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The politics of Marxism
A discussion series organised by the Alliance for Workers’ Liberty

in London
October-December 2002

1. The contradictions of
capitalism
Reading: excerpts from Marx, The Poverty of Philosophy
and On The Question of Free Trade.
We will discuss the different perspectives of building a
revolutionary party in a struggle to transform the labour
movement, or “building the party” in abstraction; and of
developing the class contradictions in European capitalist
integration and globalisation, or trying to halt or reverse
those processes of integration and globalisation.

The Poverty of Philosophy
Fourth Observation

Let us see now to what modifications M. Proudhon subjects
Hegel's dialectics when he applies it to political economy.

For him, M. Proudhon, every economic category has two sides
— one good, the other bad. He looks upon these categories as the
petty bourgeois looks upon the great men of history: Napoleon was a
great man; he did a lot of good; he also did a lot of harm.

The good side and the bad side, the advantages and drawbacks,
taken together form for M. Proudhon the contradiction in every
economic category.

The problem to be solved: to keep the good side, while
eliminating the bad.

Slavery is an economic category like any other. Thus it also has
its two sides. let us leave alone the bad side and talk about the good
side of slavery. Needless to say, we are dealing only with direct
slavery, with Negro slavery in Surinam, in Brazil, in the Southern
States of North America.

Direct slavery is just as much the pivot of bourgeois industry as
machinery, credits, etc. Without slavery you have no cotton; without
cotton you have no modern industry. It is slavery that gave the
colonies their value; it is the colonies that created world trade, and it
is world trade that is the precondition of large-scale industry. Thus
slavery is an economic category of the greatest importance.

Without slavery North America, the most progressive of
countries, would be transformed into a patriarchal country. Wipe
North America off the map of the world, and you will have anarchy
— the complete decay of modern commerce and civilization. Cause
slavery to disappear and you will have wiped America off the map of
nations.

Thus slavery, because it is an economic category, has always
existed among the institutions of the peoples. Modern nations have
been able only to disguise slavery in their own countries, but they
have imposed it without disguise upon the New World.

What would M. Proudhon do to save slavery? He would
formulate the problem thus: preserve the good side of this economic
category, eliminate the bad.

Hegel has no problems to formulate. He has only dialectics. M.
Proudhon has nothing of Hegel's dialectics but the language. For him
the dialectic movement is the dogmatic distinction between good and
bad.

Let us for a moment consider M. Proudhon himself as a category.
Let us examine his good and bad side, his advantages and his
drawbacks.

If he has the advantage over Hegel of setting problems which he
reserves the right of solving for the greater good of humanity, he has
the drawback of being stricken with sterility when it is a question of
engendering a new category by dialectical birth-throes. What
constitutes dialectical movement is the coexistence of two
contradictory sides, their conflict and their fusion into a new
category. The very setting of the problem of eliminating the bad side
cuts short the dialectic movement. It is not the category which is
posed and opposed to itself, by its contradictory nature, it is M.
Proudhon who gets excited, perplexed and frets and fumes between
the two sides of the category.

Caught thus in a blind alley, from which it is difficult to escape
by legal means, M. Proudhon takes a real flying leap which
transports him at one bound into a new category. Then it is that, to
his astonished gaze, is revealed the serial relation in the
understanding.

He takes the first category that comes handy and attributes to it
arbitrarily the quality of supplying a remedy for the drawbacks of the
category to be purified. Thus, if we are to believe M. Proudhon, taxes
remedy the drawbacks of monopoly; the balance of trade, the
drawbacks of taxes; landed property, the drawbacks of credit.

By taking the economic categories thus successively, one by one,
and making one the antidote to the other, M. Proudhon manages to
make with this mixture of contradictions and antidotes to
contradictions, two volumes of contradictions, which he rightly
entitles: Le Systáme des contradictions économiques. [The System of
Economic Contradictions]

Seventh and Last Observation

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 institutions, those of the
bourgeoisie are natural institutions. In this, they resemble the
theologians, who likewise establish two kinds of religion. Every
religion which is not theirs is an invention of men, while their own is
an emanation from God. When the economists say that present-day
relations — the relations of bourgeois production — are natural, they
imply that these are the relations in which wealth is created and
productive forces developed in conformity with the laws of nature.
These relations therefore are themselves natural laws independent of
the influence of time. They are eternal laws which must always
govern society. Thus, there has been history, but there is no longer
any. There has been history, since there were the institutions of
feudalism, and in these institutions of feudalism we find quite
different relations of production from those of bourgeois society,
which the economists try to pass off as natural and as such, eternal.

Feudalism also had its proletariat — serfdom, which continued
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, irrespective of the fact
that 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 struggle. If, during the epoch of the
domination of feudalism, the economists, enthusiastic over the
knightly virtues, the beautiful harmony between rights and duties, the
patriarchal life of the towns, the prosperous condition of domestic
industry in the countryside, the development of industry organized
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into corporations, guilds and fraternities, in short, everything that
constitutes the good side of feudalism, had set themselves the
problem of eliminating everything that cast a shadow on the picture
— serfdom, privileges, anarchy — what would have happened? All
the elements which called forth the struggle would have been
destroyed, and the development of the bourgeoisie nipped in the bud.
One would have set oneself the absurd problem of eliminating
history.

After the triumph of the bourgeoisie, there was no longer any
question of the good or the bad side of feudalism. The bourgeoisie
took 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 smashed.

Thus, feudal production, to be judged properly, must be
considered as a mode of production founded on antagonism. It must
be shown how wealth was produced within this antagonism, how the
productive forces were developed at the same time as class
antagonisms, how one of the classes, the bad side, the drawback of
society, went on growing until the material conditions for its
emancipation had attained full maturity. Is not this as good as saying
that the mode of production, the relations in which productive forces
are developed, are anything but eternal laws, but that they correspond
to a definite development of men and of their productive forces, and
that a change in men's productive forces necessarily brings about a
change in their relations of production? As the main thing is not to be
deprived of the fruits of civilization, of the acquired productive
forces, the traditional forms in which they were produced must be
smashed. From this moment, the revolutionary class becomes
conservative.

The bourgeoisie 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
character, 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 the bourgeoisie class, a struggle
which, before being felt, perceived, appreciated, understood, avowed,
and proclaimed aloud by both sides, expresses itself, to start with,
merely in partial and momentary conflicts, in subversive acts. On the
other hand, if all the members of the modern bourgeoisie have the
same interests inasmuch as they form a class as against another class,
they have opposite, antagonistic interests inasmuch as they stand
face-to-face with one another. This opposition of interests results
from the economic conditions of their bourgeois life. From day to
day it has becomes clearer that the production relations in which the
bourgeoisie moves have not a simple, uniform character, but a dual
character; that in the selfsame relations in which wealth is produced,
poverty is also produced; that in the selfsame relations in which there
is a development of the productive forces, there is also a force
producing repression; that these relations produce bourgeois wealth
— i.e., the wealth of the bourgeois class — only by continually
annihilating the wealth of the individual members of this class and by
producing an ever-growing proletariat.

The more the antagonistic character comes to light, the more the
economists, the scientific representatives of bourgeois production,
find themselves in conflict with their own theory; and different
schools arise.

We have the fatalist economists, who in their theory are as
indifferent to what they call the drawbacks of bourgeois production
as the bourgeois themselves are in practice to the sufferings of the
proletarians who help them to acquire wealth. In this fatalist school,
there are Classics and Romantics. The Classics, like Adam Smith and
Ricardo, represent a bourgeoisie which, while still struggling with
the relics of feudal society, works only to purge economic relations
of feudal taints, to increase the productive forces and to give a new
upsurge to industry and commerce. The proletariat that takes part in
this struggle and is absorbed in this feverish labor experiences only
passing, accidental sufferings, and itself regards them as such.
Economists like Adam Smith and Ricardo, who are the historians of
this epoch, have no other mission than that of showing how wealth is
acquired in bourgeois production relations, of formulating these

relations into categories, into laws, and of showing how superior
these laws, these categories, are for the production of wealth to the
laws and categories of feudal society. Poverty is in their eyes merely
the pang which accompanies every childbirth, in nature as in
industry.

The romantics belong to our own age, in which the bourgeoisie is
in direct apposition to the proletariat; in which poverty is engendered
in as great abundance as wealth. The economists now pose as blase
fatalists, who, from their elevated position, cast a proudly disdainful
glance at the human machines who manufacture wealth. They copy
all the developments given by their predecessors, and the
indifference which in the latter was merely naivete becomes in them
coquetry.

Next comes the humanitarian school, which sympathizes with the
bad side of present-day production relations. It seeks, by way of
easing its conscience, to palliate even if slightly the real contrasts; it
sincerely deplores the 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
the bourgeois to put a reasoned ardor into production. The whole
theory of this school rests on interminable distinctions between
theory and practice, between principles and results, between ideas
and application, between form and content, between essence and
reality, between right and fact, between the good side and the bad
side.

The philanthropic school is the humanitarian school carried to
perfection. It denies the necessity of antagonism; it wants to turn all
men into bourgeois; it wants to realize theory in so far as it is
distinguished from practice and contains no antagonism. It goes
without saying that, in theory, it is easy to make an abstraction of the
contradictions that are met with at every moment in actual reality.
This theory would therefore become idealized reality. The
philanthropists, then, want to retain the categories which express
bourgeois relations, without the antagonism which constitutes them
and is inseparable from them. They think they are seriously fighting
bourgeois practice, and they are more bourgeois than the others.

Just as the economists are the scientific representatives of the
bourgeois class, so the Socialists and Communists are the
theoreticians of the proletarian class. So long as the proletariat is not
yet sufficiently developed to constitute itself as a class, and
consequently so long as the struggle itself of the proletariat with the
bourgeoisie has not yet assumed a political character, and the
productive forces are not yet sufficiently developed in the bosom of
the bourgeoisie itself to enable us to catch a glimpse of the material
conditions necessary for the emancipation of the proletariat and for
the formation of a new society, these theoreticians are merely
utopians who, to meet the wants of the oppressed classes, improvise
systems and go in search of a regenerating science. But in the
measure that history moves forward, and with it the struggle of the
proletariat assumes clearer outlines, they no longer need to seek
science in their minds; they have only to take note of what is
happening before their eyes and to become its mouthpiece. So long
as they look for science and merely make systems, so long as they
are at the beginning of the struggle, they see in poverty nothing but
poverty, without seeing in it the revolutionary, subversive side,
which will overthrow the old society. From this moment, science,
which is a product of the historical movement, has associated itself
consciously with it, has ceased to be doctrinaire and has become
revolutionary.

Let us return to M. Proudhon.
Every economic relation has a good and a bad side; it is the one

point on which M. Proudhon does not give himself the lie. He sees
the good side expounded by the economists; the bad side he sees
denounced by the Socialists. He borrows from the economists the
necessity of eternal relations; he borrows from the Socialists the
illusion of seeing in poverty nothing but poverty. He is in agreement
with both in wanting to fall back upon the authority of science.
Science for him reduces itself to the slender proportions of a
scientific formula; he is the man in search of formulas. Thus it is that
M. Proudhon flatters himself on having given a criticism of both
political economy and communism: he is beneath them both. Beneath
the economists, since, as a philosopher who has at his elbow a magic
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formula, he thought he could dispense with going into purely
economic details; beneath the socialists, because he has neither
courage enough nor insight enough to rise, be it even speculatively,
above the bourgeois horizon.

He wants to be the synthesis — he is a composite error.
He wants to soar as the man of science above the bourgeois and

proletarians; he is merely the petty bourgeois, continually tossed
back and forth between capital and labor, political economy and
communism.

Strikes and combinations of workers

Economists and Socialists are in agreement on one point: the
condemnation of combination. Only they have different motives for
their act of condemnation.

The economists say to workers:
Do not combine. By combination you hinder the regular progress

of industry, you prevent manufacturers from carrying out their
orders, you disturb trade and you precipitate the invasion of
machines which, by rendering your labor in part useless, force you to
accept a still lower wage. Besides, whatever you do, your wages will
always be determined by the relation of hands demanded to hands
supplied, and it is an effort as ridiculous as it is dangerous for you to
revolt against the eternal laws of political economy.

The Socialists say to the workers:
Do not combine, because what will you gain by it anyway? A

rise in wages? The economists will prove to you quite clearly that the
few ha'pence you may gain by it for a few moments if you succeed
will be followed by a permanent fall. Skilled calculators will prove to
you that it would take you years merely to recover, through the
increase in your wages, the expenses incurred for the organization
and upkeep of the combinations.

And we, as Socialists, tell you that, apart from the money
question, you will continue nonetheless to be workers, and the
masters will still continue to be the masters, just as before. So no
combination! No politics! For is not entering into combination
engaging in politics?

The economists want the workers to remain in society as it is
constituted and as it has been signed and sealed by them in their
manuals.

The Socialists want the workers to leave the old society alone,
the better to be able to enter the new society which they have
prepared for them with so much foresight.

In spite of both of them, in spite of manuals and utopias,
combination has not yet ceased for an instant to go forward and grow
with the development and growth of modern industry. It has now
reached such a stage, that the degree to which combination has
developed in any country clearly marks the rank it occupies in the
hierarchy of the world market. England, whose industry has attained
the highest degree of development, has the biggest and best
organized combinations.

In England, they have not stopped at partial combinations which
have no other objective than a passing strike, and which disappear
with it. Permanent combinations have been formed, trades unions,
which serve as ramparts for the workers in their struggles with the
employers. And at the present time all these local trades unions find a
rallying point in the National Association of United Trades, the
central committee of which is in London, and which already numbers
80,000 members. The organization of these strikes, combinations,
and trades unions went on simultaneously with the political struggles
of the workers, who now constitute a large political party, under the
name of Chartists.

The first attempt of workers to associate among themselves
always takes place in the form of combinations.

Large-scale industry concentrates in one place a crowd of people
unknown to one another. Competition divides their interests. But the
maintenance of wages, this common interest which they have against
their boss, unites them in a common thought of resistance —
combination. Thus combination always has a double aim, that of
stopping competition among the workers, so that they can carry on
general competition with the capitalist. If the first aim of resistance
was merely the maintenance of wages, combinations, at first isolated,

constitute themselves into groups as the capitalists in their turn unite
for the purpose of repression, and in the face of always united capital,
the maintenance of the association becomes more necessary to them
than that of wages. This is so true that English economists are
amazed to see the workers sacrifice a good part of their wages in
favor of associations, which, in the eyes of these economists, are
established solely in favor of wages. In this struggle — a veritable
civil war — all the elements necessary for a coming battle unite and
develop. Once it has reached this point, association takes on a
political character.

Economic conditions had first transformed the mass of the people
of the country into worker. The combination 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 becomes 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 feudalism
and absolute monarchy, and that in which, already constituted as a
class, it overthrew feudalism and monarchy to make society into a
bourgeois society. The first of these phases was the longer and
necessitated the greater efforts. This too began by partial
combinations against the feudal lords.

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

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 organization as a class, some are seized with
real fear and others display a transcendental disdain.

An oppressed class is the vital condition for every society
founded on the antagonism of classes. The emancipation of the
oppressed class thus implies necessarily the creation of a new
society. For the oppressed class to be able to emancipate itself, it is
necessary that the productive powers already acquired and the
existing social relations should no longer be capable of existing side
by side. Of all the instruments of production, the greatest productive
power is the revolutionary class itself. The organization of
revolutionary elements as a class supposes the existence of all the
productive forces which could be engendered in the bosom of the old
society.

Does this mean that after the fall of the old society there will be a
new class domination culminating in a new political power? No.

The condition for the emancipation of the working class is the
abolition of every class, just as the condition for the liberation of the
third estate, of the bourgeois order, was the abolition of all estates
and all orders.

The working class, in the course of its development, will
substitute for the old civil society an association 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 antagonism in civil society.

Meanwhile the antagonism between the proletariat and the
bourgeoisie is a struggle of class against class, a struggle which
carried to its highest expression is a total revolution. Indeed, is it at
all surprising that a society founded on the opposition of classes
should culminate in brutal contradiction, the shock of body against
body, as its final denouement?

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

It is only in an order of things in which there are no more classes
and class antagonisms that social evolutions will cease to be political
revolutions. Till then, on the eve of every general reshuffling of
society, the last word of social science will always be:

"Le combat on la mort; la lutte sanguinaire ou le neant. C'est
ainsi que la question est invinciblement posee."

George Sand
[From the novel Jean Siska:
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"Combat or Death: bloody struggle or extinction. It is thus that
the question is inexorably put."]

On the Question of Free Trade
To sum up, what is free trade, what is free trade under the present

condition of society? It is freedom of capital. When you have
overthrown the few national barriers which still restrict the progress
of capital, you will merely have given it complete freedom of action.
So long as you let the relation of wage labor to capital exist, it does
not matter how favorable the conditions under which the exchange of
commodities takes place, there will always be a class which will
exploit and a class which will be exploited. It is really difficult to
understand the claim of the free-traders who imagine that the more
advantageous application of capital will abolish the antagonism
between industrial capitalists and wage workers. On the contrary, the
only result will be that the antagonism of these two classes will stand
out still more clearly.

Let us assume for a moment that there are no more Corn Laws or
national or local custom duties; in fact that all the accidental
circumstances which today the worker may take to be the cause of
his miserable condition have entirely vanished, and you will have
removed so many curtains that hide from his eyes his true enemy.

He will see that capital become free will make him no less a
slave than capital trammeled by customs duties.

Gentlemen! Do not allow yourselves to be deluded by the
abstract word freedom. Whose freedom? It is not the freedom of one
individual in relation to another, but the freedom of capital to crush
the worker.

Why should you desire to go on sanctioning free competition
with this idea of freedom, when this freedom is only the product of a
state of things based upon free competition?

We have shown what sort of brotherhood free trade begets
between the different classes of one and the same nation. The
brotherhood which free trade would establish between the nations of
the Earth would hardly be more fraternal. To call cosmopolitan
exploitation universal brotherhood is an idea that could only be
engendered in the brain of the bourgeoisie. All the destructive
phenomena which unlimited competition gives rise to within one
country are reproduced in more gigantic proportions on the world
market. We need not dwell any longer upon free trade sophisms on
this subject, which are worth just as much as the arguments of our
prize-winners Messrs. Hope, Morse, and Greg.

For instance, we are told that free trade would create an
international division of labor, and thereby give to each country the
production which is most in harmony with its natural advantage.

You believe, perhaps, gentlemen, that the production of coffee
and sugar is the natural destiny of the West Indies.

Two centuries ago, nature, which does not trouble herself about
commerce, had planted neither sugar-cane nor coffee trees there.

And it may be that in less than half a century you will find there
neither coffee nor sugar, for the East Indies, by means of cheaper
production, have already successfully combatted his alleged natural
destiny of the West Indies. And the West Indies, with their natural
wealth, are already as heavy a burden for England as the weavers of
Dacca, who also were destined from the beginning of time to weave
by hand.

One other thing must never be forgotten, namely, that, just as
everything has become a monopoly, there are also nowadays some
branches of industry which dominate all others, and secure to the
nations which most largely cultivate them the command of the world
market. Thus in international commerce cotton alone has much
greater commercial than all the other raw materials used in the
manufacture of clothing put together. It is truly ridiculous to see the
free-traders stress the few specialities in each branch of
industry,throwing them into the balance against the products used in
everyday consumption and produced most cheaply in those countries
in which manufacture is most highly developed.

If the free-traders cannot understand how one nation can grow
rich at the expense of another, we need not wonder, since these same

gentlemen also refuse to understand how within one country one
class can enrich itself at the expense of another.

Do not imagine, gentlemen, that in criticizing freedom of trade
we have the least intention of defending the system of protection.

One may declare oneself an enemy of the constitutional regime
without declaring oneself a friend of the ancient regime.

Moreover, the protectionist system is nothing but a means of
establishing large-scale industry in any given country, that is to say,
of making it dependent upon the world market, and from the moment
that dependence upon the world market is established, there is
already more or less dependence upon free trade. Besides this, the
protective system helps to develop free trade competition within a
country. Hence we see that in countries where the bourgeoisie is
beginning to make itself felt as a class, in Germany for example, it
makes great efforts to obtain protective duties. They serve the
bourgeoisie as weapons against feudalism and absolute government,
as a means for the concentration of its own powers and for the
realization of free trade within the same country.

But, in general, the protective system of our day is conservative,
while the free trade system is destructive. It breaks up old
nationalities and pushes the antagonism of the proletariat and the
bourgeoisie to the extreme point. In a word, the free trade system
hastens the social revolution. It is in this revolutionary sense alone,
gentlemen, that I vote in favor of free trade.

2. The Communist Manifesto
Reading: excerpts from the Communist Manifesto; “The
Communist Manifesto and Trotskyism”, from The Fate of
the Russian Revolution.

We will discuss the different perspectives of working-class
socialism and “reactionary” or “bourgeois” socialism.

Proletarians and Communists
In what relation do the Communists stand to the proletarians as a

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

They have no interests separate and apart from those of the
proletariat as a whole.

They do not set up any sectarian principles of their own, by
which to shape and mold the proletarian movement.

The Communists are distinguished from the other working-class
parties by this only:

(1) In the national struggles of the proletarians of the different
countries, they point out and bring to the front the common interests
of the entire proletariat, independently of all nationality.

(2) In the various stages of development which the struggle of the
working class against the bourgeoisie has to pass through, they
always and everywhere represent the interests of 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 pushes forward all others; on the
other hand, theoretically, they have over the great mass of the
proletariat the advantage of clearly understanding the lines of march,
the conditions, and the ultimate general results of the proletarian
movement.

The immediate aim of the Communists is the same as that of all
other proletarian parties: Formation of the proletariat into a class,
overthrow of the bourgeois supremacy, conquest 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 discovered,
by this or that would-be universal reformer.

They merely express, in general terms, actual relations springing
from an existing class struggle, from a historical movement going on
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under our very eyes. The abolition of existing property relations is
not at all a distinctive feature of communism.

All property relations in the past have continually been subject to
historical change consequent upon the change in historical
conditions.

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

The distinguishing feature of communism is not the abolition of
property generally, but the abolition of bourgeois property. But
modern bourgeois private property is the final and most complete
expression of the system of producing and appropriating products
that is based on class antagonisms, on the exploitation of the many
by the few.

In this sense, the theory of the Communists may be summed up
in the single sentence: Abolition of private property.

We Communists have been reproached with the desire of
abolishing the right of personally acquiring property as the fruit of a
man's own labor, which property is alleged to be the groundwork of
all personal freedom, activity and independence.

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

Or do you mean the modern bourgeois private property?
But does wage labor create any property for the laborer? Not a

bit. It creates capital, i.e., that kind of property which exploits wage
labor, and which cannot increase except upon conditions of begetting
a new supply of wage labor for fresh exploitation. Property, in its
present form, is based on the antagonism of capital and wage labor.
Let us examine both sides of this antagonism.

To be a capitalist, is to have not only a purely personal, but a
social status in production. Capital is a collective product, and only
by the united action of many members, nay, in the last resort, only by
the united action of all members of society, can it be set in motion.

Capital is therefore not only personal; it is a social power.
When, therefore, capital is converted into common property, into

the property of all members of society, personal property is not
thereby transformed into social property. It is only the social
character of the property that is changed. It loses its class character.

Let us now take wage labor.
The average price of wage labor is the minimum wage, i.e., that

quantum of the means of subsistence which is absolutely requisite to
keep the laborer in bare existence as a laborer. What, therefore, the
wage laborer appropriates by means of his labor merely suffices to
prolong and reproduce a bare existence. We by no means intend to
abolish this personal appropriation of the products of labor, an
appropriation that is made for the maintenance and reproduction of
human life, and that leaves no surplus wherewith to command the
labor of others. All that we want to do away with is the miserable
character of this appropriation, under which the laborer lives merely
to increase capital, and is allowed to live only in so far as the interest
of the ruling class requires it.

In bourgeois society, living labor is but a means to increase
accumulated labor. In communist society, accumulated labor is but a
means to widen, to enrich, to promote the existence of the laborer.

In bourgeois society, therefore, the past dominates the present; in
communist society, the present dominates the past. In bourgeois
society, capital is independent and has individuality, while the living
person is dependent and has no individuality.

And the abolition of this state of things is called by the
bourgeois, 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 bourgeois about freedom in general, have
a meaning, if any, only in contrast with restricted selling and buying,
with the fettered traders of the Middle Ages, but have no meaning

when opposed to the communist abolition of buying and selling, or
the bourgeois conditions of production, and of the bourgeoisie itself.

You are horrified at our intending to do away with private
property. But in your existing society, private property is already
done away with for nine-tenths of the population; its existence for the
few is solely due to its non-existence in the hands of those nine-
tenths. You reproach us, therefore, with intending to do away with a
form of property, the necessary condition for whose existence is the
non-existence of any property for the immense majority of society.

In one word, you reproach us with intending to do away with
your property. Precisely so; that is just what we intend.

From the moment when labor can no longer be converted into
capital, money, or rent, into a social power capable of being
monopolized, i.e., from the moment when individual property can no
longer be transformed into bourgeois property, into capital, from that
moment, you say, individuality vanishes.

You must, therefore, confess that by "individual" you mean no
other person than the bourgeois, than the middle-class owner of
property. This person must, indeed, be swept out of the way, 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 to
subjugate the labor of others by means of such appropriations.

It has been objected that upon the abolition of private property,
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 who acquire anything,
do not work. The whole of this objection is but another expression of
the tautology: There can no longer be any wage labor when there is
no longer any capital.

All objections urged against the communistic mode of producing
and appropriating material products, have, in the same way, been
urged against the communistic mode of producing and appropriating
intellectual products. Just as to the bourgeois, the disappearance of
class property is the disappearance of production 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 bourgeois
notions of freedom, culture, law, etc. 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 conditions of existence
of your class.

The selfish misconception that induces you to transform into
eternal laws of nature and of reason the social forms stringing from
your present mode of production and form of property -- historical
relations that rise and disappear in the progress of production -- 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 bourgeois form of property.

Abolition of the family! Even the most radical flare up at this
infamous proposal of the Communists.

On what foundation is the present family, the bourgeois family,
based? On capital, on private gain. In its completely developed form,
this family exists only among the bourgeoisie. But this state of things
finds its complement in the practical absence of the family among
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 the exploitation of
children by their parents? To this crime we plead guilty.

But, you say, we destroy the most hallowed of relations, when
we replace home education by social.

And your education! Is not that also social, and determined by
the social conditions under which you educate, by the intervention
direct or indirect, of society, by means of schools, etc.? The
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Communists have not intended the intervention of society in
education; they do but seek to alter the character of that intervention,
and to rescue education from the influence of the ruling class.

The bourgeois claptrap about the family and education, about the
hallowed correlation of parents and child, becomes all the more
disgusting, the more, by the action of Modern Industry, all the family
ties among the proletarians are torn asunder, and their children
transformed into simple articles of commerce and instruments of
labor.

But you Communists would introduce community of women,
screams the bourgeoisie in chorus.

The bourgeois sees his wife a mere instrument of production. He
hears that the instruments of production are to be exploited in
common, and, naturally, can come to no other conclusion that the lot
of being common to all will likewise fall to the women.

He has not even a suspicion 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 free love; it
has existed almost from time immemorial.

Our bourgeois, not content with having wives and daughters of
their proletarians at their disposal, not to speak of common
prostitutes, take the greatest pleasure in seducing each other's wives.

Bourgeois marriage is, in reality, a system of wives in common
and thus, at the most, what the Communists might possibly be
reproached with is that they desire to introduce, in substitution for a
hypocritically concealed, an openly legalized system of free love. For
the rest, it is self-evident that the abolition of the present system of
production must bring with it the abolition of free love springing
from that system, i.e., of prostitution both public and private.

The Communists are further reproached with desiring to abolish
countries and nationality.

The working men have no country. We cannot take from them
what they have not got. Since the proletariat must first of all 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 antagonism 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 civilized 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 will
also be put an end to, the exploitation of one nation by another will
also be put an end to. In 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 conception, in one word, man's consciousness, changes
with every change in the conditions of his material existence, in his
social relations and in his social life?

What else does the history of ideas prove, than that intellectual
production changes its character in proportion as material production
is changed? The ruling ideas of each age have ever been the ideas of
its ruling class.

When people speak of the ideas that revolutionize society, they
do but express that 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 eighteenth 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 abolishes
eternal truths, it abolishes all religion, and all morality, instead of
constituting them on a new basis; it therefore acts in contradiction to
all past historical experience."

What does this accusation reduce itself to? The history of all past
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 relations; no wonder that its development involved 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
degree, all capital from the bourgeoisie, to centralize all instruments
of production in the hands of the state, i.e., of the proletariat
organized as the ruling class; and to increase the total 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, therefore,
which appear economically insufficient and untenable, but which, in
the course of the movement, outstrip themselves, necessitate further
inroads upon the old social order, and are unavoidable as a means of
entirely revolutionizing the mode of production.

These measures will, of course, be different in different
countries.

Nevertheless, in 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 rights of inheritance.
4. Confiscation of the property of all emigrants and rebels.
5. Centralization of credit in the banks of the state, by means of a

national bank with state capital and an exclusive monopoly.
6. Centralization of the means of communication and transport in

the hands of the state.
7. Extension of factories and instruments of production owned by

the state; the bringing into cultivation of waste lands, and the
improvement of the soil generally in accordance with a common
plan.

8. Equal obligation of all to work. Establishment of industrial
armies, especially for agriculture.

9. Combination of agriculture with manufacturing industries;
gradual abolition of all the distinction between town and country by a
more equable distribution of the populace over the country.

10. Free education for all children in public schools. Abolition of
children's factory labor in its present form. Combination of education
with industrial production, etc.

When, in the course of development, class distinctions have
disappeared, and all production has been concentrated in the hands of
a vast association of the whole nation, the public power will lose its
political character. Political power, properly so called, is merely the
organized power of one class for oppressing another. If the
proletariat during its contest with the bourgeoisie is compelled, by
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the force of circumstances, to organize itself as a class; if, by means
of a revolution, it makes itself the ruling class, and, as such, sweeps
away by force the old conditions of production, then it will, along
with these conditions, have swept away the conditions for the
existence of class antagonisms and of classes generally, and will
thereby have abolished its own supremacy as a class.

In place of the old bourgeois society, with its classes and class
antagonisms, we shall have an association in which the free
development of each is the condition for the free development of all.

Socialist and Communist Literature
1. Reactionary Socialism

A. Feudal Socialism

Owing to their historical position, it became the vocation of the
aristocracies of France and England to write pamphlets against
modern bourgeois society. In the French Revolution of July 1830,
and in the English reform agitation[A], these aristocracies again
succumbed to the hateful upstart. Thenceforth, a serious political
struggle was altogether out of the question. A literary battle alone
remained possible. But even in the domain of literature, the old cries
of the restoration period had become impossible.

In order to arouse sympathy, the aristocracy was obliged to lose
sight, apparently, of its own interests, and to formulate its indictment
against the bourgeoisie in the interest of the exploited working class
alone. Thus, the aristocracy took their revenge by singing lampoons
on their new masters and whispering in his ears sinister prophesies of
coming catastrophe.

In this way arose feudal socialism: half lamentation, half
lampoon; half an echo of the past, half menace of the future; at times,
by its bitter, witty and incisive criticism, striking the bourgeoisie to
the very heart's core, but always ludicrous in its effect, through total
incapacity to comprehend the march of modern history.

The aristocracy, in order to rally the people to them, waved the
proletarian alms-bag in front for a banner. But the people, so often as
it joined them, saw on their hindquarters the old feudal coats of arms,
and deserted with loud and irreverent laughter.

One section of the French Legitimists and "Young England"
exhibited this spectacle:

In pointing out that their mode of exploitation was different to
that of the bourgeoisie, the feudalists forget that they exploited under
circumstances and conditions that were quite different and that are
now antiquated. In showing that, under their rule, the modern
proletariat never existed, they forget that the modern bourgeoisie is
the necessary offspring of their own form of society.

For the rest, so little do they conceal the reactionary character of
their criticism that their chief accusation against the bourgeois
amounts to this: that under the bourgeois regime a class is being
developed which is destined to cut up, root and branch, the old order
of society.

What they upbraid the bourgeoisie with is not so much that it
creates a proletariat as that it creates a revolutionary proletariat.

In political practice, therefore, they join in all corrective
measures against the working class; and in ordinary life, despite their
high-falutin phrases, they stoop to pick up the golden apples dropped
from the tree of industry, and to barter truth, love, and honour, for
traffic in wool, beetroot-sugar, and potato spirits.

As the parson has ever gone hand in hand with the landlord, so
has clerical socialism with feudal socialism.

Nothing is easier than to give Christian asceticism a socialist
tinge. Has not Christianity declaimed against private property,
against marriage, against the state? Has it not preached in the place
of these, charity and poverty, celibacy and mortification of the flesh,
monastic life and Mother Church? Christian socialism is but the holy
water with which the priest consecrates the heart-burnings of the
aristocrat.

B. Petty-Bourgeois Socialism

The feudal aristocracy was not the only class that was ruined by
the bourgeoisie, not the only class whose conditions of existence
pined and perished in the atmosphere of modern bourgeois society.
The medieval burgesses and the small peasant proprietors were the
precursors of the modern bourgeoisie. In those countries which are
but little developed, industrially and commercially, these two classes
still vegetate side by side with the rising bourgeoisie.

In countries where modern civilization has become fully
developed, a new class of petty bourgeois has been formed,
fluctuating between proletariat and bourgeoisie, and ever renewing
itself a supplementary part of bourgeois society. The individual
members of this class, however, as being constantly hurled down into
the proletariat by the action of competition, and, as Modern Industry
develops, they even see the moment approaching when they will
completely disappear as an independent section of modern society, to
be replaced in manufactures, agriculture and commerce, by
overlookers, bailiffs and shopmen.

In countries like France, where the peasants constitute far more
than half of the population, it was natural that writers who sided with
the proletariat against the bourgeoisie should use, in their criticism of
the bourgeois régime, the standard of the peasant and petty
bourgeois, and from the standpoint of these intermediate classes,
should take up the cudgels for the working class. Thus arose petty-
bourgeois socialism. Sismondi was the head of this school, not only
in France but also in England.

This school of socialism dissected with great acuteness the
contradictions in the conditions of modern production. It laid bare the
hypocritical apologies of economists. It proved, incontrovertibly, the
disastrous effects of machinery and division of labor; the
concentration of capital and land in a few hands; overproduction and
crises; it pointed out the inevitable ruin of the petty bourgeois and
peasant, the misery of the proletariat, the anarchy in production, the
crying inequalities in the distribution of wealth, the industrial war of
extermination between nations, the dissolution of old moral bonds, of
the old family relations, of the old nationalities.

In it positive aims, however, this form of socialism aspires either
to restoring the old means of production and of exchange, and with
them the old property relations, and the old society, or to cramping
the modern means of production and of exchange within the
framework of the old property relations that have been, and were
bound to be, exploded by those means. In either case, it is both
reactionary and Utopian.

Its last words are: corporate guilds for manufacture; patriarchal
relations in agriculture.

Ultimately, when stubborn historical facts had dispersed all
intoxicating effects of self-deception, this form of socialism ended in
a miserable hangover.

C. German or "True" Socialism

The socialist and communist literature of France, a literature that
originated under the pressure of a bourgeoisie in power, and that was
the expressions of the struggle against this power, was introduced
into Germany at a time when the bourgeoisie in that country had just
begun its contest with feudal absolutism.

German philosophers, would-be philosophers, and beaux esprits
(men of letters), eagerly seized on this literature, only forgetting that
when these writings immigrated from France into Germany, French
social conditions had not immigrated along with them. In contact
with German social conditions, this French literature lost all its
immediate practical significance and assumed a purely literary
aspect. Thus, to the German philosophers of the eighteenth century,
the demands of the first French Revolution were nothing more than
the demands of "Practical Reason" in general, and the utterance of
the will of the revolutionary French bourgeoisie signified, in their
eyes, the laws of pure will, of will as it was bound to be, of true
human will generally.

The work of the German literati consisted solely in bringing the
new French ideas into harmony with their ancient philosophical
conscience, or rather, in annexing the French ideas without deserting
their own philosophic point of view.
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This annexation took place in the same way in which a foreign
language is appropriated, namely, by translation.

It is well known how the monks wrote silly lives of Catholic
saints over the manuscripts on which the classical works of ancient
heathendom had been written. The German literati reversed this
process with the profane French literature. They wrote their
philosophical nonsense beneath the French original. For instance,
beneath the French criticism of the economic functions of money,
they wrote "alienation of humanity", and beneath the French
criticism of the bourgeois state they wrote "dethronement of the
category of the general", and so forth.

The introduction of these philosophical phrases at the back of the
French historical criticisms, they dubbed "Philosophy of Action",
"True Socialism", "German Science of Socialism", "Philosophical
Foundation of Socialism", and so on.

The French socialist and communist literature was thus
completely emasculated. And, since it ceased, in the hands of the
German, to express the struggle of one class with the other, he felt
conscious of having overcome "French one-sidedness" and of
representing, not true requirements, but the requirements of truth; not
the interests of the proletariat, but the interests of human nature, of
man in general, who belongs to no class, has no reality, who exists
only in the misty realm of philosophical fantasy.

This German socialism, which took its schoolboy task so
seriously and solemnly, and extolled its poor stock-in-trade in such a
mountebank fashion, meanwhile gradually lost its pedantic
innocence.

The fight of the Germans, and especially of the Prussian
bourgeoisie, against feudal aristocracy and absolute monarchy, in
other words, the liberal movement, became more earnest.

By this, the long-wished for opportunity was offered to "True"
Socialism of confronting the political movement with the socialistic
demands, of hurling the traditional anathemas against liberalism,
against representative government, against bourgeois competition,
bourgeois freedom of the press, bourgeois legislation, bourgeois
liberty and equality, and of preaching to the masses that they had
nothing to gain, and everything to lose, by this bourgeois movement.
German socialism forgot, in the nick of time, that the French
criticism, whose silly echo it was, presupposed the existence of
modern bourgeois society, with its corresponding economic
conditions of existence, and the political constitution adapted thereto,
the very things those attainment was the object of the pending
struggle in Germany.

To the absolute governments, with their following of parsons,
professors, country squires, and officials, it served as a welcome
scarecrow against the threatening bourgeoisie.

It was a sweet finish, after the bitter pills of flogging and bullets,
with which these same governments, just at that time, dosed the
German working-class risings.

While this "True" Socialism thus served the government as a
weapon for fighting the German bourgeoisie, it, at the same time,
directly represented a reactionary interest, the interest of German
philistines. In Germany, the petty-bourgeois class, a relic of the
sixteenth century, and since then constantly cropping up again under
the various forms, is the real social basis of the existing state of
things.

To preserve this class is to preserve the existing state of things in
Germany. The industrial and political supremacy of the bourgeoisie
threatens it with certain destruction — on the one hand, from the
concentration of capital; on the other, from the rise of a revolutionary
proletariat. "True" Socialism appeared to kill these two birds with
one stone. It spread like an epidemic.

The robe of speculative cobwebs, embroidered with flowers of
rhetoric, steeped in the dew of sickly sentiment, this transcendental
robe in which the German Socialists wrapped their sorry "eternal
truths", all skin and bone, served to wonderfully increase the sale of
their goods amongst such a public. And on its part German socialism
recognized, more and more, its own calling as the bombastic
representative of the petty-bourgeois philistine.

It proclaimed the German nation to be the model nation, and the
German petty philistine to be the typical man. To every villainous
meanness of this model man, it gave a hidden, higher, socialistic

interpretation, the exact contrary of its real character. It went to the
extreme length of directly opposing the "brutally destructive"
tendency of communism, and of proclaiming its supreme and
impartial contempt of all class struggles. With very few exceptions,
all the so-called socialist and communist publications that now
(1847) circulate in Germany belong to the domain of this foul and
enervating literature.

2. Conservative or Bourgeois Socialism

A part of the bourgeoisie is desirous of redressing social
grievances in order to secure the continued existence of bourgeois
society.

To this section belong economists, philanthropists,
humanitarians, improvers of the condition of the working class,
organizers of charity, members of societies for the prevention of
cruelty to animals, temperance fanatics, hole-and-corner reformers of
every imaginable kind. This form of socialism has, moreover, been
worked out into complete systems.

We may cite Proudhon's Philosophy of Poverty as an example of
this form.

The socialistic bourgeois want all the advantages of modern
social conditions without the struggles and dangers necessarily
resulting therefrom. They desire the existing state of society, minus
its revolutionary and disintegrating elements. They wish for a
bourgeoisie without a proletariat. The bourgeoisie naturally
conceives the world in which it is supreme to be the best; and
bourgeois socialism develops this comfortable conception into
various more or less complete systems. In requiring the proletariat to
carry out such a system, and thereby to march straightaway into the
social New Jerusalem, it but requires in reality that the proletariat
should remain within the bounds of existing society, but should cast
away all its hateful ideas concerning the bourgeoisie.

A second, and more practical, but less systematic, form of this
socialism sought to depreciate every revolutionary movement in the
eyes of the working class by showing that no mere political reform,
but only a change in the material conditions of existence, in
economical relations, could be of any advantage to them. By changes
in the material conditions of existence, this form of socialism,
however, by no means understands abolition of the bourgeois
relations of production, an abolition that can be affected only by a
revolution, but administrative reforms, based on the continued
existence of these relations; reforms, therefore, that in no respect
affect the relations between capital and labor, but, at the best, lessen
the cost, and simplify the administrative work of bourgeois
government.

Bourgeois socialism attains adequate expression when, and only
when, it becomes a mere figure of speech.

Free trade: for the benefit of the working class. Protective duties:
for the benefit of the working class. Prison reform: for the benefit of
the working class. This is the last word and the only seriously meant
word of bourgeois socialism.

It is summed up in the phrase: the bourgeois is a bourgeois — for
the benefit of the working class.

3. Critical-Utopian Socialism and Communism

We do not here refer to that literature which, in every great
modern revolution, has always given voice to the demands of the
proletariat, such as the writings of Babeuf and others.

The first direct attempts of the proletariat to attain its own ends,
made in times of universal excitement, when feudal society was
being overthrown, necessarily failed, owing to the then undeveloped
state of the proletariat, as well as to the absence of the economic
conditions for its emancipation, conditions that had yet to be
produced, and could be produced by the impending bourgeois epoch
alone. The revolutionary literature that accompanied these first
movements of the proletariat had necessarily a reactionary character.
It inculcated universal asceticism and social levelling in its crudest
form.

The socialist and communist systems, properly so called, those of
Saint-Simon, Fourier, Owen, and others, spring into existence in the
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early undeveloped period, described above, of the struggle between
proletariat and bourgeoisie (see Section 1. Bourgeois and
Proletarians).

The founders of these systems see, indeed, the class antagonisms,
as well as the action of the decomposing elements in the prevailing
form of society. But the proletariat, as yet in its infancy, offers to
them the spectacle of a class without any historical initiative or any
independent political movement.

Since the development of class antagonism keeps even pace with
the development of industry, the economic situation, as they find it,
does not as yet offer to them the material conditions for the
emancipation of the proletariat. They therefore search after a new
social science, after new social laws, that are to create these
conditions.

Historical action is to yield to their personal inventive action;
historically created conditions of emancipation to fantastic ones; and
the gradual, spontaneous class organization of the proletariat to an
organization of society especially contrived by these inventors.
Future history resolves itself, in their eyes, into the propaganda and
the practical carrying out of their social plans.

In the formation of their plans, they are conscious of caring
chiefly for the interests of the working class, as being the most
suffering class. Only from the point of view of being the most
suffering class does the proletariat exist for them.

The undeveloped state of the class struggle, as well as their own
surroundings, causes Socialists of this kind to consider themselves
far superior to all class antagonisms. They want to improve the
condition of every member of society, even that of the most favored.
Hence, they habitually appeal to society at large, without the
distinction of class; nay, by preference, to the ruling class. For how
can people when once they understand their system, fail to see in it
the best possible plan of the best possible state of society?

Hence, they reject all political, and especially all revolutionary
action; they wish to attain their ends by peaceful means, necessarily
doomed to failure, and by the force of example, to pave the way for
the new social gospel.

Such fantastic pictures of future society, painted at a time when
the proletariat is still in a very undeveloped state and has but a
fantastic conception of its own position, correspond with the first
instinctive yearnings of that class for a general reconstruction of
society.

But these socialist and communist publications contain also a
critical element. They attack every principle of existing society.
Hence, they are full of the most valuable materials for the
enlightenment of the working class. The practical measures proposed
in them — such as the abolition of the distinction between town and
country, of the family, of the carrying on of industries for the account
of private individuals, and of the wage system, the proclamation of
social harmony, the conversion of the function of the state into a
more superintendence of production — all these proposals point
solely to the disappearance of class antagonisms which were, at that
time, only just cropping up, and which, in these publications, are
recognized in their earliest indistinct and undefined forms only.
These proposals, therefore, are of a purely utopian character.

The significance of critical-utopian socialism and communism
bears an inverse relation to historical development. In proportion as
the modern class struggle develops and takes definite shape, this
fantastic standing apart from the contest, these fantastic attacks on it,
lose all practical value and all theoretical justifications. Therefore,
although the originators of these systems were, in many respects,
revolutionary, their disciples have, in every case, formed mere
reactionary sects. They hold fast by the original views of their
masters, in opposition to the progressive historical development of
the proletariat. They, therefore, endeavour, and that consistently, to
deaden the class struggle and to reconcile the class antagonisms.
They still dream of experimental realization of their social utopias, of
founding isolated phalansteres, of establishing "Home Colonies", or
setting up a "Little Icaria"(4) — pocket editions of the New
Jerusalem — and to realise all these castles in the air, they are
compelled to appeal to the feelings and purses of the bourgeois. By
degrees, they sink into the category of the reactionary conservative
socialists depicted above, differing from these only by more

systematic pedantry, and by their fanatical and superstitious belief in
the miraculous effects of their social science.

They, therefore, violently oppose all political action on the part
of the working class; such action, according to them, can only result
from blind unbelief in the new gospel.

The Owenites in England, and the Fourierists in France,
respectively, oppose the Chartists and the Réformistes.

The Communist Manifesto and
Trotskyism
“History does nothing; it ‘possesses no immense wealth’, it ‘wages
no battles’. It is man, real living man, that does all that, that
possesses and fights; ‘history’ is not a person apart, using man as a
means for its own particular aims; history is nothing but the activity
of man pursuing his aims.” Marx and Engels, The Holy Family.

Trotsky tried to make sense of the bureaucratic-collectivist
Stalinist society in terms of classical Marxism and the 1917
Bolshevik version of those ideas. His tardiness in drawing the sharp
and clear conclusions which can be seen now as necessary wreaked
havoc with the Marxism he set out to defend. He was forced to
follow in the steps of Stalinism, putting his own gloss on events
while critically accommodating to the brute reality of the USSR. In
Trotskyism and then neo-Trotskyism there was a transformation,
often out of recognition, of the ideas and language of Marxism.
Throughout the 1930s, Trotsky stretched and adapted the old
Bolshevik and Marxist ideas and terminology to accommodate the
new things, adding qualifying adjectives and using terms with
implied quote-marks, such as “caste” for the USSR’s rulers. Beyond
very narrow limits, such a procedure could not but corrupt meaning
and confuse definition. By the end it had become a scholastic game
or even a form of juggling with words akin to word magic and
superstition. For example, what more than superstition was the idea
that to hold back from giving the USSR bureaucracy a name —
ruling class — implied in all Trotsky’s concrete descriptions of its
reality would somehow ward off the disturbing implications of that
reality for the old Marxist schemes of history?

The toll taken by this attempt to “save the old theory” was that
the meanings of most of the terms of that theory were changed. For
example, “defence of the USSR” against a small non-imperialist
nation, in the USSR-Finnish war, the “defence” that led anti-
Stalinists to back those whom Trotsky had called “the rapists in the
Kremlin” in their attempt to take over Finland, was not the same
thing as the old “defence of the USSR against imperialist attack”.

Within the old terminology, there took place what in other fields
has been called a “shift of paradigm”. This happened again and again
as events shunted brutally into each and every one of Trotsky’s
theoretical positions on Stalinism, pushing them off what had seemed
solid ground. Trotsky was working within a false theoretical frame
from as early as the mid-1920s, when he saw the Stalinist “centre” as
a minor threat compared to the Bukharinite “right wing”. Trotsky’s
frame and the impact of reality on it combined to create doctrinal
havoc with the very basics of communism. It was not enough that
Trotsky conscientiously restated those basics from time to time. The
fact that Stalinist society, calling itself socialist, was misidentified by
its most bitter critics as a workers’ state, inevitably debased the
meaning of all the key words involved.

There was a further infusion of new meanings into old words as
Stalinism spread after 1944. This process in Trotskyism paralleled
what Stalinism did to Marxism and represented a degree of
ideological conquest by Stalinism of its most consistent critics. By
around 1950, neo-Trotskyism had stood on its head the Communist
Manifesto and its basic ideas, that is, the foundation of Marxism as it
was in 1917.

1) Marx and Engels made socialism “scientific” by converting it
from a moral scheme, counterposed to capitalism, into a logical,
although revolutionary, dialectical development from material
preconditions created by capitalism. In neo-Trotskyism (that is,
mainstream revolutionary socialism, for a whole era) a pre-Marxist
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sectarian rejection of capitalism on a world scale, and an
identification with Stalinist states as a progressive alternative
(because they were anti-capitalist), had replaced this idea of the
relationship of capitalism to socialism.

The idea that capitalism (and even on some levels imperialism) is
progressive was excised from Marxism. So was the idea that to reject
and negate the progressive work of capitalism (technology, bourgeois
civilisation, the creation of the working class) is sectarian and
backward-looking. Marxists reverted to the spirit of those who in the
mid-nineteenth century wanted to go backwards from industrialism
and of those against whom Lenin polemicised for their “petty-
bourgeois” desire to unscramble imperialist concentrations of
industry back to an earlier stage of capitalism.

The neo-Trotskyist idea that the Stalinist states were “in
transition to socialism”, following in the tracks of Stalin’s “socialism
in one country”, turned elementary Marxism on its head. The
“movement” was from the periphery to the centre. This was the
politics of Marx’s anarchist-populist opponent Mikhail Bakunin, not
of Marx himself, or Lenin or Trotsky. Even reactionary alternatives
to capitalism, and not Stalinist ones alone, were seen as progressive,
even though they destroyed the fruits of world civilisation since the
Renaissance. World history was seen teleologically as a process with
an outcome — world socialism — mechanically fixed in advance,
irrespective of what living women and men did or failed to do.

2) The patently false notion that capitalism had reached its
historic end was used in the spirit of utopian socialists who felt they
had discovered “the last word”. That Stalinism was replacing
capitalism was supposedly proof of this proposition.

Acceptance of the mid-nineteenth century idea of socialist
colony-building, which would compete with advanced capitalism and
replace it, was at the heart of post-1951 “Third World Congress”
neo-Trotskyism — acceptance of Stalinism as representing a viable
“transition to socialism”, albeit one that would eventually need
drastic working-class reform, or even “political revolution”, to
perfect it.

3) The idea that the proletarian revolution is made by the
proletariat and cannot be made for them had been displaced by the
idea of a locum acting to create, if not socialism, then the first
decisive step towards socialism — the creation of a “workers’ state”.
Working class rule was seen to inhere in the forms of
bureaucratically nationalised property. A totalitarian economism — a
fetish of nationalised economy, separated off from all the social and
political conditions that might give it a working class socialist
character — was substituted for the traditional politics of Marxism.

Actual working-class political rule — “to win the battle for
democracy and make the workers the ruling class”, as the
Communist Manifesto put it — was pushed to the margins and
relegated to the future by the ongoing “revolutionary process” that
was spreading worker-enslaving and labour-movement-destroying
“workers’ states” across the globe. That “process” was the first and
immediate stage of the socialist revolution. Workers’ rule would be a
second and subsequent stage.

The old communist centrality of democracy — even during the
dictatorship of the proletariat — went. Democracy was a desirable
extra. It could be done without in the “workers’ revolution”, at least
in the first and immediate stage.

The idea of socialist revolution was detached from Marx’s notion
of the organised, self-aware working class as the force that could
make it, and reduced to millenarianism, the hope for a superhuman
agent of liberation. Marxists became millenarians scanning the
horizon for the revolutionary agency. Again, Stalinism was central; it
was the prototype of the non-proletarian force which nonetheless,
through a perverse twist of history, becomes the agent of proletarian
progress.

4) Marx and Engels in the Communist Manifesto saw the
development of the organised, conscious communist political party
as integrally interlinked with the self-development of the whole
working class. The communists would “represent the future of the
movement in the movement of the present”. This was replaced by the
notion of a “party” self-defined by the possession of an esoteric
doctrine and revelation. The Marxists were those who could see the
hidden and secret process leading to a socialist future within the

horrors of Stalinism. Having once discovered that truth, their job was
primarily to gain enough forces, anyhow, to present themselves as
“the leadership” to the elemental working-class revolt guaranteed by
the decay of capitalism.

Neo-Trotskyism, rationalising from Stalinist reality and building
its “revolutionary perspectives” around it, regressed back behind the
political level attained in 1848 at the dawn of Marxism.

3. Democracy, the commune-
state, and the dictatorship of the
proletariat
Read: Engels’ letter to Bebel on the Gotha Programme,
and Marx’s Critique of the Gotha Programme.

We will discuss democratic demands — on the one side
their importance (as against the “economism”) of the SWP
and the like) and on the other side their limits; and the
idea of “transitional demands”, as counterposed to
“panaceas”.

Engels’ letter to Bebel
London, March 18-28, 1875
Dear Bebel,
I have received your letter of February 23 and am glad to hear

that you are in such good bodily health.
You ask me what we think of the unification affair. We are,

unfortunately, in exactly the same boat as yourself. Neither
Liebknecht nor anyone else has let us have any kind of information,
and hence we too know only what is in the papers -- not that there
was anything in them until a week or so ago, when the draft
programme appeared. That astonished us not a little, I must say.

Our party had so often held out a conciliatory hand to the
Lassalleans, or at least proffered co-operation, only to be rebuffed so
often and so contemptuously by the Hasenclevers, Hasselmanns and
Tolckes as to lead any child to the conclusion that, should these
gentlemen now come and themselves proffer conciliation, they must
be in a hell of a dilemma. Knowing full well what these people are
like, however, it behoves us to make the most of that dilemma and
insist on every conceivable guarantee that might prevent these people
from restoring, at our party's expense, their shattered reputation in
general working-class opinion. They should be given an exceedingly
cool and cautious reception, and union be made dependent on the
degree of their readiness to abandon their sectarian slogans and their
state aid and to accept in its essentials the Eisenach Programme of
1869 or an improved edition of it adapted to the present day. Our
party has absolutely nothing to learn from the Lassalleans in the
theoretical sphere, i.e. the crux of the matter where the programme is
concerned, but the Lassalleans doubtless have something to learn
from the party; the first prerequisite for union was that they cease to
be sectarians, Lassalleans, i.e. that, first and foremost, they should, if
not wholly relinquish the universal panacea of state aid, at least admit
it to be a secondary provisional measure alongside and amongst
many others recognised as possible. The draft programme shows that
our people, while infinitely superior to the Lassallean leaders in
matters of theory, are far from being a match for them where political
guile is concerned; once again the "honest men" have been cruelly
done in the eye by the dishonest.

To begin with, they adopt the high-sounding but historically false
Lassallean dictum: in relation to the working class all other classes
are only one reactionary mass. This proposition is true only in certain
exceptional instances, for example in the case of a revolution by the
proletariat, e.g. the Commune, or in a country in which not only has
the bourgeoisie constructed state and society after its own image but
the democratic petty bourgeoisie, in its wake, has already carried that
reconstruction to its logical conclusion. If, for instance, in Germany,
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the democratic petty bourgeoisie were part of this reactionary mass,
then how could the Social-Democratic Workers' Party have gone
hand in hand with it, with the People's Party, for years on end? How
could the Volksstaat derive virtually all its political content from the
petty-bourgeois democratic Frankfurter Zeitung? And how can one
explain the adoption in this same programme of no less than seven
demands that coincide exactly and word for word with the
programme of the People's Party and of petty-bourgeois democracy?
I mean the seven political demands, 1 to 5 and 1 to 2, of which there
is not one that is not bourgeois-democratic.

Secondly, the principle that the workers' movement is an
international one is, to all intents and purposes, utterly denied in
respect of the present, and this by men who, for the space of five
years and under the most difficult conditions, upheld that principle in
the most laudable manner. The German workers' position in the van
of the European movement rests essentially on their genuinely
international attitude during the war; no other proletariat would have
behaved so well. And now this principle is to be denied by them at a
moment when, everywhere abroad, workers are stressing it all the
more by reason of the efforts made by governments to suppress every
attempt at its practical application in an organisation! And what is
left of the internationalism of the workers' movement? The dim
prospect -- not even of subsequent co-operation among European
workers with a view to their liberation -- nay, but of a future
"international brotherhood of peoples" -- of your Peace League
bourgeois "United States of Europe"!

There was, of course, no need whatever to mention the
International as such. But at the very least there should have been no
going back on the programme of 1869, and some sort of statement to
the effect that, though first of all the German workers' party is acting
within the limits set by its political frontiers (it has no right to speak
in the name of the European proletariat, especially when what it says
is wrong), it is nevertheless conscious of its solidarity with the
workers of all other countries and will, as before, always be ready to
meet the obligations that solidarity entails. Such obligations, even if
one does not definitely proclaim or regard oneself as part of the
"International", consist for example in aid, abstention from
blacklegging during strikes, making sure that the party organs keep
German workers informed of the movement abroad, agitation against
impending or incipient dynastic wars and, during such wars, an
attitude such as was exemplarily maintained in 1870 and 1871, etc.

Thirdly, our people have allowed themselves to be saddled with
the Lassallean "iron law of wages" which is based on a completely
outmoded economic view, namely that on average the workers
receive only the minimum wage because, according to the
Malthusian theory of population, there are always too many workers
(such was Lassalle's reasoning). Now in Capital Marx has amply
demonstrated that the laws governing wages are very complex, that,
according to circumstances, now this law, now that, holds sway, that
they are therefore by no means iron but are, on the contrary,
exceedingly elastic, and that the subject really cannot be dismissed in
a few words, as Lassalle imagined. Malthus' argument, upon which
the law Lassalle derived from him and Ricardo (whom he
misinterpreted) is based, as that argument appears, for instance, on p.
5 of the Arbeiterlesebuch, where it is quoted from another pamphlet
of Lassalle's, is exhaustively refuted by Marx in the section on
"Accumulation of Capital". Thus, by adopting the Lassallean "iron
law" one commits oneself to a false proposition and false reasoning
in support of the same.

Fourthly, as its one and only social demand, the programme puts
forward -- Lassallean state aid in its starkest form, as stolen by
Lassalle from Buchez. And this, after Bracke has so ably
demonstrated the sheer futility of that demand; after almost all if not
all, of our party speakers have, in their struggle against the
Lassalleans, been compelled to make a stand against this "state aid"!
Our party could hardly demean itself further. Internationalism sunk
to the level of Amand Goegg, socialism to that of the bourgeois
republican Buchez, who confronted the socialists with this demand in
order to supplant them!

But "state aid" in the Lassallean sense of the word is, after all, at
most only one measure among many others for the attainment of an
end here lamely described as "paving the way for the solution of the

social question", as though in our case there were still a social
question that remained unsolved in theory! Thus, if you were to say:
The German workers' party strives to abolish wage labour and hence
class distinctions by introducing co-operative production into
industry and agriculture, and on a national scale; it is in favour of any
measure calculated to attain that end! -- then no Lassallean could
possibly object.

Fifthly, there is absolutely no mention of the organisation of the
working class as a class through the medium of trade unions. And
that is a point of the utmost importance, this being the proletariat's
true class organisation in which it fights its daily battles with capital,
in which it trains itself and which nowadays can no longer simply be
smashed, even with reaction at its worst (as presently in Paris).
Considering the importance this organisation is likewise assuming in
Germany, it would in our view be indispensable to accord it some
mention in the programme and, possibly, to leave some room for it in
the organisation of the party.

All these things have been done by our people to oblige the
Lassalleans. And what have the others conceded? That a host of
somewhat muddled and purely democratic demands should figure in
the programme, some of them being of a purely fashionable nature --
for instance "legislation by the people" such as exists in Switzerland
and does more harm than good, if it can be said to do anything at all.
Administration by the people -- that would at least be something.
Similarly omitted is the first prerequisite of all liberty -- that all
officials be responsible for all their official actions to every citizen
before the ordinary courts and in accordance with common law. That
demands such as freedom of science and freedom of conscience
figure in every liberal bourgeois programme and seem a trifle out of
place here is something I shall not enlarge upon.

The free people's state is transformed into the free state.
Grammatically speaking, a free state is one in which the state is free
vis-a-vis its citizens, a state, that is, with a despotic government. All
the palaver about the state ought to be dropped, especially after the
Commune, which had ceased to be a state in the true sense of the
term. The people's state has been flung in our teeth ad nauseam by
the anarchists, although Marx's anti-Proudhon piece and after it the
Communist Manifesto declare outright that, with the introduction of
the socialist order of society, the state will dissolve of itself and
disappear. Now, since the state is merely a transitional institution of
which use is made in the struggle, in the revolution, to keep down
one's enemies by force, it is utter nonsense to speak of a free people's
state; so long as the proletariat still makes use of the state, it makes
use of it, not for the purpose of freedom, but of keeping down its
enemies and, as soon as there can be any question of freedom, the
state as such ceases to exist. We would therefore suggest that
Gemeinwesen ["commonalty"] be universally substituted for state; it
is a good old German word that can very well do service for the
French "Commune".

"The elimination of all social and political inequality", rather
than "the abolition of all class distinctions", is similarly a most
dubious expression. As between one country, one province and even
one place and another, living conditions will always evince a certain
inequality which may be reduced to a minimum but never wholly
eliminated. The living conditions of Alpine dwellers will always be
different from those of the plainsmen. The concept of a socialist
society as a realm of equality is a one-sided French concept deriving
from the old "liberty, equality, fraternity", a concept which was
justified in that, in its own time and place, it signified a phase of
development, but which, like all the one-sided ideas of earlier
socialist schools, ought now to be superseded, since they produce
nothing but mental confusion, and more accurate ways of presenting
the matter have been discovered.

I shall desist, although almost every word in this programme, a
programme which is, moreover, insipidly written, lays itself open to
criticism. It is such that, should it be adopted, Marx and I could never
recognise a new party set up on that basis and shall have to consider
most seriously what attitude -- public as well as private -- we should
adopt towards it. Remember that abroad we are held responsible for
any and every statement and action of the German Social-Democratic
Workers' Party. E.g. by Bakunin in his work Statehood and Anarchy,
in which we are made to answer for every injudicious word spoken
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or written by Liebknecht since the inception of the Demokratisches
Wochenblatt. People imagine that we run the whole show from here,
whereas you know as well as I do that we have hardly ever interfered
in the least with internal party affairs, and then only in an attempt to
make good, as far as possible, what we considered to have been
blunders -- and only theoretical blunders at that. But, as you yourself
will realise, this programme marks a turning-point which may very
well force us to renounce any kind of responsibility in regard to the
party that adopts it.

Generally speaking, less importance attaches to the official
programme of a party than to what it does. But a new programme is
after all a banner planted in public, and the outside world judges the
party by it. Hence, whatever happens there should be no going-back,
as there is here, on the Eisenach programme. It should further be
considered what the workers of other countries will think of this
programme; what impression will be created by this genuflection on
the part of the entire German socialist proletariat before
Lassalleanism.

I am, moreover, convinced that a union on this basis would not
last a year. Are the best minds of our party to descend to repeating,
parrot-fashion, Lassallean maxims concerning the iron law of wages
and state aid? I'd like to see you, for one, thus employed! And were
they to do so, their audiences would hiss them off the stage. And I
feel sure that it is precisely on these bits of the programme that the
Lassalleans are insisting, like Shylock the Jew on his pound of flesh.
The split will come; but we shall have "made honest men" again of
Hasselmann, Hasenclever and Tolcke and Co.; we shall emerge from
the split weaker and the Lassalleans stronger; our party will have lost
its political virginity and will never again be able to come out whole-
heartedly against the Lassallean maxims which for a time it inscribed
on its own banner; and then, should the Lassalleans again declare
themselves to be the sole and most genuine workers' party and our
people to be bourgeois, the programme would be there to prove it.
All the socialist measures in it are theirs, and our party has
introduced nothing save the demands of that petty-bourgeois
democracy which it has itself described in that same programme as
part of the "reactionary mass"!

I had held this letter back in view of the fact that you would only
be released on April 1, in honour of Bismarck's birthday, not wanting
to expose it to the risk of interception in the course of an attempt to
smuggle it in. Well, I have just had a letter from Bracke, who has
also felt grave doubts about the programme and asks for our opinion.
I shall therefore send this letter to him for forwarding, so that he can
read it without my having to write the whole thing over again. I have,
by the way, also spoken my mind to Ramm; to Liebknecht I wrote
but briefly. I cannot forgive his not having told us a single word
about the whole business (whereas Ramm and others believed he had
given us exact information) until it was, in a manner of speaking, too
late. True, this has always been his wont -- hence the large amount of
disagreeable correspondence which we, both Marx and myself, have
had with him, but this time it really is too bad, and we definitely
shan't act in concert with him.

Do see that you manage to come here in the summer; you would,
of course, stay with me and, if the weather is fine, we might spend a
day or two taking sea baths, which would really do you good after
your long spell in jail.

Ever your friend,
F. E.

Critique of the Gotha Programme
1. "Labor is the source of wealth and all culture, and since useful

labor is possible only in society and through society, the proceeds of
labor belong undiminished with equal right to all members of
society."

First part of the paragraph: "Labor is the source of all wealth and
all culture."

Labor is not the source of all wealth. Nature is just as much the
source of use values (and it is surely of such that material wealth
consists!) as labor, which itself is only the manifestation of a force of
nature, human labor power. the above phrase is to be found in all

children's primers and is correct insofar as it is implied that labor is
performed with the appurtenant subjects and instruments. But a
socialist program cannot allow such bourgeois phrases to pass over in
silence the conditions that lone give them meaning. And insofar as
man from the beginning behaves toward nature, the primary source
of all instruments and subjects of labor, as an owner, treats her as
belonging to him, his labor becomes the source of use values,
therefore also of wealth. The bourgeois have very good grounds for
falsely ascribing supernatural creative power to labor; since precisely
from the fact that labor depends on nature it follows that the man
who possesses no other property than his labor power must, in all
conditions of society and culture, be the slave of other men who have
made themselves the owners of the material conditions of labor. He
can only work with their permission, hence live only with their
permission.

Let us now leave the sentence as it stands, or rather limps. What
could one have expected in conclusion? Obviously this:

"Since labor is the source of all wealth, no one in society can
appropriate wealth except as the product of labor. Therefore, if he
himself does not work, he lives by the labor of others and also
acquires his culture at the expense of the labor of others."

Instead of this, by means of the verbal river "and since", a
proposition is added in order to draw a conclusion from this and not
from the first one.

Second part of the paragraph: "Useful labor is possible only in
society and through society."

According to the first proposition, labor was the source of all
wealth and all culture; therefore no society is possible without labor.
Now we learn, conversely, that no "useful" labor is possible without
society.

One could just as well have said that only in society can useless
and even socially harmful labor become a branch of gainful
occupation, that only in society can one live by being idle, etc., etc. --
in short, once could just as well have copied the whole of Rousseau.

And what is "useful" labor? Surely only labor which produces the
intended useful result. A savage -- and man was a savage after he had
ceased to be an ape -- who kills an animal with a stone, who collects
fruit, etc., performs "useful" labor.

Thirdly, the conclusion: "Useful labor is possible only in society
and through society, the proceeds of labor belong undiminished with
equal right to all members of society."

A fine conclusion! If useful labor is possible only in society and
through society, the proceeds of labor belong to society -- and only
so much therefrom accrues to the individual worker as is not required
to maintain the "condition" of labor, society.

In fact, this proposition has at all times been made use of by the
champions of the state of society prevailing at any given time. First
comes 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 comes the claims of the various kinds of private property, for
the various kinds of private property are the foundations of society,
etc. One sees that such hollow phrases are the foundations of society,
etc. One sees that such hollow phrases can be twisted and turned as
desired.

The first and second parts of the paragraph have some intelligible
connection only in the following wording:

"Labor becomes the source of wealth and culture only as social
labor", or, what is the same thing, "in and through society".

This proposition is incontestably correct, for although isolated
labor (its material conditions presupposed) can create use value, it
can create neither wealth nor culture.

But equally incontestable is this other proposition:
"In proportion as labor develops socially, and becomes thereby a

source of wealth and culture, poverty and destitution develop among
the workers, and wealth and culture among the nonworkers."

This is the law of all history hitherto. What, therefore, had to be
done here, instead of setting down general phrases about "labor" and
"society", was to prove concretely how in present capitalist society
the material, etc., conditions have at last been created which enable
and compel the workers to lift this social curse.

In fact, however, the whole paragraph, bungled in style and
content, is only there in order to inscribe the Lassallean catchword of
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the "undiminished proceeds of labor" as a slogan at the top of the
party banner. I shall return later to the "proceeds of labor", "equal
right", etc., since the same thing recurs in a somewhat different form
further on.

2. "In present-day society, the instruments of labor are the
monopoly of the capitalist class; the resulting dependence of the
working class is the cause of misery and servitude in all forms."

This sentence, borrowed from the Rules of the International, is
incorrect in this "improved" edition.

In present-day society, the instruments of labor are the monopoly
of the landowners (the monopoly of property in land is even the basis
of the monopoly of capital) and the capitalists. In the passage in
question, the Rules of the International do not mention either one or
the other class of monopolists. They speak of the "monopolizer of the
means of labor, that is, the sources of life." The addition, "sources of
life", makes it sufficiently clear that land is included in the
instruments of labor.

The correction was introduced because Lassalle, for reasons now
generally known, attacked only the capitalist class and not the
landowners. In England, the capitalist class is usually not even the
owner of the land on which his factory stands.

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

"Promotion of the instruments of labor to the common property"
ought obviously to read their "conversion into the common
property"; but this is only passing.

What are the "proceeds of labor"? The product of labor, or its
value? And in the latter case, is it the total value of the product, or
only that part of the value which labor has newly added to the value
of the means of production consumed?

"Proceeds of labor" is a loose notion which Lassalle has put in
the place of definite economic conceptions.

What is "a fair distribution"?
Do not the bourgeois assert that the present-day distribution is

"fair"? And is it not, in fact, the only "fair" distribution on the basis
of the present-day mode of production? Are economic relations
regulated by legal conceptions, or do not, on the contrary, legal
relations arise out of economic ones? Have not also the socialist
sectarians the most varied notions about "fair" distribution?

To understand what is implied in this connection by the phrase
"fair distribution", we must take the first paragraph and this one
together. The latter presupposes a society wherein the instruments of
labor are common property and the total labor is co-operatively
regulated, and from the first paragraph we learn that "the proceeds of
labor belong undiminished with equal right to all members of
society."

"To all members of society"? To those who do not work as well?
What remains then of the "undiminished" proceeds of labor? 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 labor".

Let us take, first of all, the words "proceeds of labor" in the sense
of the product of labor; then the co-operative proceeds of labor are
the total social product.

From this must now be deducted: First, cover for replacement of
the means of production used up. Second, additional portion for
expansion of production. Third, reserve or insurance funds to provide
against accidents, dislocations caused by natural calamities, etc.

These deductions from the "undiminished" proceeds of labor are
an economic necessity, and their magnitude is to be determined
according to available means and forces, and partly by computation
of probabilities, but they are in no way calculable by equity.

There remains the other part of the total product, intended to
serve as means of consumption.

Before this is divided among the individuals, there has to be
deducted again, from it: First, the general costs of administration not
belonging to production. 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. Second, that
which is intended for the common satisfaction of needs, such as
schools, health services, etc. From the outset, this part grows
considerably in comparison with present-day society, and it grows in
proportion as the new society develops. Third, funds for those unable
to work, etc., in short, for what is included under so-called official
poor relief today.

Only now do we come to the "distribution" which the program,
under Lassallean influence, alone has in view in its narrow fashion --
namely, to that part of the means of consumption which is divided
among the individual producers of the co-operative society.

The "undiminished" proceeds of labor have already unnoticeably
become converted into the "diminished" proceeds, although what the
producer is deprived of in his capacity as a private individual benefits
him directly or indirectly in his capacity as a member of society.

Just as the phrase of the "undiminished" proceeds of labor has
disappeared, so now does the phrase of the "proceeds of labor"
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 labor 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 labor no longer exists in an indirect fashion but directly as
a component part of total labor. The phrase "proceeds of labor",
objectionable also today on account of its ambiguity, thus loses all
meaning.

What we have to deal with here is a communist society, not as it
has developed on its own foundations, but, on the contrary, just as it
emerges from capitalist society; which is thus in every respect,
economically, morally, and intellectually, still stamped with the
birthmarks of the old society from whose womb it emerges.
Accordingly, the individual producer receives back from society --
after the deductions have been made -- exactly what he gives to it.
What he has given to it is his individual quantum of labor. For
example, the social working day consists of the sum of the individual
hours of work; the individual labor time of the individual producer is
the part of the social working day contributed by him, his share in it.
He receives a certificate from society that he has furnished such-and-
such an amount of labor (after deducting his labor for the common
funds); and with this certificate, he draws from the social stock of
means of consumption as much as the same amount of labor cost.
The same amount of labor which he has given to society in one form,
he receives back in another.

Here, obviously, the same principle prevails as that which
regulates the exchange of commodities, as far as this is exchange of
equal values. Content and form are changed, because under the
altered circumstances no one can give anything except his labor, and
because, on the other hand, nothing can pass to the ownership of
individuals, except individual means of consumption. But as far as
the distribution of the latter among the individual producers is
concerned, the same principle prevails as in the exchange of
commodity equivalents: a given amount of labor in one form is
exchanged for an equal amount of labor 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 exists only on
the average and not in the individual case.

In spite of this advance, this equal right is still constantly
stigmatized by a bourgeois limitation. The right of the producers is
proportional to the labor they supply; the equality consists in the fact
that measurement is made with an equal standard, labor.

But one man is superior to another physically, or mentally, and
supplies more labor in the same time, or can labor for a longer time;
and labor, 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 labor. It recognizes no
class differences, because everyone is only a worker like everyone
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else; but it tacitly recognizes unequal individual endowment, and
thus productive capacity, as a natural privilege. It is, therefore, a right
of inequality, in its content, like every right. Right, by its very nature,
can consist only in the application of an equal standard; but unequal
individuals (and they would not be different individuals if they were
not unequal) are measurable only by an equal standard insofar 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 is not; one has
more children than another, and so on and so forth. Thus, with an
equal performance of labor, and hence an equal in the social
consumption fund, one will in fact receive more than another, one
will be richer than another, and so on. To avoid all these defects,
right, instead of being equal, would have to be unequal.

But these defects are inevitable in the first phase of communist
society as it is when it has just emerged after prolonged birth pangs
from capitalist society. Right can never be higher than the economic
structure of society and its cultural development conditioned thereby.

In a higher phase of communist society, after the enslaving
subordination of the individual to the division of labor, and therewith
also the antithesis between mental and physical labor, has vanished;
after labor has become not only a means of life but life's prime want;
after the productive forces have also increased with the all-around
development of the individual, and all the springs of co-operative
wealth flow more abundantly -- only then then can the narrow
horizon of bourgeois right be crossed in its entirety and society
inscribe on its banners: From each according to his ability, to each
according to his needs!

I have dealt more at length with the "undiminished" proceeds of
labor, 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 instill into the Party but which has
now taken root in it, by means of ideological nonsense about right
and other trash so common among the democrats and French
socialists.

Quite apart from the analysis so far given, it was in general a
mistake to make a fuss about so-called distribution and put the
principal stress on it.

Any distribution whatever of the means of consumption is only a
consequence of the distribution of the conditions of production
themselves. The latter distribution, however, is a feature of the mode
of production itself. The capitalist mode of production, for example,
rests on the fact that the material conditions of production are in the
hands of nonworkers in the form of property in capital and land,
while the masses are only owners of the personal condition of
production, of labor power. If the elements of production are so
distributed, then the present-day distribution of the means of
consumption results automatically. If the material conditions of
production are the co-operative property of the workers themselves,
then there likewise results a distribution of the means of consumption
different from the present one. Vulgar socialism (and from it in turn a
section of the democrats) has taken over from the bourgeois
economists the consideration and treatment of distribution as
independent of the mode of production and hence the presentation of
socialism as turning principally on distribution. After the real relation
has long been made clear, why retrogress again?

4. "The emancipation of labor must be the work of the working
class, relative to which all other classes are only one reactionary
mass."

The first strophe is taken from the introductory words of the
Rules of the International, but "improved". There it is said: "The
emancipation of the working class must be the act of the workers
themselves"; here, on the contrary, the "working class" has to
emancipate -- what? "Labor." Let him understand who can.

In compensation, the antistrophe, on the other hand, is a
Lassallean quotation of the first water: "relative 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 -- relative to the feudal lords and
the lower middle class, who desire to maintain all social positions
that are the creation of obsolete modes of production. thus, they do
not form together with the bourgeoisie "only one reactionary mass".

On the other hand, the proletariat is revolutionary relative 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 to the proletariat".

From this point of view, therefore, it is again nonsense to say that
it, together with the bourgeoisie, and with the feudal lords into the
bargain, "form only one reactionary mass" relative to the working
class.

Has one proclaimed to the artisan, small manufacturers, etc., and
peasants during the last elections: Relative to us, you, together with
the bourgeoisie and feudal lords, form one reactionary mass?

Lassalle knew the Communist Manifesto by heart, as his faithful
followers know the gospels written by him. If, therefore, he has
falsified it so grossly, this has occurred only to put a good color 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 quotation
from the Rules of the International. Thus, it is simply an
impertinence, and indeed not at all displeasing to Herr Bismarck, one
of those cheap pieces of insolence in which the Marat of Berlin deals.

5. "The working class strives for its emancipation first of all
within the framework of the present-day national states, conscious
that the necessary result of its efforts, which are common to the
workers of all civilized 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 International!

It is altogether self-evident that, to be able to fight at all, the
working class must organize itself at home as a class and that its own
country is the immediate arena of its struggle -- insofar as its class
struggle is national, not in substance, but, as the Communist
Manifesto says, "in form". But the "framework of the present-day
national state", for instance, the German Empire, is itself, in its turn,
economically "within the framework" of the world market, politically
"within the framework" of the system of states. Every businessman
knows that German trade is at the same time foreign trade, and the
greatness of Herr Bismarck consists, to be sure, precisely in his
pursuing a kind of international policy.

And to what does the German Workers' party reduce its
internationalism? To the consciousness that the result of its efforts
will be "the international brotherhood of peoples" -- a phrase
borrowed from the bourgeois League of Peace and Freedom, which
is intended to pass as equivalent to the international brotherhood of
working classes in the joint struggle against the ruling classes and
their governments. Not a word, therefore, about the international
functions of the German working class! And it is thus that it is to
challenge its own bourgeoisie -- which is already linked up in
brotherhood against it with the bourgeois of all other countries -- and
Herr Bismarck's international policy of conspiracy.

In fact, the internationalism of the program 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 people are
carrying on trade at home.

The international activity of the working classes does not in any
way depend on the existence of the International Working Men's
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Association. This was only the first attempt to create a central organ
for the activity; an attempt which was a lasting success on account of
the impulse which it gave but which was no longer realizable in its
historical form after the fall of the Paris Commune.

Bismarck's Norddeutsche was absolutely right when it
announced, to the satisfaction of its master, that the German Workers'
party had sworn off internationalism in the new program.

"Starting from these basic principles, the German workers' party
strives by all legal means for the free state—and—socialist society:
that 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."

I shall return to the "free" state later.
So, in future, the German Workers' party has got to believe in

Lassalle's "iron law of wages"! That this may not be lost, the
nonsense is perpetrated of speaking of the "abolition of the wage
system" (it should read: system of wage labor), "together with the
iron law of wages". If I abolish wage labor, then naturally I abolish
its laws also, whether they are of "iron" or sponge. But Lassalle's
attack on wage labor turns almost solely on this so-called law. In
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". [1] The word "iron" is a label by which the true
believers recognize one another. But if I take the law with Lassalle's
stamp on it, and consequently in his sense, then I 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 I abolish wage labor a
hundred times over, because the law then governs not only the
system of wage labor but every social system. Basing themselves
directly on this, the economists have been proving for 50 years and
more that socialism cannot abolish poverty, which has its basis in
nature, but can only make it general, distribute it simultaneously over
the whole surface of society!

But all this is not the main thing. Quite apart from the false
Lassallean formulation of the law, the truly outrageous retrogression
consists in the following:

Since 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 labor—but only a masked form for the
value, or price, of labor power. Thereby, the whole bourgeois
conception of wages hitherto, as well as all the criticism hitherto
directed against this conception, was thrown overboard once and for
all. It was made clear that the wage worker has permission to work
for his own subsistence—that is, to live, only insofar as he works for
a certain time gratis for the capitalist (and hence also for the latter's
co-consumers of surplus value); that the whole capitalist system of
production turns on the increase of this gratis labor by extending the
working day, or by developing the productivity—that is, increasing
the intensity or labor power, etc.; that, consequently, the system of
wage labor is a system of slavery, and indeed of a slavery which
becomes more severe in proportion as the social productive forces of
labor develop, whether the worker receives better or worse payment.
And after this understanding has gained more and more ground in
our party, some return to Lassalle's dogma although they must have
known that Lassalle did not know what wages were, but, following in
the wake of the bourgeois economists, took the appearance for the
essence of the matter.

It is as if, among slaves who have at last got behind the secret of
slavery and broken out in rebellion, a slave still in thrall to obsolete
notions were to inscribe on the program of the rebellion: Slavery
must be abolished because the feeding of slaves in the system of
slavery cannot exceed a certain low maximum!

Does not the mere fact that the representatives of our party were
capable of perpetrating such a monstrous attack on the understanding
that has spread among the mass of our party prove, by itself, with

what criminal levity and with what lack of conscience they set to
work in drawing up this compromise program!

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 disappear of itself.

"The German Workers' party, in order to pave the way to the
solution of the social question, demands the establishment of
producers' co-operative societies with state aid under the democratic
control of the toiling people. The producers' co-operative societies
are to be called into being for industry and agriculture on such a scale
that the socialist organization of the total labor will 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 question", to the "solution" of which one "paves the way".

Instead of arising from the revolutionary process of
transformation of society, the "socialist organization of the total
labor" "arises" from the "state aid" that the state gives to the
producers' co-operative societies and which the state, not the
workers, "calls into being". It is worthy of Lassalle's imagination that
with state loans one can build a new society just as well as a new
railway!

From the remnants of a sense of shame, "state aid" has been put -
- under the democratic control of the "toiling people".

In the first place, the majority of the "toiling people" in Germany
consists of peasants, not proletarians.

Second, "democratic" means in German "Volksherrschaftlich"
[by the rule of the people]. But what does "control by the rule of the
people of the toiling people" mean? And particularly in the case of a
toiling people which, through these demands that it puts to the state,
expresses its full consciousness that it neither rules nor is ripe for
ruling!

It would be superfluous to deal here with the criticism of the
recipe prescribed by Buchez in the reign of Louis Philippe, in
opposition to the French socialists and accepted by the reactionary
workers, of the Atelier. The chief offense does not lie in having
inscribed this specific nostrum in the program, but in taking, in
general, a retrograde step from the standpoint of a class movement to
that of a sectarian movement.

That the workers desire to establish the conditions for co-
operative production on a social scale, and first of all on a national
scale, in their own country, only means that they are working to
revolutionize 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 are concerned,
they are of value only insofar as they are the independent creations of
the workers and not protégés either of the governments or of the
bourgeois.

I come now to the democratic section.

A. "The free basis of the state."
First of all, according to II, the German Workers' party strives for

"the free state".
Free state — what is this?
It is by no means the aim of the workers, who have got rid of the

narrow mentality of humble subjects, to set the state free. In the
German Empire, the "state" is almost as "free" as in Russia. Freedom
consists in converting the state from an organ superimposed upon
society into one completely subordinate to it; and today, too, the
forms of state are more free or less free to the extent that they restrict
the "freedom of the state".

The German Workers' party — at least if it adopts the program
— 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 program makes of the
words "present-day state", "present-day society", and of the still more
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riotous misconception it creates in regard to the state to which it
addresses its demands?

"Present-day society" is capitalist society, which exists in all
civilized 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 Switzerland, and different in
England from what it is in the United States. The "present-day state"
is therefore a fiction.

Nevertheless, the different states of the different civilized
countries, in spite or their motley diversity of form, all have this in
common: that they are based on modern bourgeois society, only one
more or less capitalistically developed. They have, therefore, also
certain essential characteristics in common. In this sense, it is
possible to speak of the "present-day state" in contrast with the
future, in which its present root, bourgeois society, will have died
off.

The question then arises: What transformation will the state
undergo in communist society? In other words, what social functions
will remain in existence there that are analogous to present state
functions? This question can only be answered scientifically, and one
does not get a flea-hop nearer to the problem by a thousand-fold
combination of the word 'people' with the word 'state'.

Between capitalist and communist society there lies the period of
the revolutionary transformation of the one into the other.
Corresponding to this is also a political transition period in which the
state can be nothing but the revolutionary dictatorship of the
proletariat.

Now the program does not deal with this nor with the future state
of communist society.

Its political demands contain nothing beyond the old democratic
litany familiar to all: universal suffrage, direct legislation, popular
rights, a people's militia, etc. They are a mere echo of the bourgeois
People's party, of the League of Peace and Freedom. They are all
demands which, insofar as they are not exaggerated in fantastic
presentation, have already been realized. 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 be otherwise largely meaningless, since one
only demands what one has not got — it should not have forgotten
the chief thing, namely, that all those pretty little gewgaws rest on the
recognition of the so-called sovereignty of the people and hence are
appropriate only in a democratic republic.

Since one has not the courage — and wisely so, for the
circumstances demand caution — to demand the democratic
republic, as the French workers' programs under Louis Philippe and
under Louis Napoleon did, one should not have resorted, either, to
the subterfuge, neither "honest" [1] 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,
embellished with parliamentary forms, alloyed with a feudal
admixture, already influenced by the bourgeoisie, and
bureaucratically carpentered, and then to assure this state into the
bargain that one imagines one will be able to force such things upon
it "by legal means".

Even vulgar democracy, which sees the millennium in the
democratic republic, and has no suspicion that it is precisely in this
last form of state of bourgeois society that the class struggle has to be
fought out to a conclusion — even it towers mountains 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 insofar as it forms a special organism separated
from society through division of labor, 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 capitalist society. It is, therefore,
nothing remarkable that the Liverpool financial reformers —
bourgeois headed by Gladstone's brother — are putting forward the
same demand as the program.

B. "The German Workers' party demands as the intellectual and
ethical basis of the state:

"1. Universal and equal elementary education by the state.
Universal compulsory school attendance. Free instruction."

"Equal elementary education"? What idea lies behind these
words? Is it believed that in present-day society (and it is only with
this one has to deal) education can be equal for all classes? Or is it
demanded that the upper classes also shall be compulsorily reduced
to the modicum of education — the elementary school — that alone
is compatible with the economic conditions not only of the wage-
workers but of the peasants as well?

"Universal compulsory school attendance. Free instruction." The
former exists even in Germany, the second in Switzerland and in the
United States in the case of elementary schools. If in some states of
the latter country higher education institutions are also "free", that
only means in fact defraying the cost of education of the upper
classes from the general tax receipts. Incidentally, the same holds
good for "free administration of justice" demanded under A, 5. The
administration of criminal justice is to be had free everywhere; that
of civil justice is concerned almost exclusively with conflicts over
property and hence affects almost exclusively the possessing classes.
Are they to carry on their litigation at the expense of the national
coffers?

This paragraph on the schools should at least have demanded
technical schools (theoretical and practical) in combination with the
elementary school.

"Elementary education by the state" is altogether objectionable.
Defining by a general law the expenditures on the elementary
schools, the qualifications of the teaching staff, the branches of
instruction, etc., and, as is done in the United States, supervising the
fulfillment of these legal specifications by state inspectors, is a very
different thing from appointing the state as the educator of the
people! Government and church should rather be equally excluded
from any influence on the school. Particularly, indeed, in the Prusso-
German Empire (and one should not take refuge in the rotten
subterfuge that one is speaking of a "state of the future"; we have
seen how matters stand in this respect) the state has need, on the
contrary, of a very stern education by the people.

But the whole program, for all its democratic clang, is tainted
through and through by the Lassallean sect's servile belief in the
state, or, what is no better, by a democratic belief in miracles; or
rather it is a compromise between these two kinds of belief in
miracles, both equally remote from socialism.

"Freedom of science" says paragraph of the Prussian
Constitution. Why, then, here?

"Freedom of conscience"! If one desired, at this time of the
Kulturkampf to remind liberalism of its old catchwords, it surely
could have been done only in the following form: Everyone should
be able to attend his religious as well as his bodily needs without the
police sticking their noses in. But the Workers' party ought, at any
rate in this connection, to have expressed its awareness of the fact
that bourgeois "freedom of conscience" is nothing but the toleration
of all possible kinds of religious freedom of conscience from the
witchery of religion. But one chooses not to transgress the
"bourgeois" level.

I have now come to the end, for the appendix that now follows in
the program does not constitute a characteristic component part of it.
Hence, I can be very brief.

Appendix
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"2. Normal working day."
In no other country has the workers' party limited itself to such

an indefinite demand, but has always fixed the length of the working
day that it considers normal under the given circumstances.

"3. Restriction of female labor and prohibition of child labor."
The standardization of the working day must include the

restriction of female labor, insofar as it relates to the duration,
intermissions, etc., of the working day; otherwise, it could only mean
the exclusion of female labor from branches of industry that are
especially unhealthy for the female body, or are objectionable
morally for the female sex. If that is what was meant, it should have
been said so.

"Prohibition of child labor." Here it was absolutely essential to
state the age limit.

A general prohibition of child labor is incompatible with the
existence of large-scale industry and hence an empty, pious wish. Its
realization -- if it were possible -- would be reactionary, since, with a
strict regulation of the working time according to the different age
groups and other safety measures for the protection of children, an
early combination of productive labor with education is one of the
most potent means for the transformation of present-day society.

"4. State supervision of factory, workshop, and domestic
industry."

In consideration of the Prusso-German state, it should definitely
have been demanded that the inspectors are to be removable only by
a court of law; that any worker can have them prosecuted for neglect
of duty; that they must belong to the medical profession.

"5. Regulation of prison labor."
A petty demand in a general workers' program. In any case, it

should have been clearly stated that there is no intention from fear of
competition to allow ordinary criminals to be treated like beasts, and
especially that there is no desire to deprive them of their sole means
of betterment, productive labor. This was surely the least one might
have expected from socialists.

"6. An effective liability law."
It should have been stated what is meant by an "effective"

liability law.
Be it noted, incidentally, that, in speaking of the normal working

day, the part of factory legislation that deals with health regulations
and safety measures, etc., has been overlooked. The liability law
comes into operation only when these regulations are infringed.

In short, this appendix also is distinguished by slovenly editing.
Dixi et salvavi animam meam.
[I have spoken and saved my soul.]

4. Socialism and women’s
liberation
Read: Engels, The Origins of the Family, section II/4

We will discuss feminism and socialism.

The Origins of the Family
4. The Monogamous Family
It develops out of the pairing family, as previously shown, in the

transitional period between the upper and middle stages of
barbarism; its decisive victory is one of the signs that civilization is
beginning. It is based on the supremacy of the man, the express
purpose being to produce children of undisputed paternity; such
paternity is demanded because these children are later to come into
their father's property as his natural heirs. It is distinguished from
pairing marriage by the much greater strength of the marriage tie,
which can no longer be dissolved at either partner's wish. As a rule, it

is now only the man who can dissolve it, and put away his wife. The
right of conjugal infidelity also remains secured to him, at any rate
by custom (the Code Napoleon explicitly accords it to the husband as
long as he does not bring his concubine into the house), and as social
life develops he exercises his right more and more; should the wife
recall the old form of sexual life and attempt to revive it, she is
punished more severely than ever.

We meet this new form of the family in all its severity among the
Greeks. While the position of the goddesses in their mythology, as
Marx points out, brings before us an earlier period when the position
of women was freer and more respected, in the heroic age we find the
woman already being humiliated by the domination of the man and
by competition from girl slaves. Note how Telemachus in the
Odyssey silences his mother. [The reference is to a passage where
Telemachus, son of Odysseus and Penelope, tells his mother to get
on with her weaving and leave the men to mind their own business --
Ed.] In Homer young women are booty and are handed over to the
pleasure of the conquerors, the handsomest being picked by the
commanders in order of rank; the entire Iliad, it will be remembered,
turns on the quarrel of Achilles and Agamemnon over one of these
slaves. If a hero is of any importance, Homer also mentions the
captive girl with whom he shares his tent and his bed. These girls
were also taken back to Greece and brought under the same roof as
the wife, as Cassandra was brought by Agamemnon in AEschylus;
the sons begotten of them received a small share of the paternal
inheritance and had the full status of freemen. Teucer, for instance, is
a natural son of Telamon by one of these slaves and has the right to
use his father's name. The legitimate wife was expected to put up
with all this, but herself to remain strictly chaste and faithful. In the
heroic age a Greek woman is, indeed, more respected than in the
period of civilization, but to her husband she is after all nothing but
the mother of his legitimate children and heirs, his chief housekeeper
and the supervisor of his female slaves, whom he can and does take
as concubines if he so fancies. It is the existence of slavery side by
side with monogamy, the presence of young, beautiful slaves
belonging unreservedly to the man, that stamps monogamy from the
very beginning with its specific character of monogamy for the
woman only, but not for the man. And that is the character it still has
today.

Coming to the later Greeks, we must distinguish between
Dorians and Ionians. Among the former -- Sparta is the classic
example -- marriage relations are in some ways still more archaic
than even in Homer. The recognized form of marriage in Sparta was
a pairing marriage, modified according to the Spartan conceptions of
the state, in which there still survived vestiges of group marriage.
Childless marriages were dissolved; King Anaxandridas (about 650
B.C.), whose first wife was childless, took a second and kept two
households; about the same time, King Ariston, who had two
unfruitful wives, took a third, but dismissed one of the other two. On
the other hand, several brothers could have a wife in common; a
friend who preferred his friend's wife could share her with him; and it
was considered quite proper to place one's wife at the disposal of a
sturdy "stallion," as Bismarck would say, even if he was not a citizen.
A passage in Plutarch, where a Spartan woman refers an importunate
wooer to her husband, seems to indicate, according to Schamann,
even greater freedom. Real adultery, secret infidelity by the woman
without the husband's knowledge, was therefore unheard of. On the
other hand, domestic slavery was unknown in Sparta, at least during
its best period; the unfree helots were segregated on the estates and
the Spartans were therefore less tempted to take the helots' wives.
Inevitably in these conditions women held a much more honored
position in Sparta than anywhere else in Greece. The Spartan women
and the elite of the Athenian hetairai are the only Greek women of
whom the ancients speak with respect and whose words they thought
it worth while to record.

The position is quite different among the Ionians; here Athens is
typical. Girls only learned spinning, weaving, and sewing, and at
most a little reading and writing. They lived more or less behind
locked doors and had no company except other women. The women's
apartments formed a separate part of the house, on the upper floor or
at the back, where men, especially strangers, could not easily enter,
and to which the women retired when men visited the house. They
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never went out without being accompanied by a female slave;
indoors they were kept under regular guard. Aristophanes speaks of
Molossian dogs kept to frighten away adulterers, and, at any rate in
the Asiatic towns, eunuchs were employed to keep watch over the
women-making and exporting eunuchs was an industry in Chios as
early as Herodotus' time, and, according to Wachsmuth, it was not
only the barbarians who bought the supply. In Euripides a woman is
called an oikourema, a thing (the word is neuter) for looking after the
house, and, apart from her business of bearing children, that was all
she was for the Athenian -- his chief female domestic servant. The
man had his athletics and his public business, from which women
were barred; in addition, he often had female slaves at his disposal
and during the most flourishing days of Athens an extensive system
of prostitution which the state at least favored. It was precisely
through this system of prostitution that the only Greek women of
personality were able to develop, and to acquire that intellectual and
artistic culture by which they stand out as high above the general
level of classical womanhood as the Spartan women by their qualities
of character. But that a woman had to be a hetaira before she could
be a woman is the worst condemnation of the Athenian family.

This Athenian family became in time the accepted model for
domestic relations, not only among the Ionians, but to an increasing
extent among all the Greeks of the mainland and colonies also. But,
in spite of locks and guards, Greek women found plenty of
opportunity for deceiving their husbands. The men, who would have
been ashamed to show any love for their wives, amused themselves
by all sorts of love affairs with hetairai; but this degradation of the
women was avenged on the men and degraded them also, till they
fell into the abominable practice of sodomy and degraded alike their
gods and themselves with the myth of Ganymede.

This is the origin of monogamy as far as we can trace it back
among the most civilized and highly developed people of antiquity. It
was not in any way the fruit of individual sex-love, with which it had
nothing whatever to do; marriages remained as before marriages of
convenience. It was the first form of the family to be based, not on
natural, but on economic conditions -- on the victory of private
property over primitive, natural communal property. The Greeks
themselves put the matter quite frankly: the sole exclusive aims of
monogamous marriage were to make the man supreme in the family,
and to propagate, as the future heirs to his wealth, children
indisputably his own. Otherwise, marriage was a burden, a duty
which had to be performed, whether one liked it or not, to gods, state,
and one's ancestors. In Athens the law exacted from the man not only
marriage but also the performance of a minimum of so-called
conjugal duties.

Thus when monogamous marriage first makes its appearance in
history, it is not as the reconciliation of man and woman, still less as
the highest form of such a reconciliation. Quite the contrary.
Monogamous marriage comes on the scene as the subjugation of the
one sex by the other; it announces a struggle between the sexes
unknown throughout the whole previous prehistoric period. In an old
unpublished manuscript, written by Marx and myself in 1846, [The
reference here is to the German Ideology, published after Engels'
death -- Ed.] I find the words: "The first division of labor is that
between man and woman for the propagation of children." And today
I can add: The first class opposition that appears in history coincides
with the development of the antagonism between man and woman in
monogamous marriage, and the first class oppression coincides with
that of the female sex by the male. Monogamous marriage was a
great historical step forward; nevertheless, together with slavery and
private wealth, it opens the period that has lasted until today in which
every step forward is also relatively a step backward, in which
prosperity and development for some is won through the misery and
frustration of others. It is the cellular form of civilized society, in
which the nature of the oppositions and contradictions fully active in
that society can be already studied.

The old comparative freedom of sexual intercourse by no means
disappeared with the victory of pairing marriage or even of
monogamous marriage:

The old conjugal system, now reduced to narrower limits by the
gradual disappearance of the punaluan groups, still environed the
advancing family, which it was to follow to the verge of

civilization.... It finally disappeared in the new form of hetaerism,
which still follows mankind in civilization as a dark shadow upon the
family.

[Morgan, op. cit., p. 511 -- Ed.]
By "hetaerism" Morgan understands the practice, co-existent

with monogamous marriage, of sexual intercourse between men and
unmarried women outside marriage, which, as we know, flourishes in
the most varied forms throughout the whole period of civilization and
develops more and more into open prostitution. This hetaerism
derives quite directly from group marriage, from the ceremonial
surrender by which women purchased the right of chastity. Surrender
for money was at first a religious act; it took place in the temple of
the goddess of love, and the money originally went into the temple
treasury. The temple slaves of Anaitis in Armenia and of Aphrodite
in Corinth, like the sacred dancing-girls attached to the temples of
India, the so-called bayaderes (the word is a corruption of the
Portuguese word bailadeira, meaning female dancer), were the first
prostitutes. Originally the duty of every woman, this surrender was
later performed by these priestesses alone as representatives of all
other women. Among other peoples, hetaerism derives from the
sexual freedom allowed to girls before marriage -- again, therefore, a
relic of group marriage, but handed down in a different way. With
the rise of the inequality of property -- already at the upper stage of
barbarism, therefore -- wage-labor appears sporadically side by side
with slave labor, and at the same time, as its necessary correlate, the
professional prostitution of free women side by side with the forced
surrender of the slave. Thus the heritage which group marriage has
bequeathed to civilization is double-edged, just as everything
civilization brings forth is double-edged, double-tongued, divided
against itself, contradictory: here monogamy, there hetaerism, with
its most extreme form, prostitution. For hetaerism is as much a social
institution as any other; it continues the old sexual freedom -- to the
advantage of the men. Actually not merely tolerated, but gaily
practiced, by the ruling classes particularly, it is condemned in
words. But in reality this condemnation never falls on the men
concerned, but only on the women; they are despised and outcast, in
order that the unconditional supremacy of men over the female sex
may be once more proclaimed as a fundamental law of society.

But a second contradiction thus develops within monogamous
marriage itself. At the side of the husband who embellishes his
existence with hetaerism stands the neglected wife. And one cannot
have one side of this contradiction without the other, any more than a
man has a whole apple in his hand after eating half. But that seems to
have been the husbands' notion, until their wives taught them better.
With monogamous marriage, two constant social types, unknown
hitherto, make their appearance on the scene -- the wife's attendant
lover and the cuckold husband. The husbands had won the victory
over the wives, but the vanquished magnanimously provided the
crown. Together with monogamous marriage and hetaerism, adultery
became an unavoidable social institution -- denounced, severely
penalized, but impossible to suppress. At best, the certain paternity of
the children rested on moral conviction as before, and to solve the
insoluble contradiction the Code Napoleon, Art- 312, decreed:
"L'enfant confu pendant le marriage a pour pere le mari," the father
of a child conceived during marriage is-the husband. Such is the final
result of three thousand years of monogamous marriage.

Thus, wherever the monogamous family remains true to its
historical origin and clearly reveals the antagonism between the man
and the woman expressed in the man's exclusive supremacy, it
exhibits in miniature the same oppositions and contradictions as
those in which society has been moving, without power to resolve or
overcome them, ever since it split into classes at the beginning of
civilization. I am speaking here, of course, only of those cases of
monogamous marriage where matrimonial life actually proceeds
according to the original character of the whole institution, but where
the wife rebels against the husband's supremacy. Not all marriages
turn out thus, as nobody knows better than the German philistine,
who can no more assert his rule in the home than he can in the state,
and whose wife, with every right, wears the trousers he is unworthy
of. But, to make up for it, he considers himself far above his French
companion in misfortune, to whom, oftener than to him, something
much worse happens.
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However, monogamous marriage did not by any means appear
always and everywhere in the classically harsh form it took among
the Greeks. Among the Romans, who, as future world-conquerors,
had a larger, if a less fine, vision than the Greeks, women were freer
and more respected. A Roman considered that his power of life and
death over his wife sufficiently guaranteed her conjugal fidelity.
Here, moreover, the wife equally with the husband could dissolve the
marriage at will. But the greatest progress in the development of
individual marriage certainly came with the entry of the Germans
into history, and for the reason that the German -- on account of their
poverty, very probably -- were still at a stage where monogamy
seems not yet to have become perfectly distinct from pairing
marriage. We infer this from three facts mentioned by Tacitus. First,
though marriage was held in great reverence -- "they content
themselves with one wife, the women live hedged round with
chastity'" -- polygamy was the rule for the distinguished members
and the leaders of the tribe, a condition of things similar to that
among the Americans, where pairing marriage was the rule.
Secondly, the transition from mother-right to father-right could only
have been made a short time previously, for the brother on the
mother's side -the nearest gentile male relation according to mother-
right --was still considered almost closer of kin than the father,
corresponding again to the standpoint of the American Indians,
among whom Marx, as he often said, found the key to the
understanding of our own primitive age. And, thirdly, women were
greatly respected among the Germans, and also influential in public
affairs, which is in direct contradiction to the supremacy of men in
monogamy. In almost all these points the Germans agree with the
Spartans, among whom also, as we saw, pairing marriage had not yet
been completely overcome. Thus, here again an entirely new
influence came to power in the world with the Germans. The new
monogamy, which now developed from the mingling of peoples
amid the ruins of the Roman world, clothed the supremacy of the
men in milder forms and gave women a position which, outwardly at
any rate, was much more free and respected than it had ever been in
classical antiquity. Only now were the conditions realized in which
through monogamy-within it, parallel to it, or in opposition to it, as
the case might be-the greatest moral advance we owe to it could be
achieved: modern individual sex-love, which had hitherto been
unknown to the entire world.

This advance, however, undoubtedly sprang from the fact that the
Germans still lived in pairing families and grafted the corresponding
position of women onto the monogamous system, so far as that was
possible. It most decidedly did not spring from the legendary virtue
and wonderful moral purity of the German character, which was
nothing more than the freedom of the pairing family from the crying
moral contradictions of monogamy. On the contrary, in the course of
their migrations the Germans had morally much deteriorated,
particularly during their southeasterly wanderings among the nomads
of the Black Sea steppes, from whom they acquired, not only
equestrian skill, but also gross, unnatural vices, as Ammianus
expressly states of the Taifalians and Procopius of the Herulians.

But if monogamy was the only one of all the known forms of the
family through which modern sex-love could develop, that does not
mean that within monogamy modern sexual love developed
exclusively or even chiefly as the love of husband and wife for each
other. That was precluded by the very nature of strictly monogamous
marriage under the rule of the man. Among all historically active
classes-that is, among all ruling classes-matrimony remained what it
had been since the pairing marriage, a matter of convenience which
was arranged by the parents. The first historical form of sexual love
as passion, a passion recognized as natural to all human beings (at
least if they belonged to the ruling classes), and as the highest form
of the sexual impulse-and that is what constitutes its specific
character-this first form of individual sexual love, the chivalrous love
of the middle ages, was by no means conjugal. Quite the contrary. In
its classic form among the Provencals, it heads straight for adultery,
and the poets of love celebrated adultery. The flower of Provencal
love poetry are the Albas (aubades, songs of dawn). They describe in
glowing colors how the knight lies in bed beside his love-the wife of
another man-while outside stands the watchman who calls to him as
soon as the first gray of dawn (alba) appears, so that he can get away

unobserved; the parting scene then forms the climax of the poem.
The northern French and also the worthy Germans adopted this kind
of poetry together with the corresponding fashion of chivalrous love;
old Wolfram of Eschenbach has left us three wonderfully beautiful
songs of dawn on this same improper subject, which I like better than
his three long heroic poems.

Nowadays there are two ways of concluding a bourgeois
marriage. In Catholic countries the parents, as before, procure a
suitable wife for their young bourgeois son, and the consequence is,
of course, the fullest development of the contradiction inherent in
monogamy: the husband abandons himself to hetaerism and the wife
to adultery. Probably the only reason why the Catholic Church
abolished divorce was because it had convinced itself that there is no
more a cure for adultery than there is for death. In Protestant
countries, on the other hand, the rule is that the son of a bourgeois
family is allowed to choose a wife from his own class with more or
less freedom; hence there may be a certain element of love in the
marriage, as, indeed, in accordance with Protestant hypocrisy, is
always assumed, for decency's sake. Here the husband's hetaerism is
a more sleepy kind of business, and adultery by the wife is less the
rule. But since, in every kind of marriage, people remain what they
were before, and since the bourgeois of Protestant countries are
mostly philistines, all that this Protestant monogamy achieves, taking
the average of the best cases, is a conjugal partnership of leaden
boredom, known as "domestic bliss." The best mirror of these two
methods of marrying is the novel-the French novel for the Catholic
manner, the German for the Protestant. In both, the hero "gets" them:
in the German, the young man gets the girl; in the French, the
husband gets the horns. Which of them is worse off is sometimes
questionable. This is why the French bourgeois is as much horrified
by the dullness of the German novel as the German philistine is by
the "immorality" of the French. However, now that "Berlin is a world
capital," the German novel is beginning with a little less timidity to
use as part of its regular stock-in-trade the hetaerism and adultery
long familiar to that town.

In both cases, however, the marriage is conditioned by the class
position of the parties and is to that extent always a marriage of
convenience. In both cases this marriage of convenience turns often
enough into crassest prostitution-sometimes of both partners, but far
more commonly of the woman, who only differs from the ordinary
courtesan in that she does not let out her body on piece-work as a
wage-worker, but sells it once and for all into slavery. And of all
marriages of convenience Fourier's words hold true: "As in grammar
two negatives make an affirmative, so in matrimonial morality two
prostitutions pass for a virtue." [Charles Fourier, Theorie de l'Uniti
Universelle. Paris, 1841-45, Vol. III, p. 120. -- Ed.] Sex-love in the
relationship with a woman becomes, and can only become, the real
rule among the oppressed classes, which means today among the
proletariat-whether this relation is officially sanctioned or not. But
here all the foundations of typical monogamy are cleared away. Here
there is no property, for the preservation and inheritance of which
monogamy and male supremacy were established; hence there is no
incentive to make this male supremacy effective. What is more, there
are no means of making it so. Bourgeois law, which protects this
supremacy, exists only for the possessing class and their dealings
with the proletarians. The law costs money and, on account of the
worker's poverty, it has no validity for his relation to his wife. Here
quite other personal and social conditions decide. And now that
large-scale industry has taken the wife out of the home onto the labor
market and into the factory, and made her often the bread-winner of
the family, no basis for any kind of male supremacy is left in the
proletarian household -- except, perhaps, for something of the
brutality towards women that has spread since the introduction of
monogamy. The proletarian family is therefore no longer
monogamous in the strict sense, even where there is passionate love
and firmest loyalty on both sides, and maybe all the blessings of
religious and civil authority. Here, therefore, the eternal attendants of
monogamy, hetaerism and adultery, play only an almost vanishing
part. The wife has in fact regained the right to dissolve the marriage,
and if two people cannot get on with one another, they prefer to
separate. In short, proletarian marriage is monogamous in the
etymological sense of the word, but not at all in its historical sense.
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Our jurists, of course, find that progress in legislation is leaving
women with no further ground of complaint. Modern civilized
systems of law increasingly acknowledge, first, that for a marriage to
be legal, it must be a contract freely entered into by both partners,
and, secondly, that also in the married state both partners must stand
on a common footing of equal rights and duties. If both these
demands are consistently carried out, say the jurists, women have all
they can ask.

This typically legalist method of argument is exactly the same as
that which the radical republican bourgeois uses to put the proletarian
in his place. The labor contract is to be freely entered into by both
partners. But it is considered to have been freely entered into as soon
as the law makes both parties equal on paper. The power conferred
on the one party by the difference of class position, the pressure
thereby brought to bear on the other party -- the real economic
position of both -- that is not the law's business. Again, for the
duration of the labor contract both parties are to have equal rights, in
so far as one or the other does not expressly surrender them. That
economic relations compel the worker to surrender even the last
semblance of equal rights -- here again, that is no concern of the law.

In regard to marriage, the law, even the most advanced, is fully
satisfied as soon as the partners have formally recorded that they are
entering into the marriage of their own free consent. What goes on in
real life behind the juridical scenes, how this free consent comes
about -- that is not the business of the law and the jurist. And yet the
most elementary comparative jurisprudence should show the jurist
what this free consent really amounts to. In the countries where an
obligatory share of the paternal inheritance is secured to the children
by law and they cannot therefore be disinherited -- in Germany, in
the countries with French law and elsewhere -- the children are
obliged to obtain their parents' consent to their marriage. In the
countries with English law, where parental consent to a marriage is
not legally required, the parents on their side have full freedom in the
testamentary disposal of their property and can disinherit their
children at their pleasure. It is obvious that, in spite and precisely
because of this fact, freedom of marriage among the classes with
something to inherit is in reality not a whit greater in England and
America than it is in France and Germany.

As regards the legal equality of husband and wife in marriage,
the position is no better. The legal inequality of the two partners,
bequeathed to us from earlier social conditions, is not the cause but
the effect of the economic oppression of the woman. In the old
communistic household, which comprised many couples and their
children, the task entrusted to the women of managing the household
was as much a public and socially necessary industry as the
procuring of food by the men. With the patriarchal family, and still
more with the single monogamous family, a change came.
Household management lost its public character. It no longer
concerned society. It became a private service; the wife became the
head servant, excluded from all participation in social production.
Not until the coming of modern large-scale industry was the road to
social production opened to her again -- and then only to the
proletarian wife. But it was opened in such a manner that, if she
carries out her duties in the private service of her family, she remains
excluded from public production and unable to earn; and if she wants
to take part in public production and earn independently, she cannot
carry out family duties. And the wife's position in the factory is the
position of women in all branches of business, right up to medicine
and the law. The modern individual family is founded on the open or
concealed domestic slavery of the wife, and modern society is a mass
composed of these individual families as its molecules.

In the great majority of cases today, at least in the possessing
classes, the husband is obliged to earn a living and support his
family, and that in itself gives him a position of supremacy, without
any need for special legal titles and privileges. Within the family he
is the bourgeois and the wife represents the proletariat. In the
industrial world, the specific character of the economic oppression
burdening the proletariat is visible in all its sharpness only when all
special legal privileges of the capitalist class have been abolished and
complete legal equality of both classes established. The democratic
republic does not do away with the opposition of the two classes; on
the contrary, it provides the clear field on which the fight can be

fought out. And in the same way, the peculiar character of the
supremacy of the husband over the wife in the modern family, the
necessity of creating real social equality between them, and the way
to do it, will only be seen in the clear light of day when both possess
legally complete equality of rights. Then it will be plain that the first
condition for the liberation of the wife is to bring the whole female
sex back into public industry, and that this in turn demands the
abolition of the monogamous family as the economic unit of society.

We thus have three principal forms of marriage which
correspond broadly to the three principal stages of human
development. For the period of savagery, group marriage; for
barbarism, pairing marriage; for civilization, monogamy,
supplemented by adultery and prostitution. Between pairing marriage
and monogamy intervenes a period in the upper stage of barbarism
when men have female slaves at their command and polygamy is
practiced.

As our whole presentation has shown, the progress which
manifests itself in these successive forms is connected with the
peculiarity that women, but not men, are increasingly deprived of the
sexual freedom of group marriage. In fact, for men group marriage
actually still exists even to this day. What for the woman is a crime,
entailing grave legal and social consequences, is considered
honorable in a man or, at the worse, a slight moral blemish which he
cheerfully bears. But the more the hetaerism of the past is changed in
our time by capitalist commodity production and brought into
conformity with it, the more, that is to say, it is transformed into
undisguised prostitution, the more demoralizing are its effects. And it
demoralizes men far more than women. Among women, prostitution
degrades only the unfortunate ones who become its victims, and even
these by no means to the extent commonly believed. But it degrades
the character of the whole male world. A long engagement,
particularly, is in nine cases out of ten a regular preparatory school
for conjugal infidelity.

We are now approaching a social revolution in which the
economic foundations of monogamy as they have existed hitherto
will disappear just as surely as those of its complement-prostitution.
Monogamy arose from the concentration of considerable wealth in
the hands of a single individuals man-and from the need to bequeath
this wealth to the children of that man and of no other. For this
purpose, the monogamy of the woman was required, not that of the
man, so this monogamy of the woman did not in any way interfere
with open or concealed polygamy on the part of the man. But by
transforming by far the greater portion, at any rate, of permanent,
heritable wealth -- the means of production -- into social property,
the coming social revolution will reduce to a minimum all this
anxiety about bequeathing and inheriting. Having arisen from
economic causes, will monogamy then disappear when these causes
disappear?

One might answer, not without reason: far from disappearing, it
will, on the contrary, be realized completely. For with the
transformation of the means of production into social property there
will disappear also wage-labor, the proletariat, and therefore the
necessity for a certain -- statistically calculable -- number of women
to surrender themselves for money. Prostitution disappears;
monogamy, instead of collapsing, at last becomes a reality -- also for
men.

In any case, therefore, the position of men will be very much
altered. But the position of women, of all women, also undergoes
significant change. With the transfer of the means of production into
common ownership, the single family ceases to be the economic unit
of society. Private housekeeping is transformed into a social industry.
The care and education of the children becomes a public affair;
society looks after all children alike, whether they are legitimate or
not. This removes all the anxiety about the "consequences," which
today is the most essential social -- moral as well as economic --
factor that prevents a girl from giving herself completely to the man
she loves. Will not that suffice to bring about the gradual growth of
unconstrained sexual intercourse and with it a more tolerant public
opinion in regard to a maiden's honor and a woman's shame? And,
finally, have we not seen that in the modern world monogamy and
prostitution are indeed contradictions, but inseparable contradictions,
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poles of the same state of society? Can prostitution disappear without
dragging monogamy with it into the abyss?

Here a new element comes into play, an element which, at the
time when monogamy was developing, existed at most in germ:
individual sex-love.

Before the Middle Ages we cannot speak of individual sex-love.
That personal beauty, close intimacy, similarity of tastes and so forth
awakened in people of opposite sex the desire for sexual intercourse,
that men and women were not totally indifferent regarding the
partner with whom they entered into this most intimate relationship --
that goes without saying. But it is still a very long way to our sexual
love. Throughout the whole of antiquity, marriages were arranged by
the parents, and the partners calmly accepted their choice. What little
love there was between husband and wife in antiquity is not so much
subjective inclination as objective duty, not the cause of the
marriage, but its corollary. Love relationships in the modern sense
only occur in antiquity outside official society. The shepherds of
whose joys and sorrows in love Theocratus and Moschus sing, the
Daphnis and Chloe of Longus are all slaves who have no part in the
state, the free citizen's sphere of life. Except among slaves, we find
love affairs only as products of the disintegration of the old world
and carried on with women who also stand outside official society,
with hetairai -- that is, with foreigners or freed slaves: in Athens from
the eve of its decline, in Rome under the Caesars. If there were any
real love affairs between free men and free women, these occurred
only in the course of adultery. And to the classical love poet of
antiquity, old Anacreon, sexual love in our sense mattered so little
that it did not even matter to him which sex his beloved was.

Our sexual love differs essentially from the simple sexual desire,
the Eros, of the ancients. In the first place, it assumes that the person
loved returns the love; to this extent the woman is on an equal
footing with the man, whereas in the Eros of antiquity she was often
not even asked. Secondly, our sexual love has a degree of intensity
and duration which makes both lovers feel that non-possession and
separation are a great, if not the greatest, calamity; to possess one
another, they risk high stakes, even life itself. In the ancient world
this happened only, if at all, in adultery. And, finally, there arises a
new moral standard in the judgment of a sexual relationship. We do
not only ask, was it within or outside marriage? But also, did it
spring from love and reciprocated love or not? Of course, this new
standard has fared no better in feudal or bourgeois practice than all
the other standards of morality -- it is ignored. But neither does it fare
any worse. It is recognized just as much as they are -- in theory, on
paper. And for the present it cannot ask anything more.

At the point where antiquity broke off its advance to sexual love,
the Middle Ages took it up again: in adultery. We have already
described the knightly love which gave rise to the songs of dawn.
From the love which strives to break up marriage to the love which is
to be its foundation there is still a long road, which chivalry never
fully traversed. Even when we pass from the frivolous Latins to the
virtuous Germans, we find in the Nibelungenlied that, although in her
heart Kriemhild is as much in love with Siegfried as he is with her,
yet when Gunther announces that he has promised her to a knight he
does not name, she simply replies: "You have no need to ask me; as
you bid me, so will I ever be; whom you, lord, give me as husband,
him will I gladly take in troth." It never enters her head that her love
can be even considered. Gunther asks for Brunhild in marriage, and
Etzel for Kriemhild, though they have never seen them. Similarly, in
Gutrun, Sigebant of Ireland asks for the Norwegian Ute, whom he
has never seen, Hetel of Hegelingen for Hilde of Ireland, and, finally,
Siegfried of Moorland, Hartmut of Ormany and Herwig of Seeland
for Gutrun, and here Gutrun's acceptance of Herwig is for the first
time voluntary. As a rule, the young prince's bride is selected by his
parents, if they are still living, or, if not, by the prince himself, with
the advice of the great feudal lords, who have a weighty word to say
in all these cases. Nor can it be otherwise. For the knight or baron, as
for the prince of the land himself, marriage is a political act, an
opportunity to increase power by new alliances; the interest of the
house must be decisive, not the wishes of an individual. What chance
then is there for love to have the final word in the making of a
marriage?

The same thing holds for the guild member in the medieval
towns. The very privileges protecting him, the guild charters with all
their clauses and rubrics, the intricate distinctions legally separating
him from other guilds, from the members of his own guild or from
his journeymen and apprentices, already made the circle narrow
enough within which he could look for a suitable wife. And who in
the circle was the most suitable was decided under this complicated
system most certainly not by his individual preference but by the
family interests.

In the vast majority of cases, therefore, marriage remained, up to
the close of the middle ages, what it had been from the start -- a
matter which was not decided by the partners. In the beginning,
people were already born married --married to an entire group of the
opposite sex. In the later forms of group marriage similar relations
probably existed, but with the group continually contracting. In the
pairing marriage it was customary for the mothers to settle the
marriages of their children; here, too, the decisive considerations are
the new ties of kinship, which are to give the young pair a stronger
position in the gens and tribe. And when, with the preponderance of
private over communal property and the interest in its bequeathal,
father-right and monogamy gained supremacy, the dependence of
marriages on economic considerations became complete. The form
of marriage by purchase disappears, the actual practice is steadily
extended until not only the woman but also the man acquires a price -
- not according to his personal qualities, but according to his
property. That the mutual affection of the people concerned should
be the one paramount reason for marriage, outweighing everything
else, was and always had been absolutely unheard of in the practice
of the ruling classes; that sort of thing only happened in romance --
or among the oppressed classes, who did not count.

Such was the state of things encountered by capitalist production
when it began to prepare itself, after the epoch of geographical
discoveries, to win world power by world trade and manufacture.
One would suppose that this manner of marriage exactly suited it,
and so it did. And yet -- there are no limits to the irony of history --
capitalist production itself was to make the decisive breach in it. By
changing all things into commodities, it dissolved all inherited and
traditional relationships, and, in place of time-honored custom and
historic right, it set up purchase and sale, "free" contract. And the
English jurist, H. S. Maine, thought he had made a tremendous
discovery when he said that our whole progress in comparison with
former epochs consisted in the fact that we had passed "from status
to contract," from inherited to freely contracted conditions -- which,
in so far as it is correct, was already in The Communist Manifesto
[Chapter II].

But a contract requires people who can dispose freely of their
persons, actions, and possessions, and meet each other on the footing
of equal rights. To create these "free" and "equal" people was one of
the main tasks of capitalist production. Even though at the start it was
carried out only half-consciously, and under a religious disguise at
that, from the time of the Lutheran and Calvinist Reformation the
principle was established that man is only fully responsible for his
actions when he acts with complete freedom of will, and that it is a
moral duty to resist all coercion to an immoral act. But how did this
fit in with the hitherto existing practice in the arrangement of
marriages? Marriage, according to the bourgeois conception, was a
contract, a legal transaction, and the most important one of all,
because it disposed of two human beings, body and mind, for life.
Formally, it is true, the contract at that time was entered into
voluntarily: without the assent of the persons concerned, nothing
could be done. But everyone knew only too well how this assent was
obtained and who were the real contracting parties in the marriage.
But if real freedom of decision was required for all other contracts,
then why not for this? Had not the two young people to be coupled
also the right to dispose freely of themselves, of their bodies and
organs? Had not chivalry brought sex-love into fashion, and was not
its proper bourgeois form, in contrast to chivalry's adulterous love,
the love of husband and wife? And if it was the duty of married
people to love each other, was it not equally the duty of lovers to
marry each other and nobody else? Did not this right of the lovers
stand higher than the right of parents, relations, and other traditional
marriage-brokers and matchmakers? If the right of free, personal
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discrimination broke boldly into the Church and religion, how should
it halt before the intolerable claim of the older generation to dispose
of the body, soul, property, happiness, and unhappiness of the
younger generation?

These questions inevitably arose at a time which was loosening
all the old ties of society and undermining all traditional conceptions.
The world had suddenly grown almost ten times bigger; instead of
one quadrant of a hemisphere, the whole globe lay before the gaze of
the West Europeans, who hastened to take the other seven quadrants
into their possession. And with the old narrow barriers of their
homeland f ell also the thousand-year-old barriers of the prescribed
medieval way of thought. To the outward and the inward eye of man
opened an infinitely wider horizon. What did a young man care about
the approval of respectability, or honorable guild privileges handed
down for generations, when the wealth of India beckoned to him, the
gold and the silver mines of Mexico and Potosi? For the bourgeoisie,
it was the time of knight-errantry; they, too, had their romance and
their raptures of love, but on a bourgeois footing and, in the last
analysis, with bourgeois aims.

So it came about that the rising bourgeoisie, especially in
Protestant countries, where existing conditions had been most
severely shaken, increasingly recognized freedom of contract also in
marriage, and carried it into effect in the manner described. Marriage
remained class marriage, but within the class the partners were
conceded a certain degree of freedom of choice. And on paper, in
ethical theory and in poetic description, nothing was more immutably
established than that every marriage is immoral which does not rest
on mutual sexual love and really free agreement of husband and wife.
In short, the love marriage was proclaimed as a human right, and
indeed not only as a droit de l'homme, one of the rights of man, but
also, for once in a way, as droit de la fem?", one of the rights of
woman.

This human right, however, differed in one respect from all other
so-called human rights. While the latter, in practice, remain restricted
to the ruling class (the bourgeoisie), and are directly or indirectly
curtailed for the oppressed class (the proletariat), in the case of the
former the irony of history plays another of its tricks. The ruling
class remains dominated by the familiar economic influences and
therefore only in exceptional cases does it provide instances of really
freely contracted marriages, while among the oppressed class, as we
have seen, these marriages are the rule.

Full freedom of marriage can therefore only be generally
established when the abolition of capitalist production and of the
property relations created by it has removed all the accompanying
economic considerations which still exert such a powerful influence
on the choice of a marriage partner. For then there is no other motive
left except mutual inclination.

And as sexual love is by its nature exclusive -- although at
present this exclusiveness is fully realized only in the woman -- the
marriage based on sexual love is by its nature individual marriage.
We have seen how right Bachofen was in regarding the advance from
group marriage to individual marriage as primarily due to the
women. Only the step from pairing marriage to monogamy can be
put down to the credit of the men, and historically the essence of this
was to make the position of the women worse and the infidelities of
the men easier. If now the economic considerations also disappear
which made women put up with the habitual infidelity of their
husbands -- concern for their own means of existence and still more
for their children's future -- then, according to all previous
experience, the equality of woman thereby achieved will tend
infinitely more to make men really monogamous than to make
women polyandrous.

But what will quite certainly disappear from monogamy are all
the features stamped upon it through its origin in property relations;
these are, in the first place, supremacy of the man, and, secondly,
indissolubility. The supremacy of the man in marriage is the simple
consequence of his economic supremacy, and with the abolition of
the latter will disappear of itself. The indissolubility of marriage is
partly a consequence of the economic situation in which monogamy
arose, partly tradition from the period when the connection between
this economic situation and monogamy was not yet fully understood
and was carried to extremes under a religious form. Today it is

already broken through at a thousand points. If only the marriage
based on love is moral, then also only the marriage in which love
continues. But the intense emotion of individual sex-love varies very
much in duration from one individual to another, especially among
men, and if affection definitely comes to an end or is supplanted by a
new passionate love, separation is a benefit for both partners as well
as for society -- only people will then be spared having to wade
through the useless mire of a divorce case.

What we can now conjecture about the way in which sexual
relations will be ordered after the impending overthrow of capitalist
production is mainly of a negative character, limited for the most part
to what will disappear. But what will there be new? That will be
answered when a new generation has grown up: a generation of men
who never in their lives have known what it is to buy a woman's
surrender with money or any other social instrument of power; a
generation of women who have never known what it is to give
themselves to a man from any other considerations than real love, or
to refuse to give themselves to their lover from fear of the economic
consequences. When these people are in the world, they will care
precious little what anybody today thinks they ought to do; they will
make their own practice and their corresponding public opinion
about the practice of each individual -- and that will be the end of it.

Let us, however, return to Morgan, from whom we have moved a
considerable distance. The historical investigation of the social
institutions developed during the period of civilization goes beyond
the limits of his book. How monogamy fares during this epoch,
therefore, only occupies him very briefly. He, too, sees in the further
development of the monogamous family a step forward, an approach
to complete equality of the sexes, though he does not regard this goal
as attained. But, he says:

“When the fact is accepted that the family has passed through
four successive forms, and is now in a fifth, the question at once
arises whether this form can be permanent in the future. The only
answer that can be given is that it must advance as society advances,
and change as society changes, even as it has done in the past. It is
the creature of the social system, and will reflect its culture. As the
monogamian family has improved greatly since the commencement
of civilization, and very sensibly in modern times, it is at least
supposable that it is capable of still further improvement until the
equality of the sexes is attained. Should the monogamian family in
the distant future fail to answer the requirements of society ... it is
impossible to predict the nature of its successor”.

5. War
Read: Hal Draper, Marx and Engels on war, from
Workers’ Liberty 2/2.

We will discuss independent working-class politics as
against “camp” politics.

Marx and Engels on war
Marx and Engels commented on many conflicts and wars

between the great powers of 19th century Europe. In this article Hal
Draper demonstrates that their political attitude towards those
conflicts was consistently based on advancing, not whichever of the
established five great powers seemed the "lesser evil" or more
progressive, but what Engels called "the sixth great power... the
[workers'] Revolution".

Draper's account is here abridged from appendices in his book,
War and Revolution: Lenin and the Myth of Revolutionary
Defeatism (edited by Ernest Haberkern: Humanities Press, 1996). It
forms the second part of a feature, the first part of which was an
abridgement from the body of the book which we carried in WL2/1.
In that first part  Draper discussed Marxist attitudes in World War 1,
and showed that the idea that Lenin's polemics of that time establish
a new standard Marxist response to wars involving imperialist
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powers - "revolutionary defeatism" - is false. (A third part of the
feature will follow in WL2/3).

The gist of Lenin's stance in World War 1 was that socialists
should refuse to support any imperialist camp in the war. They
should promote working-class struggle; they should advocate
socialist revolution as the way to win a peace without conquests or
annexations. Other revolutionaries, such as Rosa Luxemburg and
Leon Trotsky, argued essentially the same view without the
confusing terminology of "defeatism".

At the outset of the war, Lenin sought to state his opposition to
Russian socialists offering any support to Russia's war effort by
declaring that the defeat of Russia by Germany would be a lesser evil
than Russian victory. He preferred defeat of Russia by Germany.
But, then, should the German socialists prefer victory by Germany
over Russia? Seeing the snare, Lenin successively redefined
"defeatism" until, finally, it meant no more than that Marxists should
not let their socialist struggle be limited or restrained by the risk that
it might bring on the defeat of their own country. True enough: but
quite different from preferring defeat.

After the end of 1916, Lenin dropped the term "defeatism", and it
disappeared from Marxist discourse - until it was revived after
Lenin's death, by Zinoviev and others, then allies of Stalin, as part of
their campaign against Trotsky.

In his polemics during World War 1, Lenin took as good coin the
claims of the pro-war, or equivocal, socialists that their line was a
continuation of an attitude taken by Marx and Engels, who
supposedly decided their stance in wars according to which great
power's victory they calculated to be probably the lesser evil. He
sought to refute them by claiming that the world had changed since
Marx and Engels wrote, mandating the new policy of "revolutionary
defeatism". Draper shows that the pro-war socialists' claims were
false. The world had indeed changed, but in their time Marx and
Engels had advocated the same fundamental independent working-
class approach as Lenin himself would advocate in World War One.

WL
All authorities have taught for a very long time that a "special

Russian position" on the war question was established by Marx, who
suffered from a phobia against Tsarist Russia (or maybe just Russia).
It is quite true that Marx regarded the Tsarist regime as the main
focus of reaction and counterrevolution in the world, and that he
thought the Tsarist state had to be fought harder than any other. But it
is not true (though repeated a thousand times in authoritative works)
that the mature Marx made this anti-Tsarist (or anti-Russian) position
the be-all and end-all of his political line on war and peace.

In many cases these authorities are concerned mainly with
expressing horror over the call by Marx and Engels (and the German
Democratic movement in general) in 1848-1849 for revolutionary
war against Russia; for they are evidently unaware that this was
explicitly a call for the revolutionary overthrow of the alliance of the
Prussian absolutism with the Russian Tsarist knout, and that at that
very time Marx used the words "war" and "revolution"
interchangeably for this demand.1 Indubitably Marx would have
supported this "war", for it was also the revolution toward which they
were oriented.

But while gross incomprehension of Marx's line in the 1848
revolution frequently surfaced in the 1914 debates between pro-war
and anti-war socialists, it is important to see how much further the
social-patriots went in their concoction of a fable about Marx's war
position. We are concerned here to see it through Lenin's  eyes, to see
how it entered into his thought at the time.

The first article in which Lenin confronted the argument-from-
Marx was a polemic he started writing in early 1915 (but did not
finish) against the pro-war Menshevik A. Potresov, "Under a False
Flag". Here Lenin quoted Potresov's account of what Marx's policy
was, and accepted it, arguing only that it was no longer valid in the
new era of imperialism. Repeatedly it was asserted in this way
(assertion and quotation by Potresov, conceded by Lenin) that Marx's
basic criterion for support of a war was "the success of which side
was more desirable," slightly modified by Lenin only to say "the
success of which bourgeoisie..." This, asserted Potresov, was how
Marx went about it even when both sides were "highly reactionary",
and therefore "Marxists too are at present obliged to make a similar

appraisal". In Marx's day, Lenin agreed, "no other question could
have been posed at the time..."2

In the first article that Lenin published on this subject, in May
1915, he added another facet to this picture of Marx's war policy, as
taken over by him from Potresov's and Kautsky's writings, in
justification of the pro-war line. Marx, repeated Lenin from these
teachers, took sides with one of the belligerents when, despite the
will of the socialists, war had become a fact. "That is the main
contention and the chief trump card in Kautsky's pamphlet. It is also
the stand of Mr Potresov..."3 This too was accepted as historical fact
by Lenin, whose political reply was only this: "The sophistry of this
reasoning consists in a bygone period of history being substituted for
the present." So the movement was educated to believe, in retrospect,
that confronted with two belligerents, however reactionary, Marx and
Engels always supported one or the other, on the stated basis. The
subsequent generations of Leninists, real or alleged, found Lenin's
reply so satisfactory that no one ever asked just where Marx or
Engels laid down these categorical principles of war policy, and
likewise never asked why no one had ever quoted them.

Indeed, Lenin never asked this. Though he was always concerned
to find support for his views in Marx's and Engels' writings (unlike
Trotsky, for example), not once and nowhere did Lenin ever purport
to cite a source for these magisterial expressions of Marx's views. He
never reported that Potresov or Kautsky (or Plekhanov, et al.) had
offered such evidence. He simply accepted. The whole structure of
what in 1914 was called "Marx's position on war" rested upon a
series of unsupported assertions, which no one has ever found in
Marx's own work.4

But while these alleged principles of policy cannot be found in
Marx and Engels, it is not difficult to find numerous examples of
how the two thinkers followed courses basically different from these
that have been alleged. Instead of the fable that has Marx always
asking "the victory of which of the warring bourgeoisies would be
better for socialism", we find again and again that Marx asked a very
different question: "How can this conflict, before or after war has
been declared, be turned to promote or hasten revolution?" (More or
less the same basic principle that was laid down by the resolution on
war of the Stuttgart Congress of the International in 1907, and again
at the 1910 Congress.) And again and again Marx or Engels declared
against supporting either belligerent in a war - even when they
specifically recognised one side or another as more "progressive".

There is no doubt that at the outbreak of the Franco-Prussian War
in 1870, Marx was pulled in different directions; but the frequent
statement (by Lenin among others) that at least in the first period of
that war Marx supported the German side as a war of defence against
Bonaparte - this is an inaccurate exaggeration. It is based almost
solely on the "Address on the War" which Marx wrote for the First
International; but it is seldom understood that this address (public
statement) was not only ambiguous but was intended to be
ambiguous; for it was naturally not put forward as Marx's personal
opinion but as the official stand of the International, to be accepted
by the French and German sections as well as the British.

Alongside this ambiguous statement were two far more definite
ones. The best known of these was Marx's position, stated at the time
and subsequently, enthusiastically approving the stand taken in the
German Reichstag by Bebel and Liebknecht, refusing to vote for the
war credits - precisely in the first period of the war. The significance
of this stand can be appreciated especially when one realises that
Marx and Engels had to go through a change of mind to get there.
Certainly Engels at first condemned the Bebel-Liebknecht vote,5
perhaps Marx momentarily also. But soon, and for the rest of their
lives, Marx and Engels proudly endorsed the anti-war vote, precisely
with reference to the first period of the war.

On July 28, still in the first period, Marx wrote on the subject to
his daughter, Laura, and her husband, Paul Lafargue, who were
active in the French movement. He sounded very "neutralist" indeed:
meaning that he refused to give political support to either side. Marx
remarked that the war was considered a "national war" in Germany,
and wrote about that view with acrid cynicism, without a word of
approval; "on both sides", he grunted, "it is a disgusting exhibition".
The only consolation was "that the workmen protest in Germany as
in France". This war "will produce results not at all expected by the
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'officials' on both sides". Bebel and Liebknecht "behaved
exceedingly well in the Reichstag". And finally (writing in rough
English):

"For my own part, I should like that both, Prussians and French,
thrashed each other alternately, and that - as I believe will be the case
- the Germans got ultimately the better of it."

Even this mild preference was not motivated by the claimed
principle about progressive bourgeoisies. What Marx stated as the
reason had solely to do with the dialectics of defeat and revolution: "I
wish this, because the definite defeat of Bonaparte is likely to
provoke revolution in France, while the defeat of the Germans would
only protract the present state of things for 20 years." In England,
Marx told the Lafargues, the workers "hate Bonaparte", but -

"At the same time they say: 'The plague on both your houses'...
For my own part, I do everything in my power, through the means of
the International, to stimulate this 'Neutrality' spirit..."6

There it was: refusal to vote war credits, mutual defeat,
"neutrality", and "a plague on both their houses" - but the only
sentiment usually quoted is the completely overshadowed preference
that Germany "ultimately" defeat France because of its objective
consequences. But for Marx this was not the equivalent of a
statement of political position; it was exactly what it said it was,
namely, a statement about objective consequences regardless of
political policy.

So even as early as 1870, and in regard to a war with some
"national" coloration in its early days, Marx's considerations turned
out to be: not based on "progressive" bourgeoisies, but on the
revolutionary calculus; not based on a choice between belligerents,
but on the mutual defeat and revolutionisation of both sides.

The Crimean war, 1854-6
But Marx's real "phobia" is alleged to have been Russia, and

especially in 1914 the crux was, naturally, defencism in a war alleged
to be for democracy and civilisation against Tsarist absolutism. We
are told, indeed, that Marx simply yearned to support war, any war,
against Russia - just as Scheidemann and Ebert did in 1914; and
Lenin's only reply was (in effect) that times and politics had changed.
To this day, the Authorities' books are full of this myth.

Well, by 1853, Marx had a splendid opportunity to support a war
against Tsarist Russia. This war was mainly fought by the most
advanced and "progressive" governments in Europe, namely England
and France, against that most hateful of autocracies. Marx and Engels
wrote voluminously about it for two years and more in the New York
Daily Tribune articles and in letters. Here is the place to find Marx
definitely supporting a war against his bête noire...

But this cannot be found, because it never happened. Marx did
not support the war of the Western powers against Russia in the
Crimean War. He wrote this down repeatedly, but has not succeeded
in getting any of these statements quoted by the Authorities. Instead
they cite his usual imprecations against Tsarist crimes and turpitude.
Also, Marx and Engels were always willing to explain, in the
columns of the NYDT, why the English bourgeoisie, from the
standpoint of its interests, should stiffen its opposition to Russian
policy. But in no case did this mean they were promising their
support (or that of the working class) to a war fought for said
interests.

"England cannot afford to allow Russia to become the possessor
of the Dardanelles and Bosphorus," Engels told his NYDT readers,
as military analyst (which was the capacity in which Marx sent these
articles to editor Dana in his own name). But at the end of this same
article, Engels (writing for Marx) stated his own views. Today, he
stressed, the chief antagonist of the Russian regime is not any of the
Western Powers.

"We mean the European Revolution, the explosive force of
democratic ideas and man's native thirst for freedom." This
Revolution will roll over both war camps. There are now "in reality
but two powers on the continent of Europe - Russia and Absolutism,
and the Revolution and Democracy".7

This concept - counterposing the European revolution to the
European war, in a way not emulated by the Second International
until the Lenin-Luxemburg-Martov amendment was added to the
main resolution on war in 1907 and 1910 - was repeated by Marx and
Engels in article after article throughout the year 1853.8 In early

1854 the language became even more dramatic. One of Engels'
analyses of the military strength of the Powers ended with the
counterposition of the Revolution to all the Powers:

"But we must not forget that there is a sixth power in Europe,
which at given moments asserts its supremacy over the whole of the
five so-called "great" powers and makes them tremble, every one of
them. That power is the Revolution. Long silent... awaking from its
slumbers... A signal only is wanted, and this sixth and greatest
European power will come forward... This signal the impending
European war will give..."9

There was not a word compatible with the notion that workers
should support the war of the established Powers against Russia.
Perhaps one should support the war by Turkey? Marx left no room
for the thought: in the case of Turkey too only the Revolution was a
viable choice.

"The Sultan holds Constantinople only in trust for the
Revolution... The Revolution which will break the Rome of the West
will also overpower the demoniac influences of the Rome of the
East."10

If anyone had the idea of ranging Turkey among the bearers of
civilisation, that country would itself have to be remade, transformed,
and this too would mean nothing less than the Revolution.

"Can any one be credulous enough to believe in good earnest that
the timid and reactionary valetudinarians of the present British
Government have even conceived the idea of undertaking such a
gigantic task, involving a perfect social revolution, in a country like
Turkey? The notion is absurd."11

Marx was most brash and direct in repudiating any support to the
war against Russia by the advanced bourgeoisies of Britain and
France. In an article of 24 June 1854, Marx criticised a speech by
Kossuth. For one thing Kossuth had threatened that Hungary might
ally itself with Russia if England allied itself with Austria. This
obviously was sure to draw Marx's fire.

And then Marx attacked a bisymmetric error: it was equally a
mistake [by Kossuth] to describe the war against Russia as a war
between liberty and despotism.

"Apart from the fact that if such be the case, liberty would be for
the nonce represented by a Bonaparte, the whole avowed object of
the war is the maintenance of the balance of power and of the Vienna
treaties - those very treaties which annul the liberty and
independence of nations."12

Here Marx applied to the war the same methodology that Lenin
worked out in 1914: namely, what politics was this war a
continuation of? What was the war being fought for - not in slogans
but in socioeconomic fact?

An article by Marx of 27 April 1855 brings us back to our
starting point, Marx's starting point: the "sixth power" or third camp -
the Revolution. Reviewing the war, he explained that the British
bourgeoisie had begun by being enthusiastically in favour of the anti-
Russian war, but cooled down considerably as it began to affect their
purses. As against these motivations of the ruling classes he
counterposed the social alternative: power to the working class.

"With regard to the political positions taken by the working class
in Britain and France - the main point, with them, is this: that this
war, coinciding with a commercial crisis... conducted by hands and
heads unequal to the task, gaining at the same time European
dimensions, will and must bring about events which will enable the
proletarian class to resume that position which they lost, in France,
by the battle of June 1848 [the "June uprising"], and that not only as
far as France is concerned, but for all Central Europe, England
included."13

No-one has ever documented a word of political support by Marx
to the alliance of the Western Powers against Tsarist Russia in the
Crimean War; but on the other hand, we have by no means touched
on all the aspects of Marx's statements of an opposite character.
Marx's line on the Crimean War was 100% in line with the 1907-
1910 anti-war resolution of the International, including the Lenin-
Luxemburg amendment. Through it all, Marx noted now and then
something that was ABC in terms of revolutionary politics:... things
are clearly seething and fermenting and we can only hope that great
disasters in the Crimea will bring them to a head.14 Or as it was also
put frequently enough: defeats facilitate revolution.
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Engels' last words on looming world war
The last years of Engels' life - for convenience we can consider

the dozen years by which Engels outlived Marx - coincided with a
period of rapid growth of the imperialist tensions that were going to
lead to the first world slaughter. It grew clear to all that a great world
war was looming in the near future; and there was no-one who
warned against the coming catastrophe as often and as cogently as
Engels. The following, written by Engels, is perhaps the best known:

"And in the end, for Prussia-Germany no other war is possible
any longer except a world war, and indeed a world war of an
extensiveness and fierceness undreamt of up to now. Eight to 10
million soldiers will be at each others' throats and thereby strip all
Europe bare as no swarm of locusts has ever done. The devastation
of the Thirty Years War... famine, pestilence, general degeneration of
civilisation... irremediable disorganisation of our artificial
machinery... ending in general bankruptcy; breakdown of the old
states and their traditional state wisdom, such that crowns by the
dozens will be rolling in the streets and no-one will pick them up;
absolute impossibility of foreseeing how all this will end and who
will emerge the victor... general exhaustion and the establishment of
conditions for the ultimate victory of the working class. This is the
prospect... And when there is nothing else left for you except to start
the final great war dance, that will be all right with us. The war may
perhaps push us into the background temporarily; it may take away
from us many positions we had previously won. But when you have
unleashed forces that you will never again be able to get under
control, then let events take their course: at the end of the tragedy
you will be ruined and the victory of the proletariat will either have
been achieved or anyway will be inevitable."15

A couple of weeks after writing the above passage, and indeed
about the time it was coming off the press, Engels spelled his views
out so that no one could make a mistake. The new Romanian
socialist movement had asked him to write for its new magazine,
Contemporanul, published in Jassy, and as usual Engels complied.
He sent a survey of the state of Europe as it faced world war. Before
citing the conclusion of this survey-letter, we must make perfectly
clear that it was as toughly anti-Tsarist as ever; there was not the
slightest evidence of any increasing softness about the Russian
autocracy: "Since Russia enjoys a strategic position almost
impervious to conquest, Russian Tsarism forms the core of this
alliance ['the old Holy Alliance of the three assassins of Poland'], the
great reserve of all European reaction. To overthrow Tsarism, to
destroy this nightmare that weighs on all Europe - this is, in my eyes,
the first condition for the emancipation of the nationalities of the
European centre and east." And a good deal more of the same, such
as he had written all his political life.

Did this mean, to Engels himself, that workers should give
political support to war by the "progressive" Allies against this
reservoir of world reaction? Not a bit. The statement ended with the
following political conclusion, in view of the fact that war seemed
"imminent":

"I hope that peace will be maintained; in such a war, one could
not sympathise with any of the combatants; on the contrary one
would wish them all to be beaten if that were possible."

We are back, or still with, the "plague on both their houses"
approach of 1870, and, before that, with the support given only to the
"sixth power" or third camp in the Crimean War. Engels' statement
ended with a repetition of the idea that the war would be terrible, but
it would lead in the end to the socialist revolution.16

The idea of the defeat of all sides in a war was going to be
mooted in 1914; but no one quoted Engels' trenchant epistle to the
Romanians of January 1888. It was in effect buried, and has
remained effectually buried for a century, while Authorities filled
books with assertions that the Marx-Engels view was its opposite.

But this demonstration of Engels' war-and-peace politics of the
last period is not yet complete; and there was another facet that
seemed to look in a different direction. This was the large loophole
that Engels - along with the entire socialist movement - left for
support of war by one's own government: in case of invasion or
attack by a predatory power, socialists had to be concerned with the
defence of the nation in the name of national self-preservation. (This
knotty problem was not adequately analysed from the standpoint of

Marxist politics until Luxemburg did so in her Junius Pamphlet of
1915.) In 1891-1892 Engels published, in both France and Germany,
a statement that attempted to cover this question in the light of the
looming war, through an article titled "Socialism in Germany".17
Whereas the main facts about Marx's and Engels' war policy have
met with much silence and suppression, this article by Engels was
well publicised in the movement, and lives on - in selected quotes -
through the works of the "marxological" Authorities.

This is not the place to detail the background and content of the
article, but there is no difficulty in understanding how it could be
used in 1914 to vindicate "defencism". Yet it could be so used only
by maintaining silence and suppression about two features of his
explanation which Engels tried in vain to make clear and
unmistakable.

1. Very far from Engels' thinking was a "defence of the nation" in
which the socialists declared the class struggle suspended, as was the
universal interpretation of the defencists of 1914, in the concept
called "Burgfrieden" (civil peace). Engels' idea, as he made very
clear more  than once, was just the reverse: the socialists could really
defend the nation "only by the application of revolutionary
measures". But it was not the present government that would
"unleash the revolution". It was the Social-Democratic Party's job to
see that this was done, either by forcing the present government to
take revolutionary steps, "or, if need be, [it] can replace it".
Thereupon Engels referred to the great historical example of what he
had in mind: "The splendid example that France gave us in 1793."
Engels' concept was that, in the very course of taking the lead in the
nation to save it against the hated autocracy, the socialist movement
would force the carrying on of the war as a revolutionary war.18

2. This "defence of the nation" repudiated the idea that socialists
should wish for victory by any of the present ruling classes. Engels
stated this so expressly that no one could misinterpret, and so his
statement is not usually misinterpreted - it is simply not quoted. What
he wrote was this, as part of a pithy summary laying down his
position in ABC terms:

"No socialist, whatever his nationality may be, can desire the
military triumph either of the present German government or of the
French bourgeois republic, least of all that of the Tsar, which would
mean the subjugation of Europe."19

The reader must recall that the revolutionary precedent of 1793
not only urged socialists to take over the reins of power, but also
taught the great lesson that "defeats facilitate revolution". That
principle was much older than 1793, as a matter of fact, and so when
we run into it again, we must not think it was a new invention called
defeatism.

The idea that war's stresses made for revolt by the people was as
old an idea as any in the socialist movement. When Lenin referred to
it on the eve of the First World War, in 1913, it was uncontroversial.
He was writing to Gorky about the probable position of the Polish
Socialist Party (PPS, a right-wing Social-Democratic party opposed
to Luxemburg's):

"The PPS are undoubtedly for Austria and will fight for her. A
war between Austria and Russia would be a very useful thing for the
revolution (throughout Eastern Europe), but it's not very probable
that Franz Josef [the Hapsburg emperor] and Nicky [the Tsar] will
give us this pleasure."20

1. Instead of citing a long list of articles of this period by Marx
and Engels, we select one for quick confirmation: Marx's "The
Revolutionary Movement", published in Marx's paper on the first day
of 1849, as a summary of the situation; in MECW [Marx-Engels
Collected Works] 8:213-15.

2. Lenin, "Under a False Flag" (not published until 1914), LCW
[Lenin Collected Works] 21:139-40, p. 148.

3. Lenin, "The Social-Chauvinists' Sophisms", published 1 May,
1915; LCW 21:185. For a similar passage, see the pamphlet (by
Lenin and Zinoviev but mainly Lenin) Socialism and War, in LCW
21:308.

4. What Kautsky and others did, by and large, was offer their
accounts of the wars of the nineteenth century that Marx discussed,
work out their interpretations, and then assert that these
interpretations were Marx's. Here I am interested only in stressing
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what went to form Lenin's thinking on the war question in the early
stages of the war.

5. Engels to Marx, 15 August 1870, in MEW [Marx-Engels
Werke] 33:39-41.

6. Marx to Paul and Laura Lafargue, 28 July 1870; original, in
Marx's rough English, is here transcribed from Marx: Lettres et
Documents de Karl Marx, pp. 177-79.

7. Engels: "The Real Issue in Turkey", NYDT, 12 April 1853, in
MECW 12:13, p. 17.

8. See especially the following five articles which, for the sake of
space, are here identified by their initial pages in MECW 12:22, 93,
101, 209, 421.

9. Engels: "The European War", NYDT, 2 February 1854, in
MECW 12:557.

10. Marx: "Financial Failure of Government...", NYDT, 12
August 1853, MECW 12:231.

11. Marx: "The Greek Insurrection", NYDT, 29 March 1854, in
MECW 13:72.

12. Marx: "Reorganisation of the British War Administration...",
NYDT, 24 June 1854, in MECW 13:228.

13. Marx: "Prospect in France and England", NYDT, 27 April
1855, in MECW 14:145.

14. Marx to Engels, 3 July 1855, in MECW 39:541.
15. Engels: Introduction to Borkheim's pamphlet Zur Erinnerung

für die deutschen Mordspatrioten, 1806-1807, in MEW 21:350f;
dated by Engels 15 December 1887.

16. Engels to Nadejde, 4 January 1888, published in
Contemporanul (Jassy), January issue, translated into Roumanian by
the magazine. Engels had sent it in French; extant is his (first?) draft
in French. The German translation in MEW 37:6 was made from the
Roumanian text checked with the French draft; my English
translation is based on the French draft checked against the MEW
version; but no substantive differences are visible among any of these
versions. I am indebted to the Institute of Marxism-Leninism in
Berlin (GDR) for sending me copies of both the Contemporanul
publication and a typescript of the French draft.

17. The article was first written (October 1891) and published
(December 1891) in French, in an almanac of the French party; then
somewhat enlarged for German publication next February. The
German version can be found in MEW 22:245-60; there is an English
translation, not always reliable, in the appendix of Henderson's Life
of F. Engels, 2:796+.

18. Note that this was not the same as the conception of Karl
Liebknecht in 1914 (adopted by Lenin), tagged with the slogan "Turn
the imperialist war into civil war!" even though in both cases the
objective of the socialists was to utilise the war crisis to take power.
Whether Engels' perspective was feasible, in 1891 or any other time,
is a subject for debate. But this debate would have nothing to do with
the myth that Engels' kind of "defencism" was akin to that of the
prowar social-democrats of the First World War.

19. This passage can be read in MEW 22:256; the preceding
quote, about 1793 (etc.), is on p. 255.

20. Lenin to Gorky, written after 25 January 1913; in LCW
35:76.

6. Imperialism
Read: excerpts from Lenin, A Caricature of Marxism and
Imperialist Economism.

We will discuss Marxism and the national question (for
example in Israel-Palestine); political independence and
“economic independence”; the politics of the US/Iraq
confrontation; imperialism in Lenin’s day and in ours.

A Caricature of Marxism and
Imperialist Economism

3. What Is Economic Analysis?

Central to all the disquisitions of the self-determination
opponents is the claim that it is generally “unachievable” under
capitalism or imperialism. The word “unachievable” is frequently
used in widely different and inaccurately defined meanings. That is
why in our theses we insisted on what. is essential in any theoretical
discussion: an explanation of what is meant by “unachievable”. Nor
did we confine ourselves to that. We tried to give such an
explanation. All democratic demands are “unachievable” under
imperialism in the sense that politically they are hard to achieve or
totally unachievable without a series of revolutions.

It is fundamentally wrong, however, to maintain that self-
determination is unachievable in the economic sense.

That has been our contention. It is the pivotal point of our
theoretical differences, a question to which our opponents in any
serious discussion should have paid due attention.

But just see how Kievsky treats the question.
He definitely rejects unachievable as meaning “hard to achieve”

politically. He gives a direct answer in the sense of economic
unachievability.

"Does this mean," Kievsky writes, “that self-determination under
imperialism is just as unachievable as labour money under
commodity production?" And he replies: “Yes, it means exactly that.
For what we are discussing is the logical contradiction between two
social categories: 'imperialism' and 'self-determination of nations', the
same logical contradiction as that between two other categories:
labour money and commodity production. Imperialism is the
negation of self-determination, and no magician can reconcile the
two."

Frightening as is the angry word “magician” Kievsky hurls at us,
we must nevertheless point out that he simply fails to understand
what economic analysis implies. There should be no “logical
contradiction"—providing, of course, that there is proper logical
thinking—either in an economic or political analysis. Hence, to plead
a “logical contradiction” in general when what we are discussing is
economic and not political analysis, is completely irrelevant. Both
economic and political phenomena come within “social categories”.
Consequently, having first replied directly and definitely: "Yes, it
means exactly that” (i.e.. self-determination is just as unachievable as
labour money under commodity production), Kievsky dismisses the
whole matter by beating about the bush, without offering any
economic analysis.

How do we prove that labour money is unachievable under
commodity production? By economic analysis. And economic
analysis, like every other, rules out “logical contradictions”, takes
economic and only economic categories (and not “social categories”
in general) and from them concludes that labour money is
unachievable. In the first chapter of Capital there is no mention
whatever of politics, or political forms, or 'social categories”: the
analysis applies only to economic phenomena, commodity exchange,
its development Economic analysis shows—needless to say, through
“logical” arguments—that under commodity production labour
money is unachievable.

Kievsky does not even attempt anything approximating an
economic analysis! He conjures the economic substance of
imperialism with its political tendencies, as is obvious from the very
first phrase of the very first paragraph of his article. Here is that
phrase:

"Industrial capital is the synthesis of pre-capitalist production and
merchant-usurer capital. Usurer capital becomes the servant of
industrial capital. Then capitalism subjects the various forms of
capital and there emerges its highest, unified type finance capital.
The whole era can therefore be designated as the era of finance
capital of which imperialism is the corresponding foreign-policy
system."

Economically, that definition is absolutely worthless: instead of
precise economic categories we get mere phrases. However, it is
impossible to dwell on that now. The important thing is that Kievsky
proclaims imperialism to be a “foreign-policy system”.

First, this is, essentially, a wrong repetition of Kautsky' s wrong
idea.
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Second, it is a purely political, and only political, definition of
imperialism. By defining imperialism as a “system of policy”
Kievsky wants to avoid the economic analysis he promised to give
when he declared that self-determination was “just as” unachievable,
i.e., economically unachievable, under imperialism as labour money
under commodity production!

In his controversy with the Lefts, Kautsky declared that
imperialism was “merely a system of foreign policy” (namely,
annexation), and that it would be wrong to describe as imperialism a
definite economic stage, or level, in the development of capitalism.

Kautsky is wrong. Of course, it is not proper to argue about
words. You cannot prohibit the use of the “word” imperialism in this
sense or any other. But if you want to conduct a discussion you must
define your terms precisely.

Economically, imperialism (or the “era” of finance capital—it is
not a matter of words) is the highest stage in the development of
capitalism, one in which production has assumed such big, immense
proportions that. free competition gives way to monopoly. That is the
economic essence of imperialism. Monopoly manifests itself in
trusts, syndicates, etc., in the omnipotence of the giant banks, in the
buying up of raw material sources, etc., in the concentration of
banking capital, etc. Everything hinges on economic monopoly.

The political superstructure of this new economy, of monopoly
capitalism (imperialism is monopoly capitalism) is the change from
democracy to political reaction. Democracy corresponds to free
competition. Political reaction corresponds to monopoly. “Finance
capital strives for domination, not freedom," Rudolf Hilferding
rightly remarks in his Finance Capital.

It is fundamentally wrong, un-Marxist and unscientific, to single
out “foreign policy” from policy in general, let alone counterpose
foreign policy to home policy. Both in foreign and home policy
imperialism strives towards violations of democracy, towards
reaction. In this sense imperialism is indisputably the “negation” of
democracy in general, of all democracy, and not just of one of its
demands, national self-determination.

Being a “negation” of democracy in general, imperialism is also
a “negation” of democracy in the national question (i.e., national
self-determination): it seeks to violate democracy. The achievement
of democracy is, in the same sense, and to the same degree, harder
under imperialism (compared with pre-monopoly capitalism), as the
achievement of a republic, a militia, popular election of officials, etc.
There can be no talk of democracy being “economically”
unachievable.

Kievsky was probably led astray here by the fact (besides his
general lack of understanding of the requirements of economic
analysis) that the philistine regards annexation (i.e., acquisition of
foreign territories against, the will of their people, i.e., violation of
self-determination) as equivalent to the “spread” (expansion) of
finance capital to a larger economic territory.

But theoretical problems should not be approached from
philistine conceptions.

Economically, imperialism is monopoly capitalism. To acquire
full monopoly, all competition must be eliminated, and not only on
the home market (of the given state), but also on foreign markets, in
the whole. world. Is it economically possible, “in the era of finance
capital”, to eliminate competition even in a foreign st.ate? Certainly
it is. It is done through a rival's financial dependence and acquisition
of his sources of raw materials and eventually of all his enterprises.

The American trusts are the supreme expression of the
economics of imperialism or monopoly capitalism. They do not
confine themselves to economic means of eliminating rivals, but
constantly resort to political, even criminal, methods. It would be the
greatest mistake, however, to believe that the trusts cannot establish
their monopoly by purely economic methods. Reality provides ample
proof that this is “achievable”: the trusts undermine their rivals' credit
through the banks (the owners of the trusts become the owners of the
banks: buying up shares); their supply of materials (the owners of the
trusts become the owners of the railways: buying up shares); for a
certain time the trusts sell below cost, spending millions on this in
order to ruin a competitor and then buy up his enterprises, his sources
of raw materials (mines, land, etc.).

There you have a purely economic analysis of the power of the
trusts and their expansion. There you have the purely economic path
to expansion: buying up mills and factories, sources of raw materials.

Big finance capital of one country can always buy up competitors
in another, politically independent country and constantly does so.
Economically, this is fully achievable. Economic “annexation” is
fully “achievable” without political annexation and is widely
practised. In the literature on imperialism you will constantly come
across indications that Argentina, for example, is in reality a “trade
colony” of Britain, or that Portugal is in reality a “vassal” of Britain,
etc. And that is actually so: economic dependence upon British
banks, indebtedness to Britain, British acquisition of their railways,
mines, land, etc., enable Britain to “annex” these countries
economically without violating their political independence.

National self-determination means political independence.
Imperialism seeks to violate such independence because political
annexation often makes economic annexation easier, cheaper (easier
to bribe officials, secure concessions, put through advantageous
legislation. etc.), more convenient, less troublesome—just as
imperialism seeks to replace democracy generally by oligarchy. But
to speak of the economic “unachievability” of self-determination
under imperialism is sheer nonsense.

Kievsky gets round the theoretical difficulties by a very simple
and superficial dodge, known in German as “burschikose”
phraseology, i.e., primitive, crude phrases heard (and quite naturally)
at student binges. Here is an example: "Universal suffrage," he
writes, “the eight-hour day and even the republic are logically
compatible with imperialism, though imperialism far from smiles [!!]
on them and their achievement is therefore extremely difficult."

We would have absolutely no objections to the burschikose
statement that imperialism far from “smiles” on the republic—a
frivolous word can sometimes lend colour to a scientific
polemic!—if in this polemic on a serious issue we were given, in
addition, an economic and political analysis of the concepts involved.
With Kievsky, however, the burschikose phrase does duty for such
an analysis or serves to conceal lack of it.

What can this mean: “Imperialism far from smiles on the
republic"? And why?

The republic is one possible form of the political super structure
of capitalist society, and, moreover, under present- day conditions the
most democratic form. To say that imperialism does not “smile” on
the republic is to say that there is a contradiction between
imperialism and democracy. It may very well be that Kievsky does
not “smile” or even “far from smiles” on this conclusion.
Nevertheless it is irrefutable.

To continue. What is the nature of this contradiction between
imperialism and democracy? Is it a logical or illogical contradiction?
Kievsky uses the word “logical” without stop ping to think and
therefore does not notice that in this particular case it serves to
conceal (both from the reader's and author's eyes and mind) the very
question he sets out to discuss! That question is the relation of
economics to politics: the relation of economic conditions and the
economic content of imperialism to a certain political form. To say
that every “contradiction” revealed in human discussion is a logical
contradiction is meaningless tautology. And with the aid of this
tautology Kievsky evades the substance of the question: Is it a
“logical” contradiction between two economic phenomena or
propositions (1)? Or two political phenomena or propositions (2)? Or
economic and political phenomena or propositions (3)?

For that is the heart of the matter, once we are discussing
economic unachievability or achievability under one or another
political form!

Had Kievsky not evaded the heart of the matter, he would
probably have realised that the contradiction between imperialism
and the republic is a contradiction between the economics of latter-
day capitalism (namely, monopoly capitalism) and political
democracy in general. For Kievsky will never prove that any major
and fundamental democratic measure (popular election of officials or
officers, complete freedom of association and assembly, etc.) is less
contradictory to imperialism (or, if you like, more “smiled” upon)
than the republic.
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What we have, then, is the proposition we advanced in our
theses: imperialism contradicts, “logically” contradicts, all political
democracy in general. Kievsky does not “smile” on this proposition
for it demolishes all his illogical constructions. But what can we do
about it? Are we to accept a method that is supposed to refute certain
propositions, but instead secretly advances them by using such
expressions as “imperialism far from smiles on the republic"?

Further. Why does imperialism far from smile on the republic?
And how does imperialism “combine” its economics with the
republic?

Kievsky has given no thought to that. We would remind him of
the following words of Engels in reference to the democratic
republic. Can wealth dominate under this form of government? The
question concerns the “contradiction” between economics and
politics.

Engels replies: “The democratic republic officially knows
nothing any more of property distinctions [between citizens]. In it,
wealth exercises its power indirectly, but all the more surely. On the
one hand, in the form of the direct corruption of officials, of which
America provides the classical example; on the other hand, in the
form of an alliance between government and stock exchange...."

There you have an excellent example of economic analysis on
the question of the “achievability” of democracy under capitalism.
And the “achievability” of self-determination under imperialism is
part of that question.

The democratic republic “logically” contradicts capitalism,
because “officially” it puts the rich and the poor on an equal footing.
That is a contradiction between the economic system and the political
superstructure. There is the same contradiction between imperialism
and the republic, deepened or aggravated by the fact that the change-
over from free competition to monopoly makes the realisation of
political freedoms even more “difficult”.

How, then, is capitalism reconciled with democracy? By indirect
implementation of the omnipotence of capital. There are two
economic means for that: (~) direct bribery; (2) alliance of
government and stock exchange. (That is stated in our theses—under
a bourgeois system finance capital “can freely bribe and buy any
government and any official”.)

Once we have the dominance of commodity production, of the
bourgeoisie, of the power of money—bribery (direct or through the
stock exchange) is “achievable” under any form of government and
under any kind of democracy.

What, it can be asked, is altered in this respect when capitalism
gives way to imperialism, i.e., when pro-monopoly capitalism is
replaced by monopoly capitalism?

Only that the power of the stock exchange increases. For finance
capital is industrial capital at its highest, monopoly level which has
merged with banking capital. The big banks merge with and absorb
the stock exchange. (The literature on imperialism speaks of the
declining role of the stock exchange, but only in the sense that every
giant bank is itself virtually a stock exchange.)

Further. If “wealth” in general is fully capable of achieving
domination over any democratic republic by bribery and through the
stock exchange, then how can Kievsky maintain, without lapsing into
a very curious “logical contradiction”, that the immense wealth of the
trust~s and the banks, which have thousands of millions at their
command, cannot “achieve” the domination of finance capital over a
foreign, i.e., politically independent, republic??

Well? Bribery of officials is “unachievable” in a foreign state?
Or the “alliance of government and stock exchange” applies only to
one's own government?

6. The Other Political Issues Raised and Distorted By P. Kievsky

Liberation of the colonies, we stated in our theses, means self-
determination of nations. Europeans often forget that colonial
peoples too are nations, but to tolerate this “forgetfulness” is to
tolerate chauvinism.

P. Kievsky “objects”:
In the pure type of colonies, “there is no proletariat in the proper

sense of the term” (end of §r, Chapter II). “For whom, then, is the
'self-determination' slogan meant? For the colonial bourgeoisie? For

the fellahs? For the peasants? Certainly not. It is absurd for socialists
[Kievsky's italics] to demand self-determination for the colonies, for
it is absurd in general to advance the slogans of a workers' party for
countries where there are no workers."

P. Kievsky's anger and his denunciation of our view as “absurd”
notwithstanding, we make bold to submit that his arguments are
erroneous. Only the late and unlamented Economists ~believed that
the “slogans of a workers' party” are issued only for workers. No,
these slogans are issued for the whole of the labouring population,
for the entire people. The democratic part of our
programme—Kievsky has given no thought to its significance “in
general"—is addressed specifically to the whole people and that is
why in it we speak of the “people”.

The colonial and semi-colonial nations, we said, account for
1,000 million people, and P. Kievsky has not taken the trouble to
refute that concrete statement. Of these 1,000 million, more than 700
million (China, India, Persia, Egypt) live in countries where there are
workers. But even with regard to colonial countries where there are
no workers, only slave-owners and slaves, etc., the demand for “self-
determination”, far from being absurd, is obligatory hit every
Marxist. And if he gave the matter a little thought, Kievsky would
probably realise this, and also that “self-determination” is always
advanced “for” two nations: the oppressed and the oppressing.

Another of Kievsky's “objections”:
"For that reason we limit ourselves, in respect to the colonies, to

a negative slogan, i.e., to the demand socialists present to their
governments—'get out of the colonies!' Unachievable within the
framework of capitalism, this demand serves to intensify the struggle
against imperialism, but does not contradict the trend of
development, for a socialist society will not possess colonies."

The author's inability, or reluctance, to give the slightest thought
to the theoretical contents of political slogans is simply amazing! Are
we to believe that the use of a propaganda phrase instead of a
theoretically precise political term alters matters? To say “get out of
the colonies” is to evade a theoretical analysis and hide behind
propaganda phrases! For every one of our Party propagandists, in
referring to the Ukraine, Poland, Finland, etc., is fully entitled to
demand of the tsarist government (his “own government"): “get out
of Finland”, etc. However, the intelligent propagandist will
understand that we must not advance either positive or negative
slogans for the sole purpose of “intensifying” the struggle. Only men
of the Alexinsky type could insist that the “negative” slogan “get out
of the Black-Hundred Duma” was justified by the desire to
“intensify” the struggle against a certain evil.

Intensification of the struggle is all empty phrase of the
subjectivists, who forget the Marxist requirement that every slogan
be justified by a precise analysis of economic realities, the political
situation and the political significance of the slogan. It is
embarrassing to have to drive this home, but what can one do?

We know the Alexinsky habit of cutting short a theoretical
discussion of a theoretical question by propaganda outcries. It is a
bad habit. The slogan “get out of the colonies” has one and only one
political and economic content: freedom of secession for the colonial
nations, freedom to establish a separate state! If, as P. Kievsky
believes, the general laws of imperialism prevent the self-
determination of nations and make it a utopia, illusion, -etc., etc.,
then how can one, with out stopping to think, make an exception
from these general laws for most of th~ nations of the world?
Obviously, P. Kievsky's “theory” is a caricature of theory.

Commodity production and capitalism, and the connecting
threads of finance capital, exist in the vast majority of colonial
countries. How, then, can we urge the imperialist countries, their
governments, to “get out of the colonies~~ if, from the standpoint of
commodity production, capitalism and imperialism, this is an
“unscientific” and “utopian” demand, “refuted” even by Lensch,
Cunow and the rest?

There is not even a shadow of thought in the author's
argumentation!

He has given no thought to the fact that liberation of the colonies
is “unrealisable” only in the sense of being “un realisable without a
series of revolutions”. He has given no thought to the fact that it is
realisable in con/unction with a socialist revolution in Europe. He has
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given no thought to the fact that a “socialist society will not possess”
not only colonies, but subject nations in general. He has given no
thought to the fact that, on the question under discussion, there is no
economic or political difference between Russia s “possession” of
Poland or Turkestan. He has given no thought to the fact that a
“socialist society” will wish to “get out of the colonies” only in the
sense of granting them the free right to secede, but definitely not in
the sense of recommending secession.

And for this differentiation between the right to secede and the
recommendation to secede, P. Kievsky condemns us as "jugglers”,
and to “scientifically substantiate” that verdict in the eyes of the
workers, he writes:

"What is a worker to think when he asks a propagandist how the
proletariat should regard samostiinost [political independence for the
Ukraine], and gets this answer: socialists are working for the right to
secede, but their propaganda is against secession?"

I believe I can give a fairly accurate reply to that question,
namely: every sensible worker will think that Kievsky is not capable
of thinking.

Every sensible worker will “think”: here we have P. Kiev- sky
telling us workers to shout “get out of the colonies”. In other words,
we Great-Russian workers must demand from our government that it
get out of Mongolia, Turkestan, Persia; English workers must
demand that the English Government get out of Egypt, India, Persia,
etc. But does this mean that we proletarians wish to separate
ourselves from the Egyptian workers and fellahs, from the
Mongolian, Turkestan or Indian workers and peasants? Does it mean
that we advise the labouring masses of the colonies to “separate”
from the class-conscious European proletariat? Nothing of the kind.
Now, as always, we stand and shall continue to stand for the closest
association and merging of the class-conscious workers of the
advanced countries with the workers, peasants and slaves of all the
oppressed countries. We have always advised and shall continue to
advise all the oppressed classes in all the oppressed countries, the
colonies included, not to separate from us, but to form the closest
possible ties and merge with us.

We demand from our governments that they quit the colonies, or,
to put it in precise political terms rather than in agitational
outcries—that they grant the colonies full freedom of secession, the
genuine right to self-determination, and we ourselves are sure to
implement this right, and grant this freedom, as soon as we capture
power. We demand this from existing governments, and will do this
when we are the government, not in order to “recommend” secession,
but, on the contrary, in order to facilitate and accelerate the
democratic association and merging of nations. We shall exert every
effort to foster association and merger with the Mongolians, Persians,
Indians, Egyptians. We believe it is our duty and in our interest to do
this, for otherwise socialism in Europe will not be secure. We shall
endeavour to render these nations, more backward and oppressed
than we are, “disinterested cultural assistance”, to borrow the happy
expression of the Polish Social-Democrats. In other words, we will
help them pass to the use of machinery, to the lightening of labour, to
democracy, to socialism.

If we demand freedom of secession for the Mongolians. Persians,
Egyptians and all other oppressed and unequal nations without
exception, we do so not because we favour secession, but only
because we stand for free, voluntary association and merging as
distinct from forcible association. That is the only reason!

And in this respect the only difference between the Mongolian or
Egyptian peasants and workers and their Polish or Finnish
counterparts is, in our view, that the latter are more developed, more
experienced politically than the Great Russians, more economically
prepared, etc., and for that reason will in all likelihood very soon
convince their peoples that it is unwise to extend their present
legitimate hatred of the Great Russians, for their role of hangman, to
the socialist workers and to a socialist Russia. They will convince
them that economic expediency and internationalist and democratic
instinct and consciousness demand the earliest association of all
nations and their merging in a socialist society. And since the Poles
and Finns are highly cultured people, they will, in all probability,
very soon come to see the correctness of this attitude, and the
possible secession of Poland and Finland after the triumph of

socialism will therefore be only of short duration. The incomparably
less cultured fellahs, Mongolians and Persians might secede for a
longer period, but we shall try to shorten it by disinterested cultural
assistance as indicated above.

There is no other difference in our attitude to the Poles and
Mongolians, nor can there be. There is no “contradiction”, nor can
there be, between our propaganda of freedom of secession and our
firm resolve to implement that freedom when we are the government,
and our propaganda of association and merging of nations. That is
what, we feel sure, every sensible worker, every genuine socialist
and internationalist will “think” of our controversy with P. Kievsky.

Running through the article is Kievsky's basic doubt: why
advocate and, when we are in power, implement the freedom of
nations to secede, considering that the trend of development is
towards the merging of nations? For the same reason—we
reply—that we advocate and, when in power, will implement the
dictatorship of the proletariat, though the entire trend of development
is towards abolition of coercive domination of one part of society
over another. Dictatorship is domination of one part of society over
the rest of society, and domination, moreover, that rest.s directly on
coercion. Dictatorship of the proletariat, the only consistently
revolutionary class, is necessary to overthrow the bourgeoisie and
repel its attempts at counter-revolution. The question of proletarian
dictatorship is of such overriding importance that he who denies the
need for such dictator ship, or recognises it only in words, cannot he
a member of the Social-Democratic Party. However, it cannot be
denied that in individual cases, by way of exception, for instance, in
some small country after the social revolution has been accomplished
in a neighbouring big country, peaceful surrender of power by the
bourgeoisie is possible, if it is convinced that resistance is hopeless
and if it prefers to save its skin. It is much more likely, of course, that
even in small states socialism will not be achieved without civil war,
and for that reason the only programme of international Social-
Democracy must be recognition of civil war, though violence is, of
course, alien to our ideals. The same, mutatis mutandis (with the
necessary alterations), is applicable to nations. We favour their
merger, but now there can be no transition from forcible merger and
annexation to voluntary merger without freedom of secession. We
recognise—and quite rightly—the predominance of the economic
factor, but to interpret it a` la Kievsky is to make a caricature of
Marxism. Even the trusts and banks of modern imperialism, though
inevitable everywhere as part of developed capitalism, differ in their
concrete aspects from country to country. There is a still greater
difference, despite homogeneity in essentials, between political
forms in the advanced imperialist countries—America, England,
France, Germany. The same variety will manifest itself also in the
path mankind will follow from the imperialism of today to the
socialist revolution of tomorrow. All nations will arrive at
socialism—this is inevitable, hut all will do so in not exactly the
same way, each will contribute something of its own to some form of
democracy, to some variety of the dictatorship of the proletariat, to
the varying rate of socialist transformations in the different aspects of
social life. There is nothing more primitive from the viewpoint of
theory, or more ridiculous from that of practice, than to paint, “in the
name of historical materialism”, this aspect of the future in a
monotonous grey. The result will be nothing more than Suzdal
daubing. And even if reality were to show that prior to the first
victory of the socialist proletariat only 1 500 of the nations now
oppressed will win emancipation and secede, that prior to the final
victory of the socialist proletariat the world over (i.e., during all the
vicissitudes of the socialist revolution) also only 1,500 of the
oppressed nations will secede for a very short time— even in that
event we would be correct, both from the theoretical and practical
political standpoint, in advising the workers, already now, not to
permit into their Social-Democratic parties those socialists of the
oppressor nations who do not recognise and do not advocate freedom
of secession for all oppressed nations. For the fact is that we do not
know, and cannot know, how many of the oppressed nations will in
practice require secession in order to contribute something of their
own to the different forms of democracy, the different forms of
transition to socialism. And that the negation of freedom of secession
now is theoretically false from beginning to end and in practice
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amounts to servility to the chauvinists of the oppressing nations—
this we know, see and feel daily.

"We emphasise," P. Kievsky writes in a footnote to the passage
quoted above, “that we fully support the demand 'against forcible
annexation'...."

But he makes no reply, not even by a single word, to our
perfectly clear statement that this “demand” is tantamount to
recognising self-determination, that there can be no correct definition
of the concept “annexation” unless it is seen in context with self-
determination. Presumably Kiev- sky believes that in a discussion it
is enough to present one's arguments and demands without any
supporting evidence!

He continues: "... We fully accept, in their negative formulation,
a number of demands that tend to sharpen proletarian consciousness
against imperialism, hut there is absolutely no possibility of working
out corresponding positive formulations on the basis of the existing
system. Against war, yes, but not for a democratic peace...."

Wrong—wrong from the first word to the last. Kievsky has read
our resolution on “Pacifism and the Peace Slogan” (in the pamphlet
Socialism and War, pp. 44-45) and even approved it, I believe. But
obviously he did not understand it. We are for a democratic peace,
only we warn the workers against the deception that such a peace is
possible under the present, bourgeois governments “without a series
of revolutions”, as the resolution points out. We denounced as a
deception of the workers the “abstract” advocacy of peace, i.e., one
that does not take into account the real class nature, or, specifically,
the imperialist nature of the present governments in the belligerent
countries. We definitely stated in the Sotsial-Demokrat (No. 47)
theses that if the revolution places our Party in power during the
present war, it will immediately propose a democratic peace to all the
warring countries.

Yet, anxious to convince himself and others that he is opposed
“only” to self-determination and not to democracy in general,
Kievsky ends up by asserting that we are “not for a democratic
peace”. Curious logic!

There is no need to dwell on all the other examples he cites, and
no sense in wasting space on refuting them, for they are on the same
level of naïve and fallacious logic and can only make the reader
smile. There is not, nor can there be, such a thing as a “negative”
Social-Democratic slogan that serves only to “sharpen proletarian
consciousness against imperialism” without at the same time offering
a positive answer to the question of how Social-Democracy will
solve the problem when it assumes power. A “negative” slogan
unconnected with a definite positive solution will not “sharpen”, but
dull consciousness, for such a slogan is a hollow phrase, mere
shouting, meaningless declamation.

P. Kievsky does not understand the difference between negative”
slogans that stigmatise political evils and economic evils. The
difference lies in the fact that certain economic evils are part of
capitalism as such, whatever the political superstructure, and that it is
impossible to eliminate them economically without eliminating
capitalism itself. Not a single instance can be cited to disprove this.
On the other hand, political evils represent a departure from
democracy which, economically, is fully possible “on the basis of the
existing system”, i.e., capitalism, and by way of exception is being
implemented under capitalism—certain aspects in one country, other
aspects in another. Again, what the author fails to understand is
precisely the fundamental conditions necessary for the
implementation of democracy in general!

The same applies to the question of divorce. The reader will
recall that it was first posed by Rosa Luxemburg in the discussion on
the national question. She expressed the perfectly justified opinion
that if we uphold autonomy within a state (for a definite region, area,
etc.), we must, as centralist Social-Democrats, insist that all major
national issues—and divorce legislation is one of them—should
come within the jurisdiction of the central government and central
parliament. This example clearly demonstrates that one can not be a
democrat and socialist without demanding full freedom of divorce
now, because the lack of such freedom is additional oppression of the
oppressed sex—though it should not be difficult to realise that
recognition of the freedom to leave one's husband is not an invitation
to all wives to do so!

P. Kievsky “objects”:
"What would this right [of divorce] be like if in such cases [when

the wife wants to leave the husband] she could not exercise her right?
Or if its exercise depended on the will of third parties, or, worse still,
on the will of claimants to her affections? Would we advocate the
proclamation of such a right? Of course not !"

That objection reveals complete failure to understand the relation
between democracy in general and capitalism. The conditions that
make it impossible for the oppressed classes to ~~exercise~~ their
democratic rights are not the exception under capitalism; they are
typical of the system. in most cases the right of divorce will remain
unrealisable under capitalism, for the oppressed sex is subjugated
economically. No matter how much democracy there is under
capitalism, the woman remains a “domestic slave”, a slave locked up
in the bedroom, nursery, kitchen. The right to elect their “own”
people's judges, officials, school-teachers, jurymen, etc., is likewise
in most cases unrealisable under capitalism precisely because of the
economic subjection of the workers and peasants. The same applies
to the democratic republic: our programme defines it as “government
by the people”, though all Social-Democrats know perfectly well that
under capitalism, even in the most democratic republic, there is
bound to be bribery of officials by the bourgeoisie and an alliance of
stock exchange and the government.

Only those who cannot think straight or have no knowledge of
Marxism will conclude: so there is no point in having a republic, no
point in freedom of divorce, no point in democracy, no point in self-
determination of nations! But Marxists know that democracy does
not abolish class oppression. It only makes the class struggle more
direct, wider, more open and pronounced, and that is what we need.
The fuller the freedom of divorce, the clearer will women see that the
source of their “domestic slavery” is capitalism, not lack of rights.
The more democratic the system of government, the clearer will the
workers see that the root evil is capitalism, not lack of rights. The
fuller national equality (and it is not complete without freedom of
secession), the clearer will the workers of the oppressed nations see
that the cause of their oppression is capitalism, not lack of rights, etc.

It must be said again and again: It is embarrassing to have to
drive home the ABC of Marxism, but what is one to do if Kievsky
does not know it?

He discusses divorce in much the same way as one of the
secretaries of the Organising Committee abroad, Semkovsky,
discussed it, if I remember rightly, in the Paris Golos.[31] His line of
reasoning was that freedom of divorce is not, it is true, an invitation
to all wives to leave their husbands, but if it is proved that all other
husbands are better than yours, madame, then it amounts to one and
the same thing!!

In taking that line of argument Semkovsky forgot that crank
thinking is not a violation of socialist or democratic principles. If
Semkovsky were to tell a woman that all other husbands were better
than hers, no one would regard this as violation of democratic
principles. At most people would say: There are bound to be big
cranks in a big party! But if Semkovsky were to take it into his head
to defend as a democrat a person who opposed freedom of divorce
and appealed to the courts, the police or the church to prevent his
wife leaving him, we feel sure that even most of Semkovsky's
colleagues on the Secretariat Abroad, though they are sorry
socialists, would refuse to support him!

Both Semkovsky and Kievsky, in their “discussion” of divorce,
fail to understand the issue and avoid its substance, namely, that
under capitalism the right of divorce, as all other democratic rights
without exception, is conditional, restricted, formal, narrow and
extremely difficult of realisation. Yet no self-respecting Social-
Democrat will consider anyone opposing the right of divorce a
democrat, let alone a socialist. That is the crux of the matter. All
“democracy” consists in the proclamation and realisation of “rights”
which under capitalism are realisable only to a very small degree and
only relatively. But without the proclamation of these rights, without
a struggle to introduce them now, immediately, without training the
masses in the spirit of this struggle, socialism is impossible.

Having failed to understand that, Kievsky bypasses the central
question, that belongs to his special subject, namely, how will we
Social-Democrats abolish national oppression? He shunts the
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question aside with phrases about the world being “drenched in
blood”, etc. (though this has no bearing on the matter under
discussion). This leaves only one single argument: the socialist
revolution will solve everything! Or, the argument sometimes
advanced by people who share his views: self-determination is
impossible under capitalism and superfluous under socialism.

From the theoretical standpoint that view is nonsensical; from the
practical political standpoint it is chauvinistic. It fails to appreciate
the significance of democracy. For socialism is impossible without
democracy because: (1) the proletariat cannot perform the socialist
revolution unless it prepares for it by the struggle for democracy; (2)
victorious socialism cannot consolidate its victory and bring
humanity to the withering away of the state without implementing
full democracy. To claim that self-determination is superfluous under
socialism is therefore just as nonsensical and just as hopelessly
confusing as to claim that democracy is superfluous under socialism.

Self-determination is no more impossible under capitalism, and
just as superfluous under socialism, as democracy generally.

The economic revolution will create the necessary prerequisites
for eliminating all types of political oppression. Precisely for that
reason it is illogical and incorrect to reduce everything to the
economic revolution, for the question is: how to eliminate national
oppression? It cannot be eliminated without an economic revolution
That is incontestable. But to limit ourselves to this is to lapse into
absurd and wretched imperialist Economism

We must carry out national equality; proclaim, formulate and
implement equal “rights” for all nations. Everyone agrees with that
save, perhaps, P. Kievsky. But this poses a question which Kievsky
avoids: is not negation of the right to form a national state negation
of equality?

Of course it is. And consistent, i.e., socialist, democrats proclaim,
formulate and will implement this right, without which there is no
path to complete, voluntary rapprochement and merging of nations.


