary, was chance; but that, if a Napo-
leon had been lacking, another would have filled the place, is
proved by the fact that the man was always found as soon as he
bt_fcame necessary: Caesar, Augustus, Cromwell, etc. While Marx
discovered the materialist conception of history, Thierry, Mignet,
Guizot 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 10 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 are investigat-
ing 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 ol 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 deall witl:.

In Germany the greatest hindrance Lo correct understanding
is the irresponsible neglect by literature of economic history.
Tt is so hard not only Lo disaccustom oneself to the ideas of history
drilled into one al school butl still more to take up the necessary
material for doing so. Who, for instance, has read at least old
G. von Giilich, whose dry collection of material’®® nevertheless
coutains so much stuff for the clarification of innumerable poli-
tical facts!

For the rest, the fine example which Marx has given in The
Eighteenth Brumaire should, [ think, provide you fairly well
wilh information on your question, just because it is a practical
example. I have also, 1 believe, already touched on most of the
points in Anti-Dithring, 1, chs. 9-11, and 11, 2-4, as well as in IIJ,
t, or Introduction, and also in the last section of Feuerbach.l4?

Please do not weigh each word in the above too scrupulously,
but keep the general connection in mind; I regret that [ have
uot the time to word what [ am writing to you as exactly as I
should be obliged to do for publication....

Translated from the German
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Marxism, illuminated by the bright
light of the new, universally rich
experience of the revolutionary work-
ers, has helped us to understand the
inevitability of the present develop-
ment. It inl help the workers of the
whole world, who are fighting to over-
throw 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 Russkoye Bogatstvo
Opposing the Marxists'4®)

Mr. N. Mikhailovsky devotes his attention chiefly to the thco-
retical principles of Marxism and thercfore makes a special inves-
tigation of the materialist conception of history. After outlining
in general the contents of the volmminous 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 ns an example of the combination of
logical force with eruditiou, with a scrupulous investigation of all
the economic literature and of the pertinent facts. He brought
to light theoreticians of economic science lomg forgotlen or un-
known 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 hasexplained the whole past of mankind from a new viewpoint
and has summarised all hitherto existing theories on the philo-
sophy of history, then he has done so, of course, with equal zeal:
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,
50 customary in Marxist literature, serves still more to confirm
this idea. What does Darwin's whole work amount Lo? Cerlain
closely interconnected generalising ideas crowning a veritable
Mont Blanc of faciual material. Bul where is the appropriate
wotk 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 under-
stand how little the public understand Capitad and Marx. Over-
whelmed by the tremendously convineing 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 “subjective
sociology”. In this connection one cannet help recalling the very
apt epigraph Kautsky selected for his book on the economic
teachings of Marx:

Wer wird nicht einen Klopstock loben?
Doch wird ihn jeder lesen? Nein.

Wir wollen weniger erhoben,

Und fleissiger gelesen sein/*

Just so! Mr. Mikhailovsky should praise Marx less and read
him more diligeutly, or, better still, give more serious thought
to what he is reading.

“In 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 mere. 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 “scrupuloesity,” on “thee-
reticians unknown to anybedy” and so forth. It would appear
that Marx contributed nothing essentially new or noteworth
to the methods of constructing these theories, that he left the
bounds of economic science where the earlier economists had
them, without extending them, without contributing a “complete-
ly new” couception of the science itself. Yet anybody who has
read Capital knows that this is absolitely untrue. In this con-
nection one cannot but recall what Mr. Mikhailovsky wrote about
Marx sixteen years ago when arguing with that vulgar bourgeois,
Mr. Y. Zhukovsky.!® Perhaps the times were different, perhaps
sentiments were fresher —at any rate, both the tone and the
content of Mr. Mikhailovsky's article were then eutirely different.

«,..It is the ultimate aim of this work, to lay bare the law
of develepment (in the original: das oekonomische Bewegungs-

* Who would not praise a Klopstock? But will everybody read him?
No. We would like to be exalted less, but read more diligently! (Lessing).—
Ed.
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sesetz —the economic law of motion) of modern society,' Karl
Marx says in reference to his Capital, and he adheres strictly
{o this programme. “This is what Mr. Mikhailovsky said in 1877,
Lel us examine this programme more closely, which —as the
critic admits —has been strictly adhered to. 1t is “to lay bare
tlie 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,
when all the economists who preceded him spoke of society in
general? In what sense does he use the word “modern,” by what
{eatures 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
oume of the favourite ideas of the publicists and economists of
the milieu to which the Russkoye Bogatstvo belongs —that only
the production of values is subject to solely economic laws, where-
as distribution, they declare, depends on politics, on the nature
of the influence exercised on society by the government, the
inlelligentsia and so forth. In what sense, then, does Marx speak
of lhe economic law of motion of society, even referring to this
law as a Naturgesetz —a law of nature? How are 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 the former requires the employment of an ahso-
tutely 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 lew lines lower down:

“[From} my standpoint®, says Marx, “the evolution of the
teonomie formation of society is viewed as a process of natural
history. 150

[t will be sufficient to compare, say. the two passages just quoted
frour the Preface in order to see that it is here that we have the
busic idea of Capital, pursued. as we have heard, with strict
consistency and with rare logical force. First lel us note two cir-
tumslances regarding all this: Marx speaks of one “economic
formation of society® only. the capitalist formation, that is,
’}*‘ says that he investigated the law of development of this
formation only and of no other. That is the first. And secondly,
€l us note the methods Marx used in working out his deduc-
tions. These methods consisted, as we have just heard from Mr.

?“khailovsky, in a “scrupulous investigation of the pertinent
acts™,
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Now let us examine this basic idea of Capital, which our subjec-:
tive philosopher so adroitly tried to evade. In what, properly,
speaking, does the concept of the economic formation of society
consist? and in what sense can aud must the development of suck!
a formation be regarded as a process of natural history? —such
are the questions that uow confront us. 1 have already pointed:
out that from the standpoint of the old (not old for Russia) econo-;
mists and sociologists, the concept of the economic formation of:
sociely is entirely superfluous: they talk of society in general,;
they argue with the Spencers about the mnature of society in ge
neral, about the aim and essence of society in general, and so forth.
In their reasonings, these subjective sociologists rely on argu-
ments such as—the aim of society is to benefit all its lnembers,i
that justice, thercfore, demands such and such an organisation,
and that a system that is out of harmony with this ideal organi-;
satiou (“Sociology must start with some utopia”—these words
of Mr. Mikhailovsky’s, one of the authors of the subjective method,
splendidly typify the essence of their methods) is abnormal and:
should be set aside. “The essential task of sociology”, Mr.
Mikhailovsky, for instance, argues, “isto ascertaiu the social condi-
tions 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 phene-,
menon so oul of harmony with “human nature” as the enslave-.
ment of the majority by the ininority. You also see that from.
the stondpoint of this sociologist there can be no question of
regarding the developmenl of society as a process of natural
history. (“Having accepted something as desirable or undesirable,
the sociologist wmust discover the conditions under which the
desirable can be realised, or the undesirable eliminated” —‘under
which such and such ideals can be realised” —this same Mr.
Mikhailovsky 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 ...
as 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 suchk
a rational system. It is obvious that Marx’'s basic idea that the
development of the social-economic formations is a process ©
natural history cuts al the very root of this childish morality
which lays claim to the iitle of sociology. By what means di
Marx arrive at this basic idea? He did so by singling out the
economic sphere from the various spheres of social life, by singli_ﬂg
out production relations from all social relations as being basic
primary, determining all other relations. Marx himself has



WHAT THE “FRIENDS OF THE PEOPLE™ ARK 317

described the course of his reasoning ou this question as fol-
OWS!

[ “The first work which I undertook for a solution of the doubts
wliieh assailed me was a critical review of the Hegelian pliilosophy
of right... % My investigation led to the result that legal rela-
(ions as well as forms of state are to be grasped neither from them-
selves nor from the so-called general development of the liuman
mind, but rather have their roots in the material conditions of
life, the sum total of wlich Hegel, followiug the example of
(lie Fuglishmen aud Freuchmen of the eighteenth century, com-
piues under tlie name of ‘civil society’, that, however, the anato-
my of civil society is to be sought in political ecouomy.... The
geueral result at which I arrived ... can be briefly formulated
as follows: in the social production of their life, men enter into
definite relations ... 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 fouudation, 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. 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
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
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
sucli transformations, a distinction should always be made betweeit
tic naterial trausformation of the conditions 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 con-
flict and fight it out. Just as our opinion of au individual is
not based on what he thinks of himself, so can we not judge of
sich a period of transformation by its own consciousness; on
the contrary, this consciousness must be explained rather from
tie contradictions of material life, from the existing conflict
belween the social productive forces and the relations of produc-
tion.... In broad outlinegs Asiatic, ancient, foudal, and modern
bourgeois modes of production can be designated as progressive
épochs iu the economic formation of society.”1%
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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 scientifi
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 investigas
tion and study of political and legal forms, stumbled on the fact
that these forms emerge from certain of mankind’s ideas in the¥
period in question—and there they stopped; it appeared as if}
social relations are consciously established by men. But this:
conclusion, fully expressed in the idea of the Contrat sociall®®
(traces of which are very noticeable in all systems of utopiand
socialism), was in complete contradiction to all historical obser
vations. It never has been the case, nor is it so now, that the
members of society conceive the sum total of the social relatio
in whicli they live as something definite, integral, pervaded by
some principle; ou the contrary, the mass of people  adapt thems
selves to these relations unconsciously, and have so little concep<
tion of them as specific historical soctal relations that, for instances;
an explanation of the exchange relations under which people have’
lived for centuries was found only in very receut times. Material-*
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 the.
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 diffieult to distimguish the importaut and the unim-
portant in the complex network of social phenomena (Lhat is the’
root of subjectivism in sociology) and had been unable to discove
er any objective criterion for such a demarcation. Materialism:
provided an absolutely objective criterion by singling out “pro-
duction relations” as the structure of society, and by making:
it possible to apply to these relations that general scientifio:
criterionr of recurrence whose applicability to sociology the sub-;
jectivists denied. So long as they confined themselves to ideolw
ogical social relations (i.c., such as, before taking shape, passi
through man’s conseciousness*) they could not observe recurrences
and regularity iu the social phenomena of the various countries,’
and their science was at best only a descriptiou of these phenom-
ena, 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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roduction relations without even realising that there is a social
relationr of production here) —the analysis of material social rela-
tions at once made it possible to observe recurrence and regularity
and Lo generalise the systems of the various countries in the single
fundamental concept: social formation. 1t was this generalisation
aJone that made it possible to proceed from the description of
«ocial phenomena (and their evaluation from the standpoint
of an ideal) to their sirictly scientific analysis, which isolates,
let us say by way of example, that which distinguishes one capi-
talist country from another and imvestigates that which is com-
mon to all of them,

Thirdly, and finally, another 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
sociely is a process of natural history. And it goes without saying
that without such a view there can be no social science. (The
subjectivists, for instance, although they admitted that historical
phenomena conform to law, were incapable of regarding their
evolution as a process of natural history, precisely because they
come to a hall before man’s social ideas and aims and were
uuable to reduco them to material social relations.)

Then, however, Marx, who had expressed this hypothesis
in the forties, set out to study the factual (nota bene) material.
He took one of the social-cconomic 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 the functioning of this
formation and its development. This analysis is confined exclu-
sively to production relations between members of society:
without ever resorting to features outside the sphere of these
production relations for an explanation, Marx makes il possible
to discern how the commodily organisation of social economy
develops, how il becomes transformed into capitalist organisa-
lion, crealing antagonistic classes (antagonistic within the bounds
of production relations), the bourgeoisie and the proletariat,
how 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 skeletorn of Capital. The whole point, however, is
that 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 ezplaining the structure and development
oL the given formation of sociely ezclusively through production
Telations, he nevertheless everywhere and incessantly scrutinised
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the superstructure corresponding to these production relationg
and clothed the skeletou in flesh and blood. The reason Capital
has enjoyed such tremendons success is that this book by a “Ger-
man ecouomist” showed the whole capitalist social formation ta
the reader as a living thing—with its everyday aspects, with the
actual social manifestation of the class antagonism inhereut in
production relalions, with the bourgeois political supersiructure
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 tv 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 soine unknown
reason particularly interests Mr. Mikhailovsky), but also from
the internal aspect. Just as Darwin put an end to the view of ani-
mal 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 eund 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 ani the government) and which emerges
and changes casually, aud was the first to put sociology on a
scientific basis by establishing the concept of the economic forma-
tion of socicly 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 materialisl con-
ception of history is no louger a hypothesis, but a scientifically
proven proposition. And until we get some other attempt to
give a scientific explanation of the functioning and development
of some formation of society—formation of society, mind you,.
and not the way of life of some country or people, or even class,
etc.—another atterupt just as capable of introducing order into
the “pertinent facts” as materialism is. that is just as capable of
presenting a living picturc of a deflinite formation, while giving
it a strictly scientific cxplanation—until then the materialist
conception of history will be a synonym for social science. Mate-
rialism is not “primarily a scientific conception of history”, a8
Mr. Mikhailovsky thinks, but the only scientific conception of it

And now, can you imagine anything funnier than the fact
that there are people who have read Capital without discovering
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apy malerialism there! Wlere is #t?—asks Mr. Mikhailovsky
ip sincere perplexity.

11e has read the Communist Manifesto and failed to notice that
the explanation it gives of modern systems—legal, political,
family, religious and philogophical-—is a materialist one, and
thiat even the criticism of the socialist and communist theories
aeeks and finds their roots in such and such production relations.

Ile has read The Poverty of Philosophy and failed Lo notice that
its analysis of Proudhon’s sociology is made from the materialist
staudpoint, that the criticism of the solution propounded by
Proudhon for the most diverse historical problems is based on
the principles of materialism, and that the author's own indi-
cations as to where the data for the solution of Lhese problems
are Lo be sought all amount to references to production relations.

He has read Capital and failed to notice that he had before
bim a model of scientific, materialist analysis of one—the most
complex—formation of sociely, 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 malerialist conception of listory?”

Anybody acquainted with Marx would answer this question
by another: in which of his works did Marx not expound his mate-
rialisl conception of history? But Mr. Mikhailovsky will probably
learn of Marx’s malerialist investigations only when they are
classified and properly indexed in some sopliistical 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 his-
torical process”. This is amusing indeed. Of what did nine-tenths
of these theories consist? Of purely a priori, dogmatic, abstract
discourses on: what is society, what is progress? and the like.
(J purposely take examples which are dear to tlie heart and mind
of Mr. Mikhailovsky.) Bui, 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 begim by asking what is society and what iIs progress,
is to begin al the end. Where will you gel a conception of society
and progress in general if you have not studied a single social
formration in particular, if you have not even been able Lo estab-
lish this conception, if you have not even been able to approach
a serious factual invesligation, an objective analysis of social
relations of any kind? This is a mosl obvious symptom of mela-
physics, with which every science began: as long as people did
not know how Lo sel aboul studying the facts, they always invent-
ed a priori general theories, which were always sterile. The meta-
Physician-chemist, still unable to make a faclual investigation of
211987
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chemical processes, concocts a theory about chemical affinity
as a force. The metaphysician-biologist talks about the natup
of life and the vital force. The metaphysician-psychologist argu,
about the nature of the soul. Here it is the method itself thg
is absurd. You cannot argue about the soul without havinge
plained psychical processes in particular: here progress must congisy
precisely in abandoning general theorics and philosophical di
courses about the nature of Lhe soul, and in being able to put th
study of the facts about particular psychlcal processes on a scie;
tific footing. Therefore, Mr. Mikhailovsky’s accusalion is exactly
similar to that of a metaphyswlan psychologist, who has speni‘
all his life writing “investigations” into the nature of the souls
(without knowing exactly how to explain a smgle pqychlcal
phenomenon, even the simplest), and then starts accusing a sciend
tific psychologist of not having reviewed all the known theorieg
of the soul. He, the scientific psychologist, has discarded philod
sophical theories of the soul and set about making a direct study!
of the material substratum of psychical phenomena—the nervou&
processes—and has produced, let us say, an analysis and expla+
nation of some one or more psychological processes. And our
metaphysician-psychologist reads this work and praises it: the
description of the processes and the study of the facts, he says,
are 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’.
It is not the appropriate work at alll” i
In the same way, of course, neither is Capital the appropriate
work for a metaphysman—socmloglst who does nol realise the
sterility of a priori arguments about the nature of society and;
does not understand that such methods, instead of contributing
to a study and elucidation of the problem, only serve to insinuate:
into the concept “society” either the bourgeois ideas of the Brit~
ish shopkeeper or the petty-bourgeois socialisl ideals of the;
Russian democrat—and nothing more. That is why all these’
theories of the philosophy of hlstory arose and burst like soap-
bubbles, being at best a symptom of the social ideas and relﬁ‘
tions 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 for-
ward taken by Marx in this respect consisted precisely in that
he discarded all these arguments about socicty and progress i
general and produced a scientific analysis of one sociely and of on¢
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I,rogress—capitalist. And Mr. Mikhailovsky blames him for begin-
ping at the beginning and not at the end, for having begun with
on analysis of the facts and not with final conclusions, with
a xludy of particular, historically-determined social relations and
not with general theories about what these social relations con-
¢ivt of in general! And he asks: “Where is the appropriate work?”
0, most wise subjective sociologist!!

i our subjective philosopher had confined himself to mere
pcrplexity as to where, in which work, materialism is substan-
tialed, it would not have been so bad. But, despile the fact that
Le did not find even an exposition, let alone a substantiation,
of 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
cxplained “the whole (sicl!?) past of mankind”, and so on. But
this is utterly false! The theory only claims to explain the capi-
talist social organisation, and no other. If the application of
materialism to the analysis and explanation of one social forma-
tion yielded such brilliant results, it is quite natural that mate-
rialism in history already ceases to be a mere hypothesis and
becomes a scientifically tested theory; it is quite natural that
the 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 transform-
ism, 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 material-
ism in history has never claimed to explain everything, but
merely to indicate the “only scientific”, to use Marx’s expression
{Cupital), ‘method of explaining history.’* One may therefore
Judge how ingenious, earnest and seemly are the methods of
controversy employed by Mr. Mikhailovsky when he first mis-
Tepresents Marx by ascribing to materialism in history the absurd
claims of “explaining everything”, of finding “the key to all
historical locks” (claims which were, of course, refuted by Marx
imniediately and in very biting style in his “Letter”1% on Mikhai-
lovsky’s articles), then pulls faces at these claims of his own
Invention, and, finally, accurately citing Engels’ ideas—accurate-
ly because in this case a quotation and mnot a paraphrase is

21
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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 society!®—draws the
conclusion that “these words greatly narrow the lield of operation
of economic materialism”! What infinite naiveté, or what infinite
conceit a man must have to count on such tricks passing un-
noticed! 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 opcration 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 1345-1846),
but it was ncver published. Engels says: *The finished portion
fof this work!®?] consists of an exposition of the materialist con-
ception of history which proves only how incomplete our knowl-
edge of economic history still was at that time.’ Thus,” concludes
Mr. Mikhailovsky, “the fundamental points of ‘scientific social-
ism’ and of the theory of economic materialism were discovered,
and were then expounded in the Manrifesto, at a time when, as
onc 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. Mikhailovsky garbles this to
make it mean that their knowledge was poor “for such a work”
as the elaboration of “the fundamental points of scientific social-
ism”, that is, of a scientific criticism of the “bourgeois” system,
alrcady given in the Manrifesto. Onc of two things: cither Mr. Mi-
khailovsky cannot grasp the differcnce between an attempt to
embrace the whole philosophy of history, and an attempt to
explain the bourgeois regime scientifically, or he imagines that
Marx and Engels possessed insufficient knowledge for a criticism
of political cconomy. 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. Mr. Mikhailovsky’s decision to twist this
by the little addition that Marx and Engels expounded their
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views while themselves confessing that their knowledge was
inadequate to elaborate them, is only indicative of methods of
coutroversy which testify neither to intellect nor to a seuse of
decency.

Herc is another sample: “More was done by Marx’s alter ego,
[ngels, to substantiate economic materialism as a theory of
history,” says Mr, Mikhailovsky. “He wrote a special historical
work, The Origin of the Family, DPrivate Property and the State
in the Light of (im Anschluss) the Researches of Morgan. This
+quschluss’ is truly noteworthy. The book of the American Mor-
gan oppeared many years after Marx and Engels had annouuced the
principles of economic materialism and entirely independently of
it.” And then, says Mikhailovsky, “the economic materialists
associated themselves” with this book; moreover, since there was
no class struggle in prehistoric times, they introduced an “amend-
nient” to the formula of the materialist conception of history
indicating that, in addition to the production of material values,
a delermining factor is the production of man himself, i.e.,
procreation, which played a primary role in the primitive cra,
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, hitherte insoluble, riddles of the
earliest Greek, Roman and German history."1%8

“And so,” quoth Mr., Mikhailovsky in this cornection, “at the
ennd of the forties an absolutely new, materialist and truly scienti-
fic conception of history was discovered and proclaimed, and
il did for historical science what Darwin’s theory did for modern
natural science.” But this conception—Mr. Mikhailovsky once
more repeats—was never scientifically substantiated. “Not only
was 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 moti-
vated by at least a criticism and exclusion of other systems of
the philosophy of history.” Engels’ book—Ierrn E. Diihrings
Umwélzung der Wissenschaft* —represents “only witty attempts
made 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 “witly aitempts
very wittily show the empiiness of sociologies which “start with
utopias”, and despite the fact that this work contains a detailed
Criticism of the “force theory™, which asseris that political and
legal systems determine economic systems and is so zealously
Professed by the gentlemen who write in Russkoye Bogatstvo. Of
—_—

* llerr Eugen Dihring’s Revolution in Science (Anti-Dihring).—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 thoughts—
or 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”! 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 phenomena.” In other words, Capital—which is
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 sim-
ply 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 phrase-
mongering! For instance, when Marx repeatedly shows how civil
equality, frece contract and similar principles of the law-governed
state are based on relations among commodity producers—what
is that? Does he thereby affirm materialism, or “simply” touch
on it? With his characleristic modesty, our philosopher refrains
from replying on the subslance of the matter and directly draws .
conclusions from his “witty attempts” to talk brilliantly and say
nothing.

“No wonder,” 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 riddles 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.
A 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 cconomic 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
in order to “elucidate” history one must seek the foundations
wot 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 histo-
ry—for instance, that of gentile organisation—which in conse-
quence remained a riddle.* But then, the wealth of material
collected by Morgan in America enabled hiin 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 reli-
gious), but in material relations. Obviously, this fact is a bril-
liant confirmation of the materialist method, and nothing more.
And when Mr. Mikhailovsky flings the reproach at this doctrine
that, firstly, thie key to very difficult historical riddles was found
by a man “who had absolutely no connection” with the theory
of economic malcrialism, 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 philo-
sopher—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 conscious-
tess of man as (the result) the form of man’s activity to maintain
his existence. The explanation of political and legal forms—
Marx says in the passage quoted —must be sought in “the material
counditions of life”. Mr. Mikhailovsky surely does not think that
procreation relations are ideological? The explanation given by
NT. Mikhailovsky in this connection is so characterisiic that
it deserves to be dwelt on. “However much we excrcise our inge-

—_—

* Here, too, Mr. Mikhailovsky does not miss an opportunity of pulling
Taces: what, says he, do you mean—a scientific conception of history, yet
ancient hislory remains a riddle! Mr. Mikhailovsky, take any textbook, and
You will find that the problem of genlile organisation is one of the wmnost

ilficult, and lias evoked a host of theories in explanation of it.
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nuity on the question of ‘proercation’”, says he, “and endeavour
to cstablish 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, ineluding economie,
phenomena, it has its own physiological and 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 acecounts not only with history, but
also with psyehology. There can be no doubt that gentile ties
have lost their significance 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 conrse, nndergone consid-
crable modification nnder the pressure of the increasing com-
plexity of life in general, but with a certain amouut of dialectical
dexterily it might be shown that not only legal, but also economic
relations themsclves constitute a ‘superstructure’ on sexual and
family relations. We shall not dwell on this, bul nevertheless
would at least point to the institution of inheritance.”

At last our philosopher has been lucky enough to leave the
sphere of empty phrase-mongering* and approach facts, definite
facts, which can be verified and make it less easy Lo “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 superstrue-
ture on sexual and family relations. “What is transmitted by
inheritance,” argues Mr. Mikhailovsky, “is the products of eco-
nomic production” (“the produets of economic production®l!
How literate! IIow sonorons! What clegant langnagel) “and
the very institution of inheritance is to a certain degree deter-
mined by the fact of economic competition. But, firstly, non-
material values are also transmitted by inheritance—as expressed
in the concern to bring up children in the spirit of their fathers.”
So the npbringing of children is part of the institution of inherit-
ance! The Russian Civil Code, for ecxample, contains a clause
saying that “parents must endeavour by home upbringing te
train their” (i.e., their children’s) “morals and to {further the
aims of government”. Is this what our philosopher calls the
institution of inheritance?—“and, secondly, even confining our-
selves solely to the economic sphere, if the institution of inherit-
ance is inconceivable without the products of production trans-

* By what other name, indeed, can one call the device by which the
materialists are accused ol not having scttled acconnts witl; history, with-
out, however, an attempt being made to examine a single one ol the numer-
ous malerjalist oxplanations of varions histovical problems given by the
materialists? —or by which the statemoent is made thal we could prove It
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 com-
plex 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
sexual relations, because inheritance is inconceivable without
procreation! Why, this is a veritable discovery of America! Until
_now everybody believed that procreation can explain the insti-
tution of imheritance 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 the fief system?5®
flourished in Russia, the land was nol transmissible by inheritance
(because it was regarded as conditiomal property only), the expla-
nation was to be sought in the peculiarities of the social organisa-
tion 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 find a bourgeois. Really, what
other meaning can attach to Mr. Mikkailovsky's reflections on
the connection between the institution of inherilance and the
upbringing of childrem, the psychology of procreation, and so om,
except that the institution of imheritance is just as eternal, esscn-
tial and sacred as the upbringing of children? True, Mr. Mikhai-
lovsky 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 our
consideration when we are mot told a single word as to exactly
what “cerlain degree” inheritance depends on competition, and
when absolutely no explanation is given om what in fact gives
rise to this connection between competition and the institution
of inheritamce? 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 soctal labour and the alienation of products
on the market. So long, for imstance, 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 of labour invaded the community and its
members proceeded, individually, to engage in the production
of some one article and to sell it on the markel, this material
isolation of the commodily producers found oxpression in the
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institution of private properly. Both private property and inher.
itance are categories of a social order in which separate, small
(monogamous) families have alrecady been formed and exchange;
has begun to develop. Mr. Mikhailovsky’s example proves exactly
the opposite of what he wanted to prove.

Mr. Mikhailovsky gives another factual reference—and thig
too is a gem in its way! “As regards gentile ties,” he says, continu-
ing 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 phrasel),
“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
tales taught to schoool children. The history of society—this
copybook maxim 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. Mikhai-
lovsky 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 associa-
tions. Bul one could hardly speak of national ties in the true
sense of the term at that time: the state split into separate “lands”,
sometimes even principalities, which preserved strong traces
of the former autonomy, peculiarities of administration, at times
their own troops (the local boyars went to war al 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 amalgama-
tion of all such regions, lands and principalities into one wlole.
This amalgamation, most ecsteemed 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 idca: separate, small [amilies came to pre-
dominate only under the bonrgeois regime; they were entirely non-existent
in prehistoric times. Nothing is morc characteristic of the bourgeois than
the application of the features of the modern system to all times and peoples.
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all-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
tactual references Mr. Mikhailovsky has only belaboured himself
and given us nothing but examples of bourgeois banality; “banal-
ity”, because he explained the institution of inheritance by pro-
creation and its psychology, and nationality by gentile ties;
“bourgeois”, because lhe took the categories and superstructures
of one historically definite social formation (that based on ex-
change) 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 sub-
jective 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,
{o refute the thesis that history is a succession of episodes of the
class strnggle, and so, declaring with an air of profundity that
this is “extreme”, he says: “The International Working Men's
Association, 19 formed by Marx and organised for the purposes
of the class struggle, did not prevent the French and German
workers from cutling each other’s throats and despoiling each
other” —something, he avers, which proves that materialism has
not settled accounts “with the demon of national vanity and
national hatred”. Such an assertion reveals the critic’s utter
failure to understand that the very real interests of the commer-
cial and industrial bourgeoisie constitule the principal basis
of this hatred, and that to talk of national sentiment asan inde-
pendent factor is only to obscure the essence of the matter. Inci-
dentally, we have already seen what a profound idea of nationality
our philosopher has. Mr. Mikhailovsky cannot refer to the Inter-
national except with the irony of a Burenin.!®! “Marx was the
head of the International Working Men's Association, which,
it is true, has fallen 1o pieces, but is due to be resurrected.”
Of course, if the nec plus ultra of international solidarity is to be
seen in a system of “fair” exchange, on which the chronicler of
home affalrs expatiates with philistine banality in No. 2 of Rus-
skoye Bogaistvo, and if it is not understood that exchange, fair
or unfair, always presupposes and includes the rulc of the bourgeoi-
sie, 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 butl sncers
for the International. Then one can understaud that Mr. Mikhai-
lovsky cannot grasp the simple truth that there is no other way
of combatling nationa! 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 wuniting such national
working-class organisalions into a single international working-
class 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 cnough 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. Mikhai-
lovsky's is the methods he employs. If he is dissalisfied with the
taclics of the International, if he does not share the ideas in the
name of which the European workers are organising, let him at
least criticise them bluntly and openly, and expound his idea
of what would be 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 phrase-
mongering. 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 have heard and to garble
them. Judgoe 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 mot know this”
(that “the idea of historical necessity is not something new,
inveuted or discovered by Marx, but a long cstablished truth”),
“or, at least, they have only a vague idea of the centuries of
intellectnal effort and energy spent on the establishment of this
truth.

Of course, statements of this kind may very well make an impres-
sion on peoplc 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 this meaningtess term it stiould be stated that Mr. Mikhai-
tovsky gives a speciat place to Marx (who is too inteltigent and too tearned
for our critic to be able to criticise any of his propositions directty and
openly), after whom he ptaces Engets (“not such a creative mind™}, next—
more or less independent men like Kautsky—and then the other Marxists.
Wetl, can such a classification have any serious value? If the critic is dissat-
isfied with the poputarisers of Marx, what prevents him irom correcting
them on the basis of Marx? He does nothing of the kind. He evidentty meant
to be witty—but his wit fell flat.



WHAT THE «FRIENDS OF TIIE PEQOPLE” ART 333

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 cen-
sisted in the fact that the earlier socialists thought that to sub-
stantiate their views it was enough to show the oppression of the
masses under the 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 meoral
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 Europcan 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 recessity 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. By 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. Mikhai-
lovsky objected to it is something we shall have to refer to again.)
That is the source of those references to necessily which are fre-
quently to be met with among Marxists. The distortion which
Mr. Mikhailovsky introduced into the question is obvious: he
omitted the whole factual content ol 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 nccessity demands. In other words,
saying nothing about the content of the doctrine, he seized only
on its label, and again started to pull faces at that which was
“simply 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 amuscient and
satisfaction of Mr, Burenin (who not without good reason patted
Mr, Mikhailovsky on the back in Novoye Vremya),15% let him,
after paying his respects to Marx, yelp at him from round the
corner: “his controversy with the utopians and idealists is one-
sided as it is,” i.e., as it is without the Marxists repeating its
arguments. We cannot call such sallies anything else but yelping,
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because he does not adduce one single factual, definite and veri-
fiable 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 hel

Not without interest is the next thing Mr. Mikhailovsky has
to say about historical necessity, becauso it reveals, if only
partly, the real ideological stock-in-trade of “our well-known
sociologist™ (the title enjoyed by Mr. 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 mat-
ter 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 philo-
sopher—the idea of the conflict between determinism and moral-
ity, between historical necessity and the significance of the indi-
vidual. He has filled reams of paper on the subject and has
uttered an infinite amount of senlimental, 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 the ground from under the
philistine morality he loves so dearly. The idea of determinism,
which postulates that humnan 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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pringing 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 group-
ing 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.
The Social-Democratic answer to the question is based, as we
know, on the view that the Russian economic system comstitules
a bourgedis society, from which there can be only one way out,
the one Lhat necessarily follows from the very nature of the bour-
geols system, namely, the class struggle of the proletariat against
the bourgcoisie. Obviously, criticism that is serious should be
directed 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 necessity 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 favourite
sphere, 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 note—the question the con-
flicts of which 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 are “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. Mikhai-
lovsky ‘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 economists'®® (a doubt he justifics on the curious
grounds that there are numerous universities in Germany!),
Mr. Mikhailovsky says: “Marx did not have this particular circle
of readers™ (workers) “in view, but expected something from men
of science Loo.” 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 appreciation which Das Kapital
rapidly gained in wide circles of the German working class is the
best reward of my labours. Herr Mayer ... who in cconomic matters
represenis the bourgeois pointi of view, in a pamphlet published
during iltle Franco-German War, apily expounded the idea that
the greal capacity for theory (der grosse theoreiische Sinn), which
used 10 be considered a hereditary German possession, had almost
compleiely disappeared amongst the so-called educated classes
in Germany, bui that amongst ils working class, on the conirary,
that capacily was celebrating iis revival.”1®

The manipulaiion again concerns materialism and is entirely
in the siyle of the firsl sample. “The theory (of materialism) has
never been scieniifically subsianiiaied and verified.” Such is the
thesis. The proof: “Individual good pages of historical content
in the works of Engels, Kautsky and some others also (as in
te esteemed work of DBlos) might well dispeuse with tihe
label of economic matlerialism, since” (note the “since”!), “in
fact” (sic!), “they take the sum total of social life into account,
even though the economic nole predominaies in the chord”.
And the conclusion—"“Kconomic materialism has not jusiified
Hself in science.”

A familiar irick! To prove thai the theory lacks foundation,
Mr. Mikhailovsky first distorts it by ascribing to it the absurd
intention of not taking the sum total of social life imto account.
whereas quite the opposite is the case: the materialists {Marxists)
were the first socialists 1o raise the issue of the need io analyse
all aspects of social life, and nol only the cconomic*—then he
declares that “in fact” the materialisis have “effectively” explained

* This Las been quite clearly expressed in Capital and in the tactics
of the Social-Democrats, as compared with the earlier socialists. Marx direct-
ly demanded that matters must not be confined to the economic aspect.
In 1843, when drafting the programme for a projected magazine, Marx wrote
to Rugelss: “The whole socialist principle is again only one aspect.... We, o1
out part, must devote equal attention Lo the other aspect, the theoretical
existence of man, and consequently must make religion, science, and s
forth an object of our criticism.... Justas religion represents the table of
contents of the theoretical conflicts of mankind, the political state represents
the table of contents of man’s practical conflicts. Thus, the political state,
within the limits of its form, expresses sub specic rei publicae (from the
political stand]point) all social conflicts, needs and interests. Hence to make
a most special political question—e.g., the difference between the social-
estate system and the represenlative system—an object of criticism by
no means implies descending from the l‘{auteur des principes (the height
of priuciples.—Fd.) since this question expresses in political language the
difference between the rnlo of man and the rule of private property. This
means that the critic not onty may but must deal with these political ques-
tions (which the inveterate socialist considers unworthy of attention).”1



WHAT THE “FRIENDS OF THE PEOPLE” ARE 337

the sum total of social life by economics (a fact which obvi-
ously demolishes the author)—and finally he draws the conclusion
that materialism “has not justified itself”. Yomr manipulations,
however, Mr. Mikhatlovsky, have justified themselves magnificently!

This is all that Mr. Mikhailovsky advances in “relutatiom”
of materialism. Irepeat, there is no criticism here, it is nothing
bnl empty and pretentions babbling. If we were to ask anybody
at all what objections Mr. Mikhailovsky has raised against the
view that prodnction relations form tlie basis of all others; how
he has refuted tlie correctness of the comcept of the social forma-
tion and of thie natural-liistorical development of these formations
claborated by Marx using the materialist method; liow he has
proved the fallacy of the materfalist explanations of various
Iristorical problems given, for instance, by the writers he has
mentioned —tlic answer would have to be that Mr. Mikhailovsky
lias raised no objections, has advanced no refutation, indicated
no fallacies. He has mercly beaterr about the bush, trying to cover
up the essence of the matter with phrases, and in passing has
fuvented various paltry smbterfuges.

We can hardly expect anything serious of such a critic when
lre continues in No. 2 of Russkoye Bogatstvo to refute Marxism.
The only dilference is that his inventiveness in the sphere of
mamipulations is already exhausted and he is beginning to wuse
other people’s.

He starts out by holding forth oux the “complexity” of social
life: why, he says, even galvanism is connected with ecouoniic
wmaterialism. because Galvani’s experiments “produced an impres-
sion” on Hegel, too. Wonderful wit! One could just as easily
conmeet Mr. Mikliailovsky witlt the Emperor of China! What
follows from this. except that there are people wlio find pleasure
in talking uonsemnsec?!

“The esscence of the historical process,” Mr. Mikhailovsky con-
timues, “whiclr is elusive in general, has also eluded tlre doclrine
of cconomic materialism, although this apparemtly rests om two
pillars: the discovery of thie all-delermining significamce of the
forurs of production and exchange and the incontrovertibility
of the dialectical process.”

And so, tlie watcrialisls rest their case on the “irmcontrovert-
ibility” of the dialeclical process! In other words, they base fheir
sociological tlieories on [legelian triads. Ilerc we lrave the stock
micthod of accusing Marxism of Hegelian dialectics, an accusation
thal mighl be thought to have been worn Lhreadbarc enough by
Marx's bourgeois critics. Unable o advance any fundamental
argument againsl Lhe docirine, these gentlemen [astened on Marx's
Wanrner of expression and attacked the origin of the theory, think-
Ing thereby to unmdermine ils essence. Amd Mr. Miklailovsky

2 opnst
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makes no bones about resorting to such methods. He uses a chapter

from Engels' Anti-Diihring'® as a pretext. Replying to Dithring,
who had attacked Marx’s dialectlics, Engels says that Marx never

dreamed of “proving” anything by means of Hegelian triads,’

that Marx only studied and investigated the real process, and
that the sole criterion of theory recognised by hini was its con-
formity to reality. 1f, however, it sometimes happemncd that the
devclopment 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 im nature at all. And Engels proceeds to cite examples
from natural history (the development of a seed) and the social
sphere—as, for imstance, that first therc was primilive commu-
nism, then private property, and then the capitalist socialisa-
tion 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 malerialists 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 scicntific socialism
has grown, a relic of its 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 “djalectical” 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, lie was himsell obliged to admit that “Marx
filled the empty dialectical scheme so full witl factual content
that it can be removed from this conlent like a lid from a bowl
without changing anything” (as to the exception which Mr. Mikhai-
lovsky makes here—regarding the future—we shall deal with it
anomn). If that is so, why is Mr. Mikhailovsky 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, wheu 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 Mr. Mikhai-
lovsky analyses the examples of iriads, because, I repeat, this
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has no connection whatever either with scientific materialism
or with Russian Marxism. Bul there is one interesting questions:
what grounds had Mr. Mikhailovsky for so distorling the atti-
tude of Marxists o dialectics? Two grounds: firstly, Mr. Mikhai-
lovsky, 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 simpli-
city 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 Lo 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
the metaphysical—is nothing elsc than the scientific method
im sociology, which consists in regarding sociely as a living organ-
ism in a state of constant development (and notl as something
mechanically concatenated and therefore permitling all sorls
of arbitrary combinations of separale social elements), an organ-
ism the study of which requires an objective analysis of the
production relations thal constitute the given social formation
and an investigation of its laws of functioning and development.
We shall endeavour below to illustrate the relation between the
dialectical method and the mectaphysical (to which concept the
subjective method in sociology undoubtedly also belongs) by
Mr. Mikhailovsky’s own arguments. For the present we shall
only observe that anyoue who reads the definition and descriptlion
of the dialeclical method given either by Engels (in the polemic
against Dithring: 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 sce that the Hegel-
jan triads are oot even mentioned, and that it all amounts to
regarding social evolution as the natural historical process of
levelopment of social-economic formations. In confirmation of
this I shall cite in extenso the description of the dialectical
method given in Vestnik Yevropy,'® 1872, No. 5 (in the article
“The Standpoint of Karl Marx’s Critique of Political Economy™6%),
which Marx quotes in the Aflerword to the sccond edition of
Capital. Marx says that the melhod he cmployed in Capital
liad been poorly understood. “German reviews, of course, shriek

* »

out at ‘ITegelian sophistics’.” And in order to iltustrate his method

* As to the first point.—Ed.
22+
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more clearly, Marx quotes the description of il 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 time 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 history, governed by laws not only inde-
pendent of human will, consciousness and intentions, but, rather,
on the contrary, determining the will, consciousness and inten-
tions of men. (This for the information of the subjectivist gentle-
men, 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 of, consciousness. That
is to say, that not the idea, but the external, objective phenome-
nou alone can serve as its poinl of departure. Criticism must con-
sist 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 accu-
rate 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 econo-
mic life are one and the same for the past and the present. On the
contrary, every historical period has its own laws. Fconomic 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 physies and chemistry. A more thorough analysis shows that
social organisms differ among theinselves as fundamentally 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 scienlific manner, the aim Lhat
cvery accurate invesligation into economic life inust have. The
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scientific value of such an inquiry lies in disclosing 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 cor-
rect. 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. Mikhailovsky
battles against so valiantly? Following this description, Marx
says plainly that his method is the “dircct opposite” of Hegel's
wmethod. 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 onc can speak of the importance of Lhe triads, of the
incontrovertibility of the dialectical process. “With me, on the
contrary,” says Marx, “the idcal is nothing but the reflection of the
malcrial.” And the whole matter thus amounts to an “affirmalive
recognition of the existing state of things and of its inevitable
development”; no other role is left for the triads than that of the
tid and the shell (*I coquetted with the modes of cxpression
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 wlho 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 Napolcon, bul not
about what dialectics is, whether the development of society
is really a process of natural history, whelher the materialist
concept of social-economic formations as special social organisms
is correct, whether the methods of objective analysis of these
tormalions are right, whether social ideas really do nol determine
social development but are themsclves determined by it, and
=0 forlth? Can one assume only a lack of understanding in this
case?

Ad 2)* Ailer this “criticism” of dialectics, Mr. Mikhailovsky
imputes these methods of proving things “by means of” Ilegelian
{riads to Marx, and, of course, victoriously combats them. “Regard-
ing the future,” he says, “the immanent laws of society are based
purely on dialectics.” (This is the exception referred to above.)
Marx’s arguments on the inevitability of the expropriation of
the expropriators by virtue of the laws of development of capi-
talism are “purely dialectical”. Marx's “ideal” of the common
——

* As lo 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 Ilegelian
three-term chain”.

This argument is taken in itsentirety from Diihring, who expounds
it in his “Kritische Geschichte der Nationaloekonomie und des
Sozialismus” (3-te Aufl., 1879. 8. 486-87).* But Mr. Mikhailovsky
says not a word about Dithring. 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.1?® The reader will see that it fully applies to Mr. Mikhai-
lovsky.

“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 ncgation, in decfault of
anything better and clearer, has in fact to serve here as the mid-
wife to deliver the future from the womb of the past. The aboli-
tion 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 “individ-
ual property”, but in a higher form, based on common ownership
of land and of the instryments of labour. Herr Marx calls this
new “individual property” also “social property”, and in this
there appears the Hegelian higher unity, in which the contradic-
tion is supposed io be sublated’ (aufgehoben—a specific Hegelian
term), “*that is to say, in the Hegelian verbal jugglery, both over-
come and preserved....

“According to this, the exproprialion of the expropriators is,
as it were, the automatic result of historical reality in its mate-
rially 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 liybrids
of Marx’s conceptions will not, however, appear strange to anyone
who realises what nonsense can be concocted with Ilegelian dia-
lectics as the scientific basis, or rather whal nonsense must neces-
sarily spring from it. For the benefit of the reader who is not
familiar with these artifices, it must be pointed out expressly
that Hegel's first negation is the catechismal idea of the fal
from grace, and his second is that of a higher unity leading to

* A Critical llistory of National Kconomy and Socialism (3rd edition,
1879, pp. 486-87).—Ed.
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redemption. The logic of facts can hardly be based on this non-
scnsical analogy borrowed from the religious sphere.... Herr
Marx remains cheerfully in the nebulous world of his property
which is at once both individual and social aund leaves it to his
adepts to solve for themselves this pliofound dialectical enigma.’
Thus far Herr Diihring. \

“So,” Engels concludes, “Marx has no 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
al once bolh individual and social, as the Hegelian higher unity
of the sublated contradiction.*

“But let the negation of the negation rest for the moment, and
lIet us have a look at the ‘ownership’ which is ‘at once both indi-
vidual and social.” Herr Dithring 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
right & la IIegel, by imputing to him the higher unity of a prop-
erty, of which there is not a word in Marx.

“Marx 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 capilalist
era; i.e., on co-operation and the possession in common of the
land and of the means of production. The transformation of
scaltered private property, arising from individual labour, into
capitalist private property is, naturally, a process incomparably
more protracted. violent, and difficult than the transformation

* That this formulation of Diihring‘s views applies fully to Mr. Mi-
kliailovsky Is proved by the following passage in his article “Karl Marx
Being Tried by Y. Zhukovsky”. Objecting to Mr. Zhukovsky's assertion
that Marx is a defender of private property, Mr. Mikhailovsky refers to
this scheme of Marx's and explains it iu the following manner. “In his scheme
Marx employed two well-known tricks of Hegelian dlalectics: firstly, the
scheine is constructed according to the laws of the Hegelian triad; secoudly,
thie synthesis is based on the identity of opposites—individual and social
property. This meaus that the word ‘individual® here has the specific, purety
toiditional meaning of a term of the dialectical process, and absolutely
notliing can be based on it.* This was said by a man possessed of the most
vstimable ntentious, defending, in tlic eyes of the Russian public, tle
“sanguine” Marx frowr the bourgeois Mr. Zhukovsky. Aud with these estim-
i sle Intentions he explains Marx as basing his conception of the process on
‘tricks”! Mr. Mikhailovsky may draw from this what {s for him the not
inprofitable moral that, whatever the matter in hand, estimable intentions
Utone are rather inadequate.
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of capitalistic private property, already praclically resting on
socialised production, into socjalised property.’ That is all.
The state of things brought about through the expropriation of the
expropriators is therefore characterised as the re-establishment
of individual property, but on fthe 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,
Mr. Mikhailovsky, 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 pro-
ducts, 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)1'“ ‘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 con-
sciously applied as the combined labour-power of the commuunity,’
that is, a society organised on a socialist basis; and he con-
tinues: “'The total product of our community is a social product.
One portion serves as [resh means of produclion and remains
social.” But 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 isat once bolh individual and social. this
confusing hybrid, this monsense which necessarily springs from
Hegelian 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 Lhe part of Herr
Diihring....

“But what role,” Engels continues, “does the megation of the
negation play iz Marx? On page 791 and the [ollowing pages”
(Russ. ed., p. 648 et seq.)!® “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 primi-
live accumulation of capital. Before the capitalist cra, petty
industry exisled, al least in England, on the basis ol the private
property of the labourer in his means of production. The so-called
primitive accumulation of capital consisted there in the expro-
priation of these immediate producers, that is, in the dissolution
of private properly based on Lhe labour of its owner. This became
possible because the petty industry referred Lo above is compatible
onuly with narrow and primitive bounds of production and society
and al a certain stage brings forth the material agencies for its
own anmihilation. This annihilation, the transformation of the
individual and scattered means of production into socially con-
centrated 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 ol production” (into
capital), “and therefore the further expropriation of private pro-
prietors, 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 expro-
priation of many capitalists by few, develop, on an ever-extending
scale, the co-opcrative 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 instru-
ments 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 dimin-
ishing number of the magnates of capital, who usurp and monop-
olise all advantages of this process of transformation, grows
the mass of misery, oppression, slavery, degradation, exploita-
tion; 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 pro-
duction, which has sprung up and flourished along with, and
under it. Concentration of the means of production and sociali-
sation of labour at last reach a point where they become incom-
patible 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 miscon-
ceived 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
Marx, according to Herr Diihring, is unable to put his exposition
into shape? Marx mercly shows from history, and here states
in a summarised [orm, that just as formerly petty industry by
its very development, neccssarily 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
same time a dialectical process, this is not Marx’s fault, however
annoying it may be to Herr Dithring.
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“It is only at this point, after Marx has completed his proof
on the basis of historical and economic facts, that he proceeds:
‘The capitalist mode of appropriation, the result of the capital-
ist 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 the megation’—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 character-
ises it as a process which develops in accordance with a definite
dialectical law. That is all. It is therefore once again a pure distor-
tion of the facts by Herr Diihring when he declares that the nega-
tion 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 teader will see that Engels’ splendid rebuttal of Diibring
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 faith.*

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 Afterword!?®
categorically repudiated the accusation of Hegelianism. Mr. Mi-
khailovsky, however, has nothing to say about the (above
quoted) absolutely definite and clear statements by Marx on what
he concetves the dialectical method to be.

Secondly, another peculiarity of Mr. Mikhailovsky’s is that
he concentrated all his attention on the use of tenses. Why, when

* It is worth while, I think, to note in this connection that the entire
cxplanation given by Engels is contained in the same chapler in which he
discusses the seed, the teaching of Rousseau, and otlier examples of the
dialectical process. 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 statements by Engels
(and by Marx, to whom the manuscript was read before printing), and there
can be no question of trying te 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. But why so,
why is it undoubted? —Mr. Mikhailovsky anxiously asks, desir-
ing to convey such profound agitation as would justify even
a distortion. But on this point, too, Marx gave an absolulely
definite reply. You may consider it inadequate or wrong, but in
that case you must show how ezactly and why exractly it is wrong,
and 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 regardimg 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 attri-
hites 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, nom licet
bovi?!*

1 cannot help recalling here a strange notion of this socialisa-
tion once expressed in Otechestvenniye Zapiski.'’* Tn No. 7, 1883,
this magazine published “A Letter to the Editor”, from a certain
Mr. Postoronny who, like Mr. Mikhailovsky, regarded Marx’s
“conception” about the future as conjectural. “Essentially,” this
gentleman argies, “the social form of labour under capitalism
amounts to this, that several hundreds or thousands of workers
grind, hammer, turm, place on, place under, pull and perform
ninmerous other operations under one roof. As to the gemeral
character of this regime it is excellently expressed by the saying:
‘Kvery man for himself, and God for all.” Where does the social
form of labonr come in?”

Well, you can see at once that the man Iras grasped wlrat it is all
about! “The social form of labour” “amounts™ to “working under
one roof”!! And when such preposterous ideas 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
sciencé. Yes, as it was unable to raise the slightest serfous objec-
tion to Capital, “generally recognised science” begair to bow and
scrape to it, at the same time continuing to betray the most ele-
mentary ignorance and to repeat the old banalities of school
economics. We must dwell on this question somewlrat in order
to show Mr. Mikhailovsky what is the essence of the matter
which he, by force of habit, has passed over entjrely.

* What Jove may do, the bull may not.—Z4d,
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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 eack given branch
of industry and an increase in the number of separate branches
of industry—in many separate production processcs being merged
into one social production process. When, in the days of handicraft
weaving, for example, the small producers themselves spun the
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 mumber of separate branches of
industry increases: cotton spinning is done separatcly 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 decreases. This
means that the social tie between the producers becomes increas-
ingly stronger, the producers become welded into a single whole.
The isolated small producers each performed sevcral operations
simultaneously, and were thcrefore 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 (amd only this) regime of small, dispersed
commodity produccrs that justified the saying: “Every man for
himself, and God for all,” that is, an anarchy of market fluctua-
tions. The case is entirely different under the socialisation of
labour that has been achieved duc to capitalism. The manufac-
turer who produces fabrics depends on the cotton-yarn manufac-
turer; the latter depends on the capitalist planter who grows
the cotton, on the owner of the engineering works, the coal mine,
and so on and so forth. The result is that no capitalist can get
along without others. Il is clear that the saying “every man for
himself” is quite inapplicable to such a regime: here each
works for all and all for each (and no room is left for God—
either 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 stand-
still in any one of them, this affccted only a few members of society,
it did not cause any geueral confusion, and therefore did not
attract gencral attention and did not provoke public interfcrence.
But when work comes to a standstill in a large entcrprise, one
engaged in a highly specialised branch of industry and therefore
working almost for the whole of society and, in its turn, depend-
ent on the wholc of society (for the sake of simplicity I take
a case where socialisation has rcached the culminating point),
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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 commod-
ities if its commodities are available. All production processes thus
merge into a single social production process; yet each branch is
conducted by aseparate 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
appropriation? lsit not evident that the latter must adapt itself 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!
(1 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
and organised, since that is a derivative and secondary phenome-
1on.}

The reason such clementary things have to be cxplained to the
Russian “democrats” is that they are so badly stuck in the mud
of petty-bourgeois ideas that to imagine any but a petty-bourgeois
order 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
very laws of capitalist development? Did he show that in reality,
under a commodity organisation of social economy, there is no
srowing specialisation of the social labour process, no concentra-
lion of capital and enterprises, no socialisation of the whole
labour process? No, he did not advance a single argument in refu-
tation of these facts. Did he shake the proposition that anarchy.
which is irrecoucilable with the socialisation of labour, is an
inherent feature of capitalist society? He said nothing about this.
Did he prove that the amalgamation of the labour processes of
all ihe capitalists into a single social labour process is compatible
with private property, or that some solution to the contradiction
is possible and conceivable other than that indicated by Marx?
No. be did not say a word about this.

On what, then, does his criticism rest? On mamnipulations,
distortion, and on a spate of words which are nothing more than
he noise of a rattle.

How else, indeed, are we to characterise methods employed
by the critic who. after first talking a lot of nonsense about triple
successive steps of history, demands of Marx with a serious air:
".-'\nd what next?”—that is, how will history proceed beyond that
final stage of the process he has described? Please note that [rom
the very outset of his literary and revolutionary activities Marx
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most definitely demanded that sociological theory should accu-
rately depict the real process—and nothing more (cf., for instance,
the Communist Manifesto on the communists’ criterion of theory™s),
He strictly adhered to this demand in his Capital: he made it his
task to give a scientific analysis of the capitalist form of society—
and there he stopped, after showing that the development of
this organisation actually going on before omr eyes has such and
such a tendency, that it must inevitably perish and turn into
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 con-
fess 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” arel

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 the
dialectical method in Marx’sinterpretation” (and notin Mr. Mikhai-
lovsky’s garbled version of it?) “does not propose returning to
it.... 1t 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 itg
past, present and future states.” Even your way of distorting
things, Mr. Mikbailovsky, 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. Mikbailovsky (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 obviousty does
not present a picture of historical reality”! '

Is any serions polemic thinkable with a man who (as Engels
said of Diihring) cannot quole accurately, even by way of excep-
tion? Can there be any arguing, when the public is assured that
the scheme “obviously” does not conform to realily, without evem
an attempt being made to show its faultiness in any respect?

* The other features of the economic system of the Middle Ages are
omitted because they belonged to the feudal social formation, whereas
Marx investigales only the capitalist formation. In its pure form the process
of capitalist devclopment actually began—in Englans, for instance—wilh
the system of smalﬂ, isolated commodity producers and their individual
labour property.
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Instead of criticising the real content of Marxist views,
Mr. 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 “moral-
ity ... preached to us today” is a threefold morality: Christian-
[eudal, bourgeois and proletariam, so that the past, present and
future have their own theories of morality.'® In this connection,
Mr. Mikhailovsky reasons as follows: “I think that it is the cate-
gories 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 iu its pro-
cess of development, relics of the past, foundations of the presemt
and germs of the future will always be discovered in it? But did
Engels, for instance, think of asserting that the history of moral-
ity (he was speaking, we know, only of the “present”) was con-
fined 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! Ilow is it that “Hegelian
dialectics” were “unnecessary” in 1877, while in 1834 it appears
that materialism rests on “the incontrovertibility of the dialec-
tical process”?), “then, apart from the other merits of this essay,
we shall observe in it splendidly elaborated material for an answer
lo the general question of the relation of forms to the material
conditions of their cxistence, 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 ilalics) “is devoted
to an inquiry into how a form of society, once it has emerged,
continues 1o develop and accentuates its typical features, subject-
ing to itsell and assimilating discoveries, inventions and improve-
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ments in methiods of production, new markets and stienceg
itself and compels them to work for it, and of Liow, finally, the;
given form cannot stand up against further clianges in materia]ﬁ
conditions.” f

An astouishing thing! In 1877, “lthe whole of Capital” was de.
voted to a materialist inquiry into a particular form of societ
(what else does materialism consist in, if nol in explaining for
of society by material conditions?), wiereas in 1894 it appeg;
that it is not even kmown where, in what work, an expositi
of this materialism should be sought! o

In 1877, Capital contained an “inquiry into” how “a particulag
form” (the capitalist form, is it uot?) “cannot” (mark that!) “stan
up against further changes in material conditions,”—wherea;
in 1894 it turns out that there has been no inquiry at all and
that the conviction that the capitalist form cannot withstan
any further development of the productive forces—rests “entirek
at the end of the Hegelian triad”! In 1877, Mr. Mikhailovsk
wrote that “the analysis of the relations of the given form of societg
to the material conditions of its existence will for ever” (mgk
italics) “remain a monument to the author’s logical powers and
vast erudition,” whereas in 1894 he declares that the doctrind
of materialism has never and nowhere been scientificallyi

verified and proved. 4
An astonishing thing! What does it really mean? What haa
happened? B4

Two things have happened. Firstly, the Russian, peasant social¥
ism of the seventies'”’—which “snorted” at freedom becausé
of its bourgeois character, fought the “clear-browed liberals‘-:‘
who zealously covered up the antagonistic nature of Russian lifep
and dreamed of a peasant revolution—has completely decayed:
anud has begolten that vulgar, philistine liberalism which discerns
an “encouraging impression” in the progressive trends of peasanf
farming, forgetting that they are accompanied (and determinefl)
by the wholesale expropriation of the peasantry. Secondly, ik
1877 Mr. Mikhailovsky was so engrossed in his task of defending
the “sanguine” (i.e., revolutionary socialist) Marx from the libergl'
critics that he failed to observe the incompatibility of Marx's
method and his own. And then this irreconcilable contradiction
botween dialectical materialism and subjoctive sociology was
explained to him—explained by Engels’ articles and hooks, an
by the Russian Social-Democrats (one often meets with very apt
comments on Mr. Mikhailovsky in Plekhanov’s writings)—an
Mr. Mikhailovsky, instead of seriously sitting down to reconsider
the whole question, simply took the bit between his tccth. Inste
of welcoming Marx (as he did in 1872 and 1877)'"8 he now barks
at him under cover of dubious praise. and rages and splutters
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against the Russian Marxists for refusiug to rest content with
ihe “defcnce of the cconomically weakest”, wilh warehouses
and improvements in the couniryside, with museums and artels
jor handicraftsmen, and similar well-meaning philistine ideas
ol progress, aud for wanting to remain “sanguine” people, advo-
cates of social revolution, and to teach, guide and organise the
really revolutionmary clements of society.

After this brief excursion inio the realm of the distant past,
one may, we think, conclude this examination of Mr. Mikhai-
tovsky’s “eriticism” of Marx’s theory. Let us then try to sum
up aud recapitulate the critic’s “arguments”.

The doctrine he set out to demolish is based, firstly, on the
malerialist conception of history, and, secondly, on Lhe dialec-
tical method.

As to the first, the critic began by declaring that lic did uot
know in which work materialism was cxpounded. Not having
found such au exposilion anywhere, he himself set about con-
cocling an explanation of what materialism is. In order to give
an 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 il was subsequent-
ly shown by reference to tlie authentic statements of the Marxists
thal they regard only one social formation as having been ex-
plaiued, the critic decided tliat the materialisls narrow the scope
of materialism, whereby, he asserts, they defeat themselves.
In order to give an idea of the methods by which this materialism
was worked out, hc invented the story that the materialists
themselves had confessed to the inadequacy of their knowledge
for the elaboration of scientific socialism, despite the fact that
Marx and Engels confessed only Lo the insuificiency of their knowl-
edge (in 1845-1846) of economic history in general, and despite
(he fact thal they never published the essay which testified to the
msnfficiency of their knowledge. After these preludes, we were
rcated to the criticism itself: Capital was annihilated because
it dealt with ouly omne period, whereas the critic wants to have
all periods; and also because it did not affirm economic material-
ism, but simply touched upon it—arguments, evidently, so
weighty and serious as to compel the recognition that material-
isnr liad mever been scientifically substantiated. Then the fact
was ¢ited against materialism that a man totally unconnected
with this doctrine, having studied prehistoric times in au entirely
tdillerent country, also arrived at materialist conclusions. To
show, further, that it was absolutely wrong to drag procreation
ilo materialism, that this was nothing Dut a verbal artifice,
the critic proceeded to prove that cconomic relations are a super-
“tructure based on sexual and family relations. The statements

23--1087
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made thereupon by our weighty critic for the edification of the
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 theorctical researches into mate-
rialism, the critic noted that the content of many of the Marx-
ists’ arguments consisted in thc assertion that oppression and
exploitation of the masses were “necessary” under the bourgeois
regime and that this regime must “necessarily” turn into a social-
ist regime, after which he hastened to declare that necessity
is too general a bracket (if we omit what, exactly, people cousider
necessary) and that therefore Marxists are mystics and metaphy-
sicians. The critic also declared that Marx’s polemic against
the idealists was “one-sided”, but he did not say a word about the -
relation of these idealists’ views to the subjective method and the-
relation of Marx’s dialectical materialism to these views.

As to the second pillar of Marxism—the dialectical method—
one 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 unything cam
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 mcthods of idealism and subjectivism im
sociology. Another push was specially directed at Marx: with
the help of the valorous Herr Diihring, the critic ascribed to Marx
thie incredible absurdity of having tried to prove the necessity
of the doom of capitalism by mcans of triads—and then victo-
riously combated this absurdity.

Such is the epic of the brilliant “victories” of “our well-
known sociologist”! How very “edifying” (Burenin) it was to con- .
template these victories!

We cannot refrain at this point from touching on another cir- °
cumstance, which has no direct bearing on the criticism of Marx's -
doctrine, but is extremely characteristic for an understanding
of the critic’s ideals ang 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 pcople™?); but this materialism,
argues Mr. Mikhailovsky, “is rcally 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 unver-
ified 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 “estab-
lished” by prospects for the future than that materialism is
spreading not because it correctly explains realily, but because
it turns away from reality towards prospects? And he goes on to
~ay: “These prospects require of the German working class which
is adopting them and of those who take a warm interest in its
future neither knowledge nor the cffort of critical thinking, They
require only faith.” In other words, the spread of materialism
and scientific socialism in breadth is duc to the fact that this
doctrine promises the workers a better future! But a most ele-
mentary acquaintance with the history of socialism and of the
working-class movement in the West 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 confined itself to analysing the present bour-
geois regime, to studying the trends of development of the capi-
talist social organisation, and that is all. “We do not say to the
world,” Marx wrote as far back as 1843, and he fulfilled this pro-
gramme to the letter, “we do not say to the world: ‘Cease strug-
gling—your whole struggle is senseless.” All we do is to provide
it with a true slogan of struggle. We only show the world what
il is actually struggling for, and consciousness is a thing which the
world must acquire, whether it likes it or not.”'” Everybody
knows that Cepital, 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 fnture system grows. Everybody
hunows that as far as prospects for the future are concerned in-
comparably more was contributed by the earlier socialists, who
described future society in every detail, desiring to inspire man-
kind with a picture of a system under which people get along
without conflict and under which their social relations are based
nol on exploitation but on true principles of progress that con-
form to the conditions of human nature. Nevertheless, despite
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 con-
neeted with the political movements of the people until large-
scale machine industry drew the mass of proletarian workers into
the vortex of political life, and until the true slogan of their
~lruggle was found.' This slogan was found by Marx “not a utopian,
but a strict and, in places, even dry scientist” (as Mr. Mikhailovsky
called him in the long distant past—in 1872); and it was certainly
ol found by means of prospects, but by a scientific analysis
of the present bourgeois regime, by aun elucidation of the necessity

23#*
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of exploitation under this regime, by an investigation of the
laws of its development. Mr. Mikhailovsky may, of course, assure
the readers of Russkoye Bogatstvo that neither knowledge nop
an efforL of thinking is required to understand this analysis, but
we have already seen iu bis own case (and shall see it to a sti]]
grealer extent in the case of his economist collaborator'®) so grosg
a lack of understanding 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-clasg
movement spreads and develops precisely where and to the extent
that large-scale capilalist machine industry develops; the social-
ist 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 necessily for the present regime of exploita-
tion.

Having tried to evade the real reasons for the success of mate-
rialisni among the workers by ascribing the attitude of this
doctrine Lo “prospeclts® in a manner directly contrary to the
truth, Mr. Mikhailovsky goes ou Lo scoff in the most vulgar and
philistine way al 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 capilalist system being transformed into a socialist system
as a result of Lhe socialisation of labour. And yet he jeers in the
most blatant manner at tho idea of an “army of proletarians”
preparing Lo expropriale the capitalists, “whereupon all class
conflict will cease and peace on earth and goodwill among men
will reign”. He, Mr. Mikhailovsky, knows far simpler and surer
paths to the achievemenl of socialisra 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
cvolution™—and then these friends of the people will most likely
“be called in” to selve “practical economic problems™ (see the
article “Problems of Russia’s Economic Development® by
Mr. Yuzhakov in Russkoye Bogatstvo, No. 11) and meanwhile—
meanwlile the workers must wait, must rely on the friends of the
people and not begig, with “unjuslified self-assurance”, an inde-
peudent struggle against the exploiters. Desiring to strike a death-
blow at this “unjustilied sell-assurance™, our author waxes highly
indignant at “this science that can almost fit into a pocket dic-
tionary”. How Lerrible, indeed! Science—and Social-Democratic
penny pamipllets that can fit into the pocket!! Is il not obvious
how unjustifiably self-assured are those who valuc science only
insofar as it teaches the exploited to wage an independent struggle
for their emancipation, teaches them to keep away [rom all
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“friends of the people” engaged in glossing over class antagonisms
and desirous of taking the whole business upon themselves—
those who, therefore, expound this science in penny publications
which so shock the pliilistines? 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, voluminons, university and philis-
tine science; thiey would acquaint them in detail with a social
organisation that conforms to human nature, provided oily—
the workers agreed to wait and did not themselves begin the
struggle with such unjustified self-assuramce!...

Let us now see how Mr. Mikhailovsky fights the Social-Demo-
crats. What arguments does he level against their tlieoretical
views, against their political, socialist activity?

The theoretical views of the Marxists are set forth by the critic
in the following manner:

“The truth” (the Marxists are represented as declaring) “is that
inn accordance with the immanent laws of liistorical necessity Russia
will develop her own capitalist produclion, with all its inherent
contradictions and the swallowing up of the small capitalists
by the large, and meanwhile the muzhik, divorced froni the land,
will turn into a proletarian, nnite, become ‘socialised,’ and the
trick is done, the hat reappears, and it only remains to put the
ttral on the head of now happy mankind.”

And so, if you please, the Marxists do not differ in any way
from the “iriends of tlie people” im their conception of reality;
they differ only in their idea of the future: they do not deal at
all, it appears, with the present, but only with * prospects
There can be no doubt that this is Mr. Mlkhaxlovsky s idea; the
Marxists, lie says, “are fully convinced that there is nmothing uto-
pian in their forecasts of the future, and that everything lias been
weighed and measured in accordance wilh 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 accu-
sation against the Marxists long employed by all wlio have nothing
substantial to bring against their views. “The Marxists profess
Lhe 1mmutab1hty of an abstract historical schemel!l”

But this is a downright lic and invention!

No Marxist has ever argued anywhere that there “must be” capi-
lalism in Russia “because” tlicre was capitalism in the West,
and so on. No Marxist has ever regarded Marx’s theory as some
universally compulsory philosophical scheme of history, as
anything more thian an explanation of a particular social-ecenomic
formation. Only Mr. Mikhailovsky, the subjective philosopher,
s managed o display such a lack of understanding of Marx
s to altribute to him a nniversal pliilosophical theory; and in
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:
veply lo Lhis, he received from Marx the quile explicit explana.‘g
tion thal he was knocking al the wrong door. No Marxist hag}
ever based his Social-Democratic views on anything bul thef
conformity of Lheory with reality and the hislory of the given:l'i
i.e., the Russian, soctal and economic relalions; and he could nott

have done so, because this demand on theory was quite definitely i
and clearly proclaimed and made the corner-stone of the wholej
doctrine by the founder of “Marxism” himself-—Marx.

Of course, Mr. Mikhailovsky may refule these sialements as:
much as he pleases, by arguing thal he has heard “with his own:
cars” the profession of an absiract historical scheme. Bul what:
does il malter 1o us, Social-Democrats, or to anybody else, that
Mr. Mikhailovsky has had occasion 1o hear all sorts of absurd®
nonsense from people he has talked to? Does il not merely show,
that he is very fortunate in the choice of the people he talks to,3
and nothing more? I{ is very possible, of course, that the witly in<{
terlocutors of the witly philosopher called themselves Marxists,
Social-Democrals, and so forth—bui who does mnot know‘q
that nowadays (as was noted long ago)} every scoundrel likes)
Lo array himself in “red” garments?* And if Mr. Mikhailovsky:
is so perspicacious that he cannol dislinguish these “mummers”;
from Marxists, or il he has understood Marx so profoundly as not}
to have noliced this criterion—most emphalically advanced by
Marx —of the whole doctrine (the formulation of “what is going®
on before our eyes”), il only proves again that Mr. Mikhailovsky.
is not clever, and nothing else. 3

Al any rate, since he underlook a polemic in the press against-,
the Social-Democrats, he should have had in mind the group of:
socialists who have long borne thal name and have borne it}
alone—so thal others cannol be confused with them —and whﬁi
have their lilerary representatives, Plekhanov and his circle.!®*:
And had he done so—and thatl obviously is whal anybody witlr
any decency should have done—and had he even consulted ihe
first Social-Democralic work, Plekhanov’s Our Differences, he
would have found in its very first pages a categorical declaralion’
made by the author on behalf of all the members of the circle:

“We in no case wish to cover our programme with the authority :
of a great name” (i.e., the authorily of Marx). Do you understand
Russian, Mr. Mikhailovsky? Do you undersiand the difference
between professing abstract schemes and entircly disclaiming
the aulhority of Marx when passing judgement on Russian affairs?

* All this is said on tho assumption that Mr. Mikhailovsky has indeed
heard professions of abstract historical schemes and has not invented any-
thing. ‘But I consider it absolutely imperative in this connection to make
the reservation that I give this only for what it is worth.



WHAT THE “FRIENDS OF THE PEOLPLE” ARE 359

Do you realise that you acted dishonestly by representing
the 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 repeat,” 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 scien-
tific 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
question 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
the subjective methods of various native philosophers of ours,
who see the criterion of this “must” in the policy of the authori-
ties, 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
of the Incontrovertibility of the dialectical process, of the general
philosophical importance of Marx’s theory, of the inevitability
ol 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.

lIe left aside entirely the question of the “must”, as being an
1dle one that could be of interest only to subjeclivists, and dealt
exclusively 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 the 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 uuderstand
wlhat a windbag is!
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One must also observe in connection with Mr. Mikhailovsky’s
argument quoted above that he presemts the views of the Social-
Democratls as being: “Russia will develop her own capitalist pro-
duction.” Evidently, in the opinion of this philosopher, Russia
has mot got “her own” capitalist production. The author appar-
enlly shares the opinion that Russian capitalism is confimed
to one and a hall million workers. We shall later on again meet
with this childish idea of our “friends of the people”, wlio class
all the other forms of exploitation of free labour wunder
heaven kmows what heading. “Russia will develop her own
capitalist production with all its inherent contradictions, and
meanwhile the muzhik, separated from the land, will turn into
a proletarian.” The farther in tlie wood, the more trces there are.
So there are no “inherent contradictions” in Russia? Or, to put
it plainly, therc is no exploitation of the mass of the people by
a handful of capitalists, there is mo ruin of the vast majority
of the population and 1o curichment of a few? The muzhik has
still to be separated from the land? But what is tlie entire post-
Reform history of Russia, if mot the wholesale expropriation
of the peasantry, procecding with unparalleled intensity? One
must possess great courage indeed to say such things publicly.
And Mr. Mikhailovsky possesses thal courage: “Marx dealt with
a ready-made proletariat and a ready-made capitalism, whereas
we have still to create them”. Russia has still Lo create a prole-

. tariat?! In Russia—the only country where such a hopeless poverty
of the masses amd such shameless exploitation of the workiug
people can be found; which has been compared (and legitimately
so) to Eugland as regards the condition of the poor; and where
the starvation of millions ol people is a permanent thing existing
side by side, for instance, with a steady incrcase im the export
of grain—in Russia there is no proletariat!!

I think Mr. Mikhailovsky deserves to have a monument erected
to him in his own lifetime for these classic words!*

We shall, incidentally, see later that it is a constant and most
cousistent tactic of the “fricnds of the people” to shui iheir eyes
pharisaically Lo the intolerable condition of the working people
in Russia, to depicl this condition as having merely been “shaken”,
so that only the efforts of “cultured society” and the government

* But perliaps liere, too, Mr. Mikhailovsky may try to wriggle out by
declaring that he had no intention of saying that there was no proletariat
at all in Russia, but only that there was no capitalist proletariat? Is that
so? Then why did you uot say so? The whole guestion is one of whether the
Russian proletavial is a proletariat characteristic of the bourgeois or of
some otlier organisation of social economy. Who is to blame il in the course
of two wholc articles you did not utter a word about this, the only serious
and important question, but proferred instead to talk all sorts of nonsense,
and reach the craziest conclusions?
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are needed for everything to be put on the right track. These
Lnights think that if they shut their cyes to the fact that the
condition of the working masses is bad not because it has been
“shaken”, but because thesc masses are being shamclessly robbed
py a handful of exploiters, that if they bury their heads in the
sand ke ostriches so as not to sce 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
tizat its only possible explanation lies in the bourgeois organisa-
tion of Russian society, which is splitting the mass of the people
inlo a proletariat and a bourgeoisie, and in the class characler
of the Russian state, which is nothing but the organ of the rule
of this bourgcoisie, and that thereforc the only way out lies in the
cluss struggle of the proletariat against the bonrgeoisie—these
“friends of the pcople” begin to howl that the Social-Democrats
want to dispossess the people of their land!! that they want to
destroy our people’s economic organisation!!

The socialist intclligentsia can cxpect to perform fruitful
work only when they abandon their illusions and begin to seek
sitpport in the actnal, and not the desired development of Russia,
in actual, and not possible social-economic relations. Moreover,
their THEORETICAL work must be dirccted towards the concrete
study 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 systems or by established theoretical
prejudice. They must present an integral picture of our realilies
as a definite system of production relations, show that the exploitation
and expropriation of the working people are essential under this
system, and show the way oul of this system that is indicated by
economic development.

This theory, based on a detlailed study of Russian history and
realitics, must furnish an answer to the demands of the prole-
tariat—and if it satisfies the requirements of science, then every
awakening of the protesting thought of the proletariat will inev-
itably guide-this thought into the channels of Social-Democracy.
The greater the progress made in elaborating this theory, the
nrore rapidly will Social-Democracy grow; for cven the most artful
guardians of the present system cannot prevent the awakening
ol proletarian thought, because this system itscH necessarily and
Inevitably cmlails the most intense expropriation of the produc-
ers, the continuons growth of the proletariat and of its reserve
army—and this parallel Lo the progress of social wealth, the
euormous growth of the productive forces, and the socialisation
of labour by capitalism. However much has slill 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 scientifj
method, one requiring that every programme shall be a preci
formulation of the actual process; it is guaranteed by the suce
of Social-Democracy, which has adopted these ideas—a succ
which has so stirred up our liberals and democrats that, as a cex
tain Marxist has put it, their monthly magazines have cease
to be dull.

In thus emphasising the necessity, importance and immensity
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 posta
poned until the former is completed. Only the admirers of th
“subjective method in sociology”, or the followers of utopia
socialism, could arrive at such a conclusion. Of course, if it i
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 converselyg
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” “dilferent paths” begins. The posi4
tion is altogether different when the task of the socialists is to bey
the ideological leaders of the proletariat in its actual strugglei
against actual and real ememies who stand in the actual pathi
of social and cconomic development. Under these circumstances,:
theoretical and practical work merge into ome aptly described:
by the veteran (German Social-Democrat, Liebknecht, as: ,

»

Studicren, Propagandicren, Organisieren.*® g

You cannot be an ideological leader without the above-mentioned
theorclical work, just as you cannol be one without directing
this work 1o_meet the nceds of Lthe cause, and without spreading
the results of this theory among the workers and helping them
to organise.

Such a presentation of the task guards Social-Democracy.
against the defects from which socialist groups so often suffer,’
namely, dogmatism and sectarianism.

* On the contrary, the practical work of propaganda and agitation must
always take precedence, because, firstly, theorefical work only supplies
answers to the problems raised by practical work, and, secondly, the Social-
Democrats, for reasons over which they have no control, are so often com-
pelled to confine themselves to theoretical work that they value highly
every moment when practical work is possible.

#* Study, propaganda, organisation.—Fd.
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There can be no dogmatism where the supreme and sole crite-
rion of a doctrine is its conformity to the actual process of social
and ecopomic development; there can be no sectarianism when
the task is that of promoting the organisation of the proletariat,
and when, therefore, the role of the “intelligenlsia” 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
activity have remained unchanged ever since the group arose.

The political activity of the Social-Democrats lies in promoting
the 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 expropriators and the aboli-
tion of the social system based on the oppression of the working
people. Underlying these 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 unde-
veloped, 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-
cal, legal and conventional trappings, tricks and devices, which
hinder the working people and their ideologists from sceing the
cssence of the system which oppresses the working people, from
seejug where and how a way can be found out of this system.
In 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.
And this struggle, aimed at satisfying his immediate economic
needs, at improving his material conditions, inevitably demands
that the workers organise, aud inevitably becomes a war not
against individuals, but agajust 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—Lhought the representatives
of peasant socialism, Lhe Narodniks in the broadest sense of the term. Rus-
sia’s man of the future is the worker—think the Social-Democrats. That
‘s how the Marxist view was formulated in a ceriain manuscript.
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the foremost representative of the emtire exploited population,
And in order that he may fulfil his function of representative in an
organised, sustained struggle it is by no means nccessary to enthuse
him with “perspectives”; all thal is needed is simply to make him
undersiand his position, to make him understand thic political
and economic structure of the system that oppresses him, and
the necessity and inevitability of class antagounisms under this
system. 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 develop-
ment of capitalism, large-scale miachine industry, creates the
material couditions and the social forces necessary for this struggle.
Everywhere else, where the forms of capitalist development are
low, these material conditions are absent; production is scattered
amorng thousands of tiny enterprises (and they do not cease to be
scattered enterprises even under the most equalitarian forms
of communal landownership), for the most part the exploited still
* possess tiny enterprises, aod are thus tied to the very bourgeois
system they should be fighting: lhis retards and himders the
development of the social forces capable of overthrowing capital-
ism. Scattered, individual, petty exploitation ties the working
pcople to one locality, divides them, prevents them from becoming
conscious of class solidarity, prevenls them from uniting once
they have understood that oppression is not caused by sone partic-
ular individual, but by the whole economic system. Large-scale
capitalism, on the contrary, inevitably severs all the workers’
ties with the old society, with a particular localily and a particu-
lar exploiter; it unites them, compels them to tliink and places
them im condilions whicl emable them to commence an orgamised
struggle. Accordingly, it is on the working class that the Social-
Democrats concentrate all their attention and all their activilies.
When its advanced represenlaiives have mastered Lhe ideas of
scienlific socialism, the idca of the historical role of the Russian-
worker, when these ideas become widespread, and when stable
orgamisations are formed among the workers to transform the
workers’ present sporadic economiic war imlo conscious class
stroggle—then the Russian WORKER rising at the head of all
the democratic clements, will overthrow absolutism and lead the
RUSSIAN PROLETARIAT (side by side with the proletariat
of ALL COUNTRIES) along the straighi road of open political
struggle to TIHE VICTORIOUS COMMUNIST REVOLUTION ....

In addition to presenting historical facts in a false light and
forgetting the vast amount of work done by the socialists in lend-
ing consciousness and organisation to the workiug-class move-
ment, our philosophers foist upon Marx the most scnseless [atal-
istic views. In his opinion, they assure us, Lhe organisation and
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socialisation of the workers occur spontaneously, and, conse-
quently, if we see capitalism but do not sec a working-class move-
ment, that is because capitalism is not fulfilling its mission, and
not because we are still doing too little in the matter of orgamisa-
tion and propaganda among the workers. This cowardly petty-
bourgeois artifice of our cxceptionalist philosophers is mot worth
refuting: it is refuted by all the activities of the Social-Democrats
in all countries; it is refirted by every public speecl: made by any
Marxist. Social-Democracy—as Kautsky very justly remarks—
is a fusion of the working-class movement amd socialism. And in
order tlhrat the progressive work of capitalism may “manifest”
itself in this country too, our socialists must set to work with
the utmost emergy; they must work out in greater detail the
Marxist conception of thie history and present position of Russia,
ard make a more concrete investigation of all forms of the class
struggle and exploitation, whiclt are particularly complex and
masked in Russia. They must, furthermore, popularise this tlieory
and make it known to the worker; they must help the worker
1o assimilate it and devise the form of organisation mosl
SUITABLE under our conditions for disseminating Social-Democrat-
ic ideas and welding the workers into a political force. Aund the
Russian Social-Democrats, far from ever having said that they
have “already completed, fulfilled this work of the idcologists
of tlic working class (there is no cnd to this work), have always
stressed the fact that they are only just beginning it, and that
much cffort by many, many persons will be required to create
anythiug 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 revo-
lutionary”.'® And this latter quality is indeed completely and
unconditionally inherent in Marzism, for this theory directly
sets itself the task of disclosing all Lhe forms of aumtagonism and
exploitation in modern society, tracing their evolution, demon-
strating their transitory character, the inevitability of their
transformation into a different form, and thus serving the prole-
toriat as a means of ending all exploitation as quickly and easily as
possible. The irresistible attraction of this theory, which draws
to itself the socialists of all countries lies precisely in the fact
that it combines the quality of being sirictly and supremecty

* Note that Marx is speaking here of malerialist criticisin, which alone
he regards as scientific-—that is, eriticism which coupaxes the potitical,
legal, social, conventionat and other facls, wilh econowics, with the system
ol production relations, with the interesls of the classes that incvitably
take shape on the basis of all the antagonistic soeial relations. Thiat Russian
~ocial relations are awtagonistic can hardly be doubted. But nobody has
vet tried to take them as a basis for suck criticism.
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scientific (being the last word in social science) with that of being
revolutionary, it does not combine them accidentally and nog
only because the founder of the doctrime 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 for
the oppressed class in its actual economic struggle.

“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.™%

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 pro-
duction 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 stageof the struggle during the transition from one form
to another, so that we can define the situation at any givenr moment,
without losing sight of the general character of the struggle and:
its general aim, namely, the complete and final abolition of ail
exploitation and all oppression. h

Written in the spring
and summer of 1894

First published in 1894, Collected Works, Vol. 1, pp. 133-87,
a hectographed edition 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. STRUVE. “CRITICAL REMARKS ON THE SUBJECT
OF RUSSIA’S ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT®. ST. PETERSBURG, 1894 184

We must object to a remark which Mr. Struve directs against
Mr. 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-
viduals 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 Lthis 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 social-
cconomic 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 apolo-
gist for these facts: the materialist discloses the class contradic-
tions and in so doing defines his standpoint. The objectivist
tpeaks of “insurmountable historical tendencies”; the material-
ist 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
tlian the objectivist, and gives profounder and fuller effect to his
objectivism. He does not limit himself to speaking of the neces-
Sity of a process, but ascertains exactly what social-economic
formation gives the process its content, exactly what class deter-
mines this necessity. In the present case, for example, the material-
Ist would not content himsclf with stating the “insurmountable

islorical 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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of the prodicers themselves. On the other hand, materialisy
includes partisanship, so to speak, and enjoins the direct and opey
adoption of the standpoint of a definite social group in any assess-
ment of events.*...

Let us, lrowever, return to Mr. Struve. Ilaving shown the empti.
ness of the Narodniks’ argumentis regarding the “individual,»
he continues: “That sociology does indeed always strive to reduce
the elemcuts of individuality o social sources is corroborated
by every atiempt to explain any big phase in liistorical evolution,
When the ‘historical individual’ of the ‘great man’ is referred
to, there is always a tendency to represent lrim as the ‘vehicle’
of the spirit of a certain era, as the representative of his time—
and his actions, his successcs amd failures, as a nccessary resulg
of the whole preceding course of affairs” (32). This general ten«
dency of every attempt {o explain social phemomena, i.e., to create
a social scicnce. “is clearly expressed in the doctrine that the
class struggle is the basic process in social cvolution. Since the
individual had been discarded, somc other element had {o be
found. The social group proved to be such an element” (33);
Mr. Struve is absolutcly right when he says that the theory of the
class struggle crowns, so to speak, the general endcavour of soci-
ology to reduce “the elements of individuality to social sources.”
Furthermore, the theory of the class struggle for the first {ime'
pursues this endeavour so completely and consistently as to raise
sociology to the level ol a science. This was achieved by the
materialist definition of the concept “group.” In itself, this con-
cept is still too indefinite and arbitrary: religious, ethnographical,
political, juridical and otlier phcnomena may also be comsidered
as criteria distinguishing “gronps”. There is no firm token by which
particular “groups” in each of these spheres can be distinguished.
The thcory 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 dcfimiteness. Firsily, this theory
worked outthe concept of the socicl-economic formation. Taking
as its starting-point a fact that isfundamental to all humam society, -
namely, the mode of procuring the mcans of subsistence, it con*
nected up with this the relations hetween people formed under
the influcnce of the given modes of procuring the means of sub-
sistenice, and showed that this system of relations (“relations
of production”, to use Marx’s terminology) is the basis of sociely,
which clothes itself in political and legal forms and in definite

* Concrete examples of Mr. Struve’s incomplete application of matgrial-
ism and the lack of consistency in Lis theory ol Lhe class struggle will be
given below In each particular instance.
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trends of social thought. According to Marx’s theory, each such
system of production relations is a specific social organism, whose
inception, functioning, and transition to a higher form, conver-
«ion into another social organism, are governed by specific laws.
This theory applied to social science that objective, general scien-
tilic 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
wnimportant, and that such a separation could be made only
from the viewpoint of “critically thinking” and “morally develop-
ed” individuals. And they thus happily succeeded in transform-
ing social science into a series of sermons on petty-bourgeois
morality, samples of which we have seen in the case of Mr. Mikhai-
lovsky, 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 re-
placed 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 refut-
ing the views of the earlier economists, who saw laws of nature
where there is room only for the laws of a specific, historically
defined system of relations of prodnction. The subjectivists®
arguments about “society” in general, meaningless arguments
that did not go beyond petty-bourgeois utopias (becanse even the
possibility of generalising the most varied social systemsinto
special types of social organisms was not ascertained), were re-
placed by an investigation of definite forms of the structnre of society.
Sccondly, 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 individ-
uals differing from cach 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
classes, 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 them-
selves 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 ]ustly remarks that “ignoring
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the individual in sociology, or rather, removing him from sociol-;
ogy, isessentially a particular instance of the striving for scientificy
knowledge” (33), and that “individualities” exist not only ing
the spiritual but also in the physical world. The whole pointy
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.:

Another objection made by Mr. Struve to the sociologicals
theory of the Russian subjeclivists is that, in addition to ail.
the above-mentioned arguments, “sociology cannol under anp
circumstances recognise what we call individuality as a primary.
fact, since the very concept of individuality (which is not sub-:
jeet 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. 1le cites
the views of Simmel, who, he declares, proved in his Social
Differentiation the dircct interdependence between the development.’
of the individual and the differentiation of the group to which the
individual belongs., Mr. Struve contrasts this thesis with Mr.
Mikhailovsky’s theory of the inversc dependence between the deve-
lopment of the individual and the differentiation (“heterogencity™)
of society. “In an undifferentiated envirorment,” Mr. Struve
objects, “the individual will be ‘harmoniously integral’... in his
‘homogeneity and impersonality.” A rcal individual cannot be
‘an aggregate of all the features inherent in the humau organism.
in general,” simply because such a fullness of content excceds
the powers of the real individual” (38-39). “in order that the
individual may be differentiated, he must live in a differentiated
environment” (39).

it is not clear from this exposition how exactly Simmel for-
mulates the question and how he argues. But as transmitted
by Mr. Struve the formulation of the question suffers from the
same defect that we find in Mr. Mikhailovsky’s case. Abstract
reasoning about how far the development (and wel-being) of the
individual depends on the differentiation of society is quite
unscientific, because no correlation can be established thal will
suit every form of social structure. The very concepts “differen-
tiation,” “heterogeneity”, and so on, acquire absolutely different
meanings, depending on the particular social environmoent 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, instcad of
studying the concrete “progress” of some concrete social forma-
tion. When Mr. Struve sets his own general theses (described
above) against Mr. Mikhailovsky, he repeats the latter’s mistake:
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by abandoning the depiction and explanation of a concrete prog-
ress 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 tle degreec of development,
i.e., differentiation of the group,” says Mr. Struve, and puts this
phrase in italics. But what are we to understand here by the
“differentiation” of the group? Has the abolition of serfdom accen-
tuated or weakencd this “differentiation’? Mr. Mikhailovsky
answers the question in the latter sense (“*What Is Progress®");
Mr. Steuve 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 creatién of economic distinctions. The term, as you see, is so
indefinite that it can be stretched to cover opposite things. Another
example, The transition from capitalist manufacture to large-
scale machine industry may be regarded as diminution of “differ-
entiation,” for the detailed division of labour amorng 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 fornuilation of the question is incorrect. The author
himsel! admits that there is also an antagonism between the
individual and the group (to which Mr. Mikhailovsky also
refers). “But life,” he adds, “is uever made up of absolute contra-
dictions: in life everything is mobile and relative. and at the same
time all the separate sides are in a state of constant interaction”
(39). If that is so, why was it necessary to speak of absolute inter-
relations between the group and the individual. interrelations
having no connection with the strictly defined phase in the devel-
opment of a definite social formation? Why could uot the whole
argument have been transférred to the concrete process of evolu-
lion 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 bave gained a great deal. “I{ 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. Mikhailovsky
justly protests against the modern forms of division of laboir™
(38). That is excellently put; only in place of “division of labowr™
he should have said “capitalism,” and, even more narrowly,
Russian capitalism. Capitalism is progressive in its significance
precisely because it has destroyed the old cramped conditions
of human life that crcated mental stultificatiornn and prevented
the producers from taking their destinies inlo their own hands.
The tremendons development of trade relations and world exchange
and the constant migrations of vast masses of the population
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have shattered the age-old fetters of the tribe, family and terri-
torial 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 purcly
capitalist forms. This economic process has been reflected in the
social sphere by a “gencral heightening of the sense of individu-
ality,” by tbe middle-class intellectuals'®® squeezing the landlord
class out of “society,” by a beated litcrary war against senseless
medieval restrictions on the individual, and so on. The Narodniks
will probably not deny that it was post-Reform Russia which
produced this lieightened sense of individuality, of personal digni-
ty. But they do not ask themsclves 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 surplus-
value. Exactly the same thing has happened in our country. The
“old nobility” economy, by tying men to their localitics 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 height-
encd his sense of individuality. If the Narodnik gentlemen are
filled with pharisaic horror when they bear talk of the progres-
sive character of Russian capitalism, it is only because they
do nol 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 dcviation of Russia from the right path, he defeats
his own purpose becausc he does not realise that it was capital-
ism alone that crcated the conditions which made possible this
protest of the individual. From this example we see once again

* K. Marx, Der achizehnte Brumaire, S. 98 u.s.w.l¥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 merci-
lessly destroying their illusions.

The author concludes his examination of the theory of “indivi-
duals” with the following formulation: “To sociology, the individ-
val is a function of the environment,” “the individual is here
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
ulopias instead of “investigating the social group.”

Another “important aspect” of materialism, Mr. Struve contin~
ues, “consists in economic materialism subordinating the idea
to the fact, and consciousness and what should be to being” (40).
1lere, of course, “subordinating the idea” means 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 be verified by facts, must be based on facts.
But then this latter thesis will be incomprehensible to the Narod-
nik 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 compro-
mise with facts. Let us explain.

The existence of “working for others,” the existence of exploita-
tion, 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 Narodism only on the basis of these ideals; he argues exclusive-
ly about the construction of these ideals and their realisalion.

The Narodnik thinks it enough to note the fact that gives rise
lo such ideals, then to refer to the legitimacy of the ideal from
the standpoint of “modern science and modern moral ideas” [and
he does not realise that these “modern ideas” are only concessions
made by West-European “public opinion” to the new rising force],
and then to call upon “socicty” and the “state” to ensure it, safe-
guard it, organise it!
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The Marxist procceds from the same ideal; he does not compare
it with “modern science and modern moral ideas, liowever,”*
but with the existing class contradictions, and therefore does not
formulate it as a demand put forward by “scicnce,” but by such
and sucli a class, a demand engendered by such and such social
relations (which are to be objectively investigated), and achiev-
able only in such and such a way in consequence of such and
such properlies of these relations. If ideals are nol 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 slated the general theoretical propositions which
compel the recognition of materialisro 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 mect with such
niisunderstanding of Marx as among Russian publicists” (44)
is an exlremely just one. I illustration, he first of all cites Mr.
Mikhailovsky, who vegards Marx’s “historico-philosophical theory™
as nothing more than an explanation of the “gencsis of the capi-
talist system.” Mr. Struve quite rightly protests against this.
Indeed, it is a highly characleristic facl. Mr. Mikhailovsky has
written about Marx many times, but he has never even hinted
at the relatiou of Marz's method to the “subjective method in
sociology.” Mr. Mikhailovsky has written about Capizal and
has declared his “solidarity™ (?) with Marx's economic doctrine,
but he has passed over in complete silence the question—for
example—of whether the Russian subjeclivists are 1ot following
the method of Proudhon, who wanled to refashion commodity
economy in accordance with his ideal of justice.** In what way
does this criterion (of justice—justice élernelle) differ from
Mr. Mikhailovsky’s criterion: “modern science and modern moral
ideas™ Mr. Mikhailovsky has always protested vigorously against
identifying the method of social sciences wilh that 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
laws of “affinity” instead of studying the “real laws of metabo-
lism”? Why did he not object to Marx's view that the social
process is a “process of natural history™? It cannot be explained

* Engels. in Herrn E. Dihrings Umuwilzung der Wissenschaft (Herr Eugen
Diihring's Revolution in Science [Anti-Dihring]—FKd.), very aptly points
oul thal this is the old psychological method of comparing one’s own con-
cepl with another concept, with a cast of another fact, and not with the
fact it reflects.

** Das Kapital, 1.B. 2te Aufl. S. 62, Anm. 38.187



THE ECONOMIC CONTENT OF NARODISM 375

by non-acquaintance with the literature; the explanation evi-
dently lies in an utter 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 tlie author’s statements on Marxismn
wliich evoke eriticism. “We cannot but admit,” says Mr. Struve,
“{hat a purely philosophical proof of this docirine has not yet beeu
provided, and that it has not yet coped with the vast coucrete
waterial presented by world hislory. What is ueeded, evidently,
i« a reconsideratiou of the facts from the staudpoint of the new
theory; what is needed js a criticism. of the thicory from the angle
of Llie facts. Perlraps mucli of the one-sidedness aud tlie over-hasty
veneralisations will be abandoned” (46). It is mot quite clear
wliat the author means by “a purely philosophical proof.” From
fhie standpoint of Marx and FEngels, philosophy has no right
lo a sepurate, independent existence, and its material is divided
autong the various branches of positive science. Thus one might
nuderstand philosophical proof to mean either a comparison
of its premises with the firmly establislied laws of olher sciences
Jaid Mr. Struve himself admitted that even psycliology provides
propositions impelling the abandonment of subjectivism und
the adoption of materialism], or experience in the application
of this theory. And in this connection we have the statement of
Ar. Struve himself that “materialism will always be entitled
lo credit Tor having provided a profoundly scientific and truly
philosophical (author’s italics) interpretation of a number (N.B.)
of vastly important historical facts” (50). This latter stalcment
contains the author's recognition that materialism is the only
scientific method n sociology, and hence, of course, a “reconsid-
eration of the lucts” is required {from this standpoiil, especially
4 reconsideration of the facts of Russian history and present-day
reality, which have been so zealously distorted by the Russian
snbjectivists. As regards the last remark about possible “one-
stidedness” and “over-hasty geueralisations,” we shall not dwell
on this general, and thercfore vague, statement, but shall turn
directly to one of the amendments made by the author, “who
is not infected with orthodoxy,” to the “over-hasty generalisa-
lions” of Marx.

The subject is the state. Denying the state, “Marx and his
followers ... went ... too far in their criticisru 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 soci-
ety in which the subordination of certain groups to others is deter-
niined by its cconomic 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.

1t is simply amazing that the author, criticising Marx from
his professorial standpoint, does so witlh 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 triba}
system and in the family, but there was no state. “An essentia)
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., 2te Aufl., S. 84 Russ. trans., p. 109)!%; and somewhat earlier
he speaks of the institution of the naucrary’® and says that it
“undermined the tribal system in two ways: firstly, by creating
a public power (dffentliche Gewalt), which simply no longer coincid-
ed with the sum total of the armed people” (ib., S. 79; Russ.
trans., p. 105).7 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 «ll 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 organi-
sation of order” isto 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 representa-
tives 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 bourgeoisic 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

* CI. K. Marx, Biirgerkrieg in Frankreick, S. 23, Leipzig, 1876, and
Der achizehnte Brumaire, S. 45-46. Hamburg, 1885)191, “But it is precisely
with the maintenance of that extcnsive state machine in its numerous
ramifications” {referring to the 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 state salaries
for what it cannot pocket in thie form of prolits, interest, rents and honora-
riums.”
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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 Marx-
ism to ethics. On pp. 64-65 the author quotes the excellent expla-
nation given by Engels of the relation between freedom and neces-
sity: “Freedom is the appreciation of necessity.”'? Far from assum-
ing fatalism, determinism in fact provides a basis for reason-
able action. One cannot refrain from adding that the Russian
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 conscious-
ness (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
nothing 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 objectiv-
ism. “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 inteclligentsia 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 the
Russian non-estate intelligentsia has always been distinguished
for the “purity” of its ideas—but that is oxactly why it has always
been impotent. The author’s criticism is confined to comparing
the absurd Narodnik idez of the omnipotence of the intelligentsia
with his own perfectly correct idea of the “impotence of the
Intelligentsia in the economic process” (71). But this comparison
is not enough. In order to judge of the Russian “non-estate intel-
ligentsia” as a special group in Russian society which is so charac-
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teristic of the whole post-Reform era—an era in which the noble
was finally squeezed out by the commoner—and which undoubted-
ly played and is still playing a certain historical role, we must
compare the ideas, and still more the programmes, of our “non-
estate intelligentsia™ with the position and the interests of the given
classes of Russian society. To remove the possibility of our being
suspected of partiality, we shall not make this comparison our-
selves, but shall confine ourselves to referring to the Narodnik whose
article was commented on in Chapter I. The conclusion that fol-
lows from all his comments is quite definite, nanely, that Russia’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 eountry, too,
the old-nobility, social-estate system was opposed by the non-
estate intelligentsia. The bourgeoisie always and everywhere op-
posed the obsolete framework of the social estates and other medieval
institulions in the name of the whole “people”, within which class
contradictions were still undeveloped. Aud it was right, both
in the West and in Russia, because the institutions ecriticised
were actually hampering everybody. As soon as the social-estate
system in Russia was dealt a decisive blow (1861), antagonism
within the “people” immediately became apparent, and al the
same time, and by virtue of this, anlagonism became apparent
within the non-estate intelligentsia—between the liberals and
the Narodniks, the ideologists of the peusants (amoug whom the
first Russian ideologists of the direct producers did not see,
and, indeed, it was too carly for them to see, the formation of
opposed classes). Subsequent economic development led to a more
complete disclosure of the social contradiclions within Russian
society, and compelled the recognition of the fact thal the peas-
antry was splitting into a rural bourgeoisie and a proletariat.
Narodism has rejected Marxism and has become almost completely
the ideology of the pelty bourgeoisie. The Russian “non-estate
intelligentsia,” therefore, represents “a real social force” inasmuch
as it defends general bourgeois interests.* 1f, nevertheless, this
force was not able to create instilutions suitable to the interests

* The petty-bourgeois nature of the vast majority of the Narodniks’
wishes has been poinfed 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
article on “Problems of Russia’s Economic Development”) and Mr. V. V.
{Essays on Theoretical Economics, St. Petershurg, 1895) protest against
Mr. N.—on, who commented “severely” (Mr. Yuzhakov’s word) on the out-
worn panacea of credits, extension of land tenure, migration, etc.
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it defended, if it was unable to change “the atuzospherc of contem-
porary Russian culture” (Mr. V. V.}, if “active democracy in the
cra of the political struggle” gave way to “social indifferentism”
(\r. V. V. in Nedelya, 1894, No. 47), the cause of this lies not
only in the dreaminess of our native “non-cslate intelligentsia,”
bul, and cliefly, in the position of those classes from whicl it
cmerged and from which it drew its strength, in their duality.
It i1s undeniable that the Russian “atmosphere” broughl them
many disadvantages, but it also gave them certain advantages.

In Russia, the class which, in the opinion of tlic Narodniks,
i~ not tlie vehicle of the “pure idea of labour” has an especially
great historical role; its “activily” cannot be Inlled by tempting
promises. Therefore, the refercuces of the Marxists to this class,
far from “breaking the democratic thread”—as is asserted by
Mr. V. V., who specialises in inventing the most incredible absurd-
ities about the Marxists—catch up this “thread,” which an indif-
Icrent “society” allows to fall from its hands, and demand that
it be developed, strengthencd and brought closer to life.

written: end of 1894-beginning

of 1893

First published in the miscellany Collected Works, Vol. 1, pp. 400-01,
entitled Material for a Characterisation 409-23

of Our Economic Development,

3t. DPetersburg, 1895



From REVIEW

Karl Kautsky. “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 con-
fuses 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
developrent of the productive forces, says Bernstein. Other factors
“must be taken into consideration”.

Very well, answers Kautsky, that is something every investi-
gator 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 (cthical 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 Social-Democratic Programme.
A Counter-Critique.—Ed,
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impermissible crudity and one-sidedness. Further on Bernstein’s
accusations are levelled against dialectics which, he alleges, lead
{o arbitrary constructions, etc., etc. Bernstein repeats these
phrases (that have alrcady 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
guilty 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:
it 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. Zhu-
kovsky in the seventies and by Mr. N. Mikhailovsky in the nine-
tics—by the very same Mr. Mikhailovsky who had once accused
Mr. Y. Zhukovsky of acrobatics for making the selfsame charge.
And what proof does Bernstein offer in confirmation of this worn-
out 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 introdnction to Zur Kritik
(see Russian translation: 4 Critique of Some of the Propositions
of Political Economy). Marx made his first investigation in the
forties, after leaving the Editorial Board of the Rheinische Zei-
tung.1® Marx left the newspaper because he had to treat of mate-
rial 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. The 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.19 Marx moved to London in 1850, and the favourable
conditions there for research determined him “to begin afresh
rom the very beginning and to work through the new material
Critically” (4 Critique of Some of the Propositions, 1st edition,
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p. x1.1% 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 formen
conclusion drawn in the forties because the second inquiry con-
firmed the 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, asks,
Kaulsky, resemble conclusions fonnd ready-miade long before the
investigation?...

Passing from the method to the results of its application,
Kautsky deals with the so-called Zusammenbruchstheorie, the
theory of collapse, of the sudden crash of West-European capital-
ism, a crash that Marx allegedly belicved 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 lhey did not connect a Zusammenbruch
necessarily with an economic crisis. This is a distortion charge-
able to their opponents who exponnd Marx’s theory one-sidedly,
tearing out of context odd passages from different writings
order thus triumpliantly to refute the “one-sidedness” and “crude-;
ness” of Lhe theory. Actually Marx and Engels considered the
transformation of West-European economic relations to be depen~
dent on the maturity and strength of the classes brought to the
fore by modern Europcan history. Bernstein tries to assert that.
this is nol the theory of Marx, but Kautsky's interpretation and
extension of it. 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.” ...

Bernsiein 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 the growth of poverly, degradation, etc., indicating
at the same time the counteracting tendency and the real social
forces Lhat alone could give rise to this tendency. Marx’s words
on the growth of poverty are fully justified by reality: firsl, we
aclually see that capitalism las a tendency to cngender and in-
crease poverly, which acquires tremendous proportions when the
above-menlioned counleracting tendency is absent. Secondly,
poverty grows, not in the physical but in the social sense, i.e., In
the sense of lhe disparity between the increasing level of con-
sumption by the bourgeoisie and consumption by society as
a whole, and the level of the living standards of the working
people. Bernstein waxes ironical over such a conception of “pover-
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1y”, saying that this is a Pickwickiau conceplion. In repty Kautsky
<hows that people like Lassalle, Rodbertus, gnd Engels have
uniade very definite statements to the effect thiat poverty must
be underslood in its social, as well as in its physical, sense. As
you see—he parries Bernstein’s irony—it is not such a bad com-
pauy that gathers at the “Pickwick Chub™! Thirdly and laslly,
the passage on incregsing lmpoverishment remains perfectly true
in respecl of the “border regions” vf capitalism, Lhe border regions
being understood both in the geographical sense (countries in
which capilalism is only beginning to penctrate and frequently
not only gives rise to physical poverty bnt to the outright starva-
Lion of the masses) and in the political-cconomic sense (handicraft
industries and, in general, those branches of economy in which
backward methiods of producltion arc slill relained).

The chapter on the “new middle estate” is Hkewise exiremely
inleresting and, for us Russians, particularty instructive. If
Bernstein had mercly wanted to say that in place of the declining
petty producers a new middle estate, Lthe intetligentsia, is appcar-
ing, he would be perfectly correct, says Kautsky, pointing vut
that he himscH noled the importance of this phenomenon several
years before. In all splieres of people’s tabour, capitalism increases
Lhe number of office and professional workers with parlicular rapidity
and makes a growing demarul for intellectuals. The latter occupy
a special position among the olher classes, attaching themsclves
partly to the bourgeoisic by their connections, their outlooks,
cte., and partly to the wage-workers as capitalism increasingly
teprives the imtetectual of his independent position, converts
him into a hired worker and threalens to tower his living stand-
ard. The transitory, unstable, conlradictory position of that
slratum of society now under discussiou is reflected in the partic-
ularly widespread diffusion in its midst of hybrid, ecleclic
views, a farrago of contrasting principtes and ideas, an urge to
rise verbally lo the higher spheres and to conceal Lhe conilicts
between the hislorical groups of the population with phrases--
all of which Marx lashed with his sarcasm half a century ago.

Written ot the end of 1899

First published in 1928 Collected Works, Vol. 4, pp. 194-96,
W Lenin miscellany VII 197-98, 201-02



From WHAT IS TO BE DONE?

Burning Questions of Our Movement!®

The case of the Russian Social-Democrats manifestly illus-
trates the gencral 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'® is when,
with an air of triumph, it quotes Marx’s statement: “Every step
of real movement is more important than a dozen programmes”.#®
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 are taken from his letter on the
Gotha Programme,'®® 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
movementi. This idea cannot be insisled upon too strongly at
a time when the fashionable preaching of opportunism goes
hand in hand with an infatuation for the narrowest forms of prac-
tical 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



WHAT 1S TO BE DONE? 385

of formation, its fcatures are only just becoming defined, and it
has as yet far from settled accounts with the other trends of revo-
lutionary thought that threaten to divert the movement from the
correct path. On the contrary, precisely the very recent past was
marked by a revival of non-Social-Democratic revolutionary
trends (an eventuation regarding which Axelrod long ago warned
the Economists??). Under these circumstances, what at first
sight appears to be an “unimportant” error may lead to most deplor-
ahle 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 Social-
Democracy 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 expe-
riences 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 inde-
pendently. He who realises how enormously the modern working-
class movement has grown and branched out will understand
whal a reserve of theoretical forces and political (as well as revo-
lutionary) 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 poli-
tical and organisational duties which the task of cmancipating
the whole people from the yoke of autocracy imposes upon us.
At this point, we wish to state only that the role of vanguard
fighter 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 Social-
Democracy as Herzen, Belinsky, Chernyshevsky, and the bril-
liant galaxy of revolutionaries of the seventies; let him ponder
over the world significance which Russian literature is now acquir-
ing; let him ... but be that enough.

Let us quote what Engels said in 1874 concerning the signifi-
cance of theory in the Social-Democratic movement. Engels recog-
nises, not two forms of the greal struggle of Social-Democracy
(political and economic), as {s 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
liad become strong, practically and politically, are so instructive
from the standpoint of present-day problems and controversies,

25—1087
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that we hope the reader will not be vexed with us for quoting
a long passage from liis prefatory note to Der deutsche Bauern.
krieg,* which has long become a great bibliographical rarity:

“The Gernian workers have two important advantages over those
of the rest of Kurope. First, they beloug to the niost tlieorctical
people of Lurope; amd they have retained that sense of theory
which the so-called ‘educatled’ classes of Germany have almost
completely lost. Without Germman philosophy. which preceded it,
particularly that of Hegel, Germaui scientific socialism —the
only scientific socialism that has ever existed—would never have
come into being. Witlioul a sense of thcory among the workers,
this scientific socialism would never have centered their flesht and
blood as much as is the case. What an imnieasurable advantage
this is may be seern, omu the ome liand, from the indifference towards
all theory, which is one of the main reasons why the Euglish work-
ing-class movemernt crawls along so slowly in spile of the splen-
did organisation of the individual unioms; on the other hand, from
the mischief and confusion wrought by Proudlionism, inm its
original form, among the French and Belgians, aud, in the form
further caricatured by Bakurin, amoug the Spaniards and Ital-
ians.

“The second advantage is that, chronologically speakiug, the
Germansg were about the last to come into the workers’ move-
ment. Just as German theorctical socialism will never forget that
it rosts on the shoulders of Saint-Simon, Fourier, and Owen—
three men who, in spite of all their fantastlic notions and all their
utopianism, have their place among the most eminent thinkers of
all times, and whose genius anticipaled innunterable things, the
correctness of which is now being scientifically proved by us—so
the practical workers’ movement in Germany ought never to for-
get that it has developed on the shoulders of the Lnglish and
French movements, that it was able simply to utifise their dearly
bought experience, and could now avoid their mistakes, which
in their timc were mostly unavoidable. Without the precedent of
the English trade unions and French workers’ political struggles,
without the gigantic impulse given especially by the Paris Com-
mne, where would we be now?

“Tt must be said to the credit of the German workers thal they
have exploited the advanlages of their situation with rare under-
standing. For the first time since a workers’ movement has existed,
thie strnggle is being conducted pursunant to its three sides—the
theoretical, the political, and the practical-cconomic (resistance

* Dritter Abdruck, Leipzig, 1875. Verlag der Genossenschaftsbuchdru-
ckerei. (The Peasant War in Germany. Third impression. Co-operative
Pubfishers, Leipzig, 1875.—Ed.)
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to the capitalists)—in harmony and in its intercomnections, and
in a systematic way. It is precisely in this, as it were, concentric
attack, that the s(rength and invineibility of tlie Germman move-
ment lies.

“Due to this advantageous situation, on the one hand, and to
tlie insular peculiaritics of the Englisli and the forcible suppres-
sion of e Frenelr movement, on the other, the German workers
liave for the moment been placed in the vangitard of the prolelarian
struggle. Ilow long events will allow them to occupy this post of
Lomour cannot be foretold. Birt let s hope thiat as long as they
oceupy it, they will fill it fittingly. This demands redoirbled efforts
in every field of struggle and agitation. Iu particular, it will be the
duty of the leaders to gain an ever clearer insiglit into all theoret-
ical questions, to [rce themsclves more and more from the influ-
cuce of traditional phrases inherited from the old world outlook,
and coustantly to keep im mind that socialism, since it has become
a science, demands that it be piursued as a science, i.e., that it be
studied. The task will be (o spread with increased zeal among the
niasses of the workers thie ever more clarified understanding thus
acquired, to knit together ever more firmly the vrganisation both
of the parly and of the trade unions....

“If the German workers progress in tliis way, they will not be
marching exaclly at the head of the movement—it is not at all
i the fulerest of this movement that the workers of any particu-
lar country should march at its head—but they will occupy an
honourable place in the battle line; and they will stand armed for
Laitle when either unmexpectedly grave trials or momentous events
demand of them increased courage, increased determination and
eilergy.” 201

Engels’ words proved prophetic. Within a few years the German
workers were subjected to umexpectedly grave trials in the form of
Ure Bxceptional Law Against the Socialists.?? And (hey met those
trials armed for battle and succeeded in emerging from them vic-
lorions.

The Russiail proletariat will have lo undergo trials immeasur-
ably graver; it will have to fight a monster compared with which
an amti-socialist law in a constitutional country seems bul a dwarf.
History has now confronted us with an immediate task which is
the most revolutionary of all the immediate tasks confronting the
proletariatl of any ¢ountry. The fulfilment of iliis task, the destric-
tion of the most powerful bulwark, mot only of Huropean, but
(i may nmow be said) of Asiatic reaction, would make the Russian
proletariat the vangmard of the international revolutionary pro-
letariat. And we have the right 1o count upon acquiring this honour-
able title, already earned by our predeeessors, the revolulion-
aties 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 samg
devoted determination and vigour....

The strikes of the nineties revealed far greater flashes ol con-
sciousness; definite demands were advanced, the strike was care-
fully timed, known cases and instances in other places were dis-
cussed, etc. The revolts were simply the resistance of the oppressed,
whereas the systematjc strikes represented the class struggle
in embryo, but only in embryo. Taken by themselves, these strikes
were simply trade union struggles, not yet Social-Democratie
struggles. They marked the awakening antagonisms between work-
ers and employers; but the workers were not, and could not be,
conscious of the irreconcilable antagonism of their intercsts 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 repre-
sented as compared with the “revolts”, remained a purely spon-
tancous movement.

We have said that there could not have been Social-Democratic
consciousness among the workers. It would have 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 that it is neces-
sary to combine in unions, fight the employers, and strive to com-
pel the government to pass necessary labour legislation, etc.®
The theory of socialism, however, grew out of the philosophic, his-
torical, and economic thcories elaborated by educated represen-
tatives of the propertied classes, by intellectuals. By their social
status, the founders of modern scientific socialism, Marx and
Engels, themselves belonged to the bourgeois intelligentsia. In
the very same way, in Russia, the theoretical doctrine of Social-
Democracy arose altogether independently of the spontaneous
growth of the working-clags movement; it arose as a natural and
inevitable outcome of the development of thought among the
revolutionary socialist intelligentsia. In the period under discus-
sion, the niddle nineties. this doctrine not only represented the
completely formulated programme of the Emancipation of Labour
group,2® but had already won over to its side the majority of
the revolutionary youth in Russia.

Hence, we had both the spontaneous awakeuing 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 exclude “politics” altogelher, as some imagine.
Trade unions have always conducted some political (but not Social-Demo-
cratic) agilalion and struggle. We shall deat swith 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 Or Agitation, then still in manuscript), they did not
regard this as their sole task. On the contrary, from the very begin-
ning 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 spontancity of the working-class movement,
all belittling of the role of “the conscious element”, of the role
of Social-Democracy, means, quite independently of whether he who
belittles that role desires il 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 move-
ment pure and simple can elaborale, and will elaborate, an inde-
pendent 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 helieve that Marx asserted that economic
development and the class struggle create. not only the conditions for social-
ist production, but also, and directly. the consciousness (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
conscionusness. Judging by the draft, one might assiime that this allegedly
orthodox-Marxist view, which is thus refuted, was shared by tlhie committee
that drafted the Austrian programme. fn the draft programme it is stated:
‘The more capitalist development increases the numbers of the proletariat,
tiie more the proletariat is compelled and becomes fit to fight against capital-
ism, The proletariat becomes conscious’ of the possibility and of the necessi-
ty for socialism. In this connection socialist consciousness appears to be a
necessary and direct result of the proletarian class struggle. But this is abso-~
lutely untrue. Of course, socialism, as a doctrine, has its roots in modern
economic relationships g‘ust as the class struggle of the proletariat has, and,
like the latter, emerges from the struggle against the capitalist-created pover-
ly and misery of the masses. But socialism and the class strugple arise side
by side and not one out of the other; eacl arises under different conditions.
Modern socialist consciousness can arise only on the basis of profound scien-
tific knowledge. Indeed, modern economic science is as mucli 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 desire to do

—_—

* Letter of the “Economists”, in Iskra, No. 12.
** Rabocheye Dyelo, No. 10.
**% Neue Zeit, 1901-02, XX, I, No. 3, p. 79. The commiltee'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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50; both arise out of the modern social process. The veliicle of science is not
the proletariat, but tlle bourgeois intelligentsia (K. K. 's italics): It was in
the minds of individual members of this stratum that modern socialism orig-
inated, and it was tliey who communicated it to the more intellectual%y
developed proletarians who, in their turn, introduce it into the proletarfan
class struggle wliere conditions allow that to be done. Thus, socialist con-
sciousness 1s something introduced into thie proletarian class struggle from
without (von Aussen Hineingetragenes) and not something that arose within
it spontancously (urwiichsig). Accordingly, the old Hainfeld programme quite
rightly stated that tho task of Social-Democracy is to imbue the proletariat
(Iiterally: saturate the proletariat) with the consciousness of its position and
the consciousness of its task. There would be no necd 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 line of thought....”

Since there can be no talk of an independent ideology formulat-
ed by the working masses themselves in the process of their move-
ment,* the only choice is—eilher bourgeois or socialist ideology.
There is no middle course (for mankind las not created a “third”
ideology, and, moreover, in a society torn by class anta