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INTRODUCTION

by D. Ryazanoff

HE aim of this symposium is to depié@l Karl

E Marx as man, thinker, and revolutionist. Sur-

veying the whole course of history, we shall
find it difficult to point to any other person in whom
there was so perfeét a combination of inspired and
concentrated intelligence endeavouring to nnderstand
the contemporary capitalist world, with an incxtin-
guishable hatred for this final form of exploitation of
man by man and an unwearicd endeavour to destroy
the world of exploitation—to revolutionise it from its
very foundations. At the same time Marx was a man
to whom nothing human was alicn; a man who, be-
neath a sometimes rough exterior, hid a boundless
love for all who labour and arc heavy laden.

We cannot form a really live piéture of a man un-
less we can get him under dirc& obscrvation. The
more numerous the links that intervenc between his
live figure and the last copy of his portrait, the
weaker and the more abstract will be our impression.
Thus an original photograph will always be more
precise than any subscquent reproduction of this
photograph.

1 therefore made up my mind that in this sym-
posium I would try to portray Marx by bringing to-
gether a number of firsthand impressions formed by
his closest associates.

The colleflion includes two biographies of Marx,
one by his dearest friend, Friedrich Engels, and the
other by his youngest daughter, Eleanor Marx. En-
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gels was writing for the German workers, several
years before Marx’s death. He gave a sketch of his
friend's carcer, with an admirable account of Marx’s
significance as thinker and revolutionist. A supple-
ment to this biographical notice is formed by the
letter from Engels to Sorge, penned the very day af-
ter Marx dicd; another supplement is Engels’ funeral
oration in Highgate cemetery on March 17, 1883.
Both the letter and the speech provide additional
data for the chara€lerisation of Marx.

The biographical sketch written by Eleanor Marx
a few days after her father’s death is in large measure
a reproduction of what Engels had said a few years
carlier. But Eleanor was writing for British wor-
kers, and thercfore stressed some charateristics
which Engels had left almost unnoticed. Besides, she
gave certain details about Marx’s youth, information
gathered from her mother and not to be found in
any of the other biographical sketches.

Before giving space to any other authors, I thought
it desirable to let Marx himself, as theoretician of the
proletariat and indomitable champion of the wor-
kers’ interests, say a few words. First of all we have
his article dated Cologne, June 28, 1848—an article
devoted to the memory of the numberless and name-
less proletarian herocs who, during the June Days,
fell on the Parisian barricades. The vigour, the con-
centrated cnergy and passion with which Marx
scourges the bourgeois of all shades of opinion,
make this article one of the best of his writings. It

is only equalled by some of the pages of The Civil
War in France.
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Immediately following, comes a discovery of my
own, the spw:h delivered by Marx on Apnl 14,
1856, after a supper at which the Chartists celebrated
the fourth anniversary of the founding of their cen-
tral organ, the “People’s Paper.” Marx was one of
its principal contributors. In a marvcllously concisc
way he sketches the revolution of 1848 and expounds
the historic mission of the proletariat. This spcech
(in conjunction with a few others which still remain
to be collected) shows that Marx, unlike Engels, was
an orator as well as a writer, and that only the cir-
cumstances of his life stood in the way of the de-
velopment of his talents in this respect.

This series of essays devoted to the charaterisation
of Marx as thinker and as theoretician of the prole-
tariat, begins with one by Plchanoff. It belongs to
the best period of Plchanoff’s literary activity, hav-
ing been written to commemorate the twentieth an-
niversary of Marx’s death, and published in “Iskra™
on March 1, 1g03. It shows the international signi-
ficance of Marx, and in cspecial his significance as
regards the growth of the working-class movement
in Russia.

The essays by Franz Mehring and Rosa Luxem-
burg, both written in 1903, amplify the picture of
Marx as revolutionist and thinker. Mchring shows
Marx as the theoretician of revolutionary strategy
and tactics. Rosa Luxemburg deals with a question
of very great interest, for she tries to account for the

fon that was ble twenty years ago in
the elaboration of Marxist theory. The practical ex-
perience of the Russian revolution has shown that
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every new stage in the development of the class
struggic of the proleariat discloses, in the incxhaust-
ible arsenai of Marxist theory, the new weapons that
are needed for the new phase of the struggle. Thus
the getting ready for socialism, not as an ultimate
aim shining somewhere in the distant future, but as
something 10 be realised here and now, brought into
the fireground Marx's teaching about the dictator-
ship of’ the proletariat. Lenin’s admirable sketch of
Marxitm, a concise exposition of the whole Marxist
system. p-'mcd in the light of the expericnce of the
£ +ian rzvolution (that of 1go3), elucidates the
signifizance of Marx as philosopher, cconomist, poli-
sician. and tactician of the proletarian struggle.

Timi~azefi, who stood out as a scientific revolu-
tinnist ffem among the dried-up and gelded Russian
university profussors of the old regime, makes a de-
tailed compazison of Marx and Darwin, as the two
areatest revolutionisers of the scientific thought of
the nincteenth century.

The other articles in the symposium are mainly
corcerned with describing Marx as a man. Lafar-
gue, whn knew him intimately, docs not merely por-
tray him in his everyday domestic environment. We
are also shown Marx in his study, the simply fur-
nished laboratory where the great teacher did his
work: and we are made acquainted with how things
locked when the work was in the making. This last
matter is of great interest to those who wish to fol-
low the develop of creative th , since the
vestiges of the process may have complctcly disap-
peared from the finished produd.
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Friedrich Lessner, onc of the members of the
Communist League, in “A Worker’s Memories of
Karl Marx,” writes simply and unpretentiously,
showing Marx as a pioncer member of workers’ or-
ganisations and as onc of the active organiscrs of the
communist workers’ movement in Germany.

Wilhelm Licbknecht’s sharc in the symposium
consists of an extract from his memoirs. These arc
not invariably notable for accuracy, especially when
he is dealing with Marx as a theoretician. Here,
however, we are given a vivid piture of the envir-
onment in which Marx passed his days during the
London exile.

In his brief review of Hyndman’s memoirs, dis-
cussing what Hyndman (rccently deceased) has to
say of Marx, Lenin shows that cven in this distort-
ing mirror we can get a clear picture of the great old
man, who was quite unable to understand how any
one, as he “grew older,” and had therefore known
capitalist socicty longer, could find it possible to be-
come “more tolerant” of capitalism.

1 have ventured to add a contribution of my own,
in which I publish and comment upon the “con-
fessions” written by Marx as an answer to a ques-
tionnaire drawn up by his daughters. In a humorous
form, this contains a great deal of truth, which is
daily confirmed by an abundance of new facts.
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KARL MARX
by Friedrich Engels

ARL MARX, the first to provide socialism and
Kthcrcm'th the whole modern labour movement

with a scientific foundation, was born at
Treves in the year 1818. In his student days at Bonn
and Berlin he devoted himself, to begin with, to the
study of jurisprudence, but soon turned from this
field to concentrate upon history and philosophy. In
1842 he was on the point of becoming an instrutor
in philosophy when he was involved in the political
movement which had originated since the death of
Frederick William IIL, and he was thus switched
into a different carcer. He collaborated with the
leaders of the Rhenish liberal bourgeoisic (Camp-
hausen, H: ctc.) in founding the “Rhein-
ische Zeitung” at Cologne; and, in the autumn of
1842, his criticism of the proceedings of the Rhen-
ish provincial dict having aroused widespread atten-
tion, Marx became editor-in-chicf of the new jour-
nal. Of coursc, the “Rhcinische Zeitung” was sub-
jet to the prevailing censorship, but the censorship
was not cqual to the task of controlling it." The
“Rheinische Zeitung” ncarly always managed to

* The first censor of the “Rhcinische Zeitung” was
Police Councillor Dolleschal. This worthy once blue-
" pencilled in the “Kélnische Zeitung” an advertisement
of a translation of Dante’s Divina Comedia (the trans-
lation was by “Philolethes,” later King John of Sax-
ony), with the remark: “No comedy must be written
about divine affairs.”
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publish what it wanted. Sometimes articles of no
importance, written to be censored, were sent in as
a preliminary. At other times the official’s hands
were forced by telling him: “If you censor this ar-
ticle, we shall not be able to publish the paper to-
morrow.” Had there been ten newspapers as bold
as the “Rheinische,” ten journals whose editors had
had a few hundred thalers more to squander upon
type-setting, the German press censorship would al-
ready have become impraicable in 1843. But the
German newspaper proprictors were timid folk,
humdrum fellows with small ideas and limited
means, so the “Rheinische Zeitung” had to fight
alone. Its allivities wore out one censor after an-
other. At length a twofold censorship was imposed;
after the matter for publication had been passed by
the ordinary censor, it had to be submitted to the
provincial governor for final approval. Even this
was inadequate. Early in 1843, the government real- )
ised that the newspaper was too much for it, and

et : .
the “Rheinische Zeitung” was unceremoniously sup-
pressed.

Marx, who that summer married
ph.alen (the father was in later years a reactionary
mu'{istcr of State), now removed to Paris. There, in
conjunction with A. Ruge, he issued the “Deutsche-
franzdsische Jahrbiicher,” beginning here the series
of his socialist writings with a criticism of Hegel's
philosophy of law. He also combined with the pre-
sent writer in the publication of a book entitled Die
heilige Familie; gegen Bruno Bayer und Konsorten
(The Holy Family; against Bruno Bauer and Co.),

Jenny von West-
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a_satirical critique of one of the latest forms then
* assumed by German idealist philosophy.

‘While engaged in these a@ivities and in the study
of political economy and of the great French revo-
lution, Marx still had time to spare for occasional
attacks on the Prussian government. In the spring
of 1845, the Prussian authorities revenged them-
selves by inducing the Guizot ministry to order the
expulsion of the offender from France. (Alexander
von Humboldt is said to have a&ed as intermediary
in this matter.) Marx now set up house in Brusscls,
and there, in the year 1846, published his Disconrs
sur le libre échange (Essay on Free Trade), and in
1847 Misére de la philosophic (Poverty of Philoso-
phy), a criticism of Proudhon’s Philosophie de la
misére (Philosophy of Poverty). While thus engaged,
he now made his first entry into the field of practical
agitation by founding in Brussels a German Ar-
beiterverein (workers’ association). His participa-
tion in the revolutionary movement became still
more adtive when, in 1847, he and his political asso-
ciates joined the Communist League, which had al-
ready been in existence for several years as a secret
society. The whole nature of this body was now
transformed. Hitherto it had been more or less con-
spiratorial in scope and method. Now it remained
secret only because secrecy was forced upon it, bc—
coming an organisation for prop
the first orgamsanon of the German Social Demo-
cratic Party. The League struck root wherever Ger-
man workers’ associations existed. The leading
members of nearly all such associations in England,
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Reizium, France. and Switzerland, and those of
maay of the asraciations in Germany, were mem-
bers of the Communist Leaguc, and this body played
2 notable part in the initiation of the German lab-
cur movement. Furthermore, our League was the
first to stress the international charéer of the lab-
cur movement 2s 2 wholes the first to unite English-
raen, Nelgians, Hungarians. Poles, etc., as active par-
ticipatars in a working-class organisation; the first
to call international mectings of the workers (this

T v in London).

Tire meemorphesis of the League was effefted at
twn congreeses held during the year 1847, At the
second of these, it was agreed that the party prin-
ciples shatld be formulated and published in a mani-
festo 0 be drafted by Marx and Engels. Such was
the erigin of the Manifesto of the Communist Party,
cared in 1448 shortly before the February
. and has sincc then beenr translated into
almost ali the languages of Europe.

In Brusscls there was a German newspaper, the
“Devtsche Bridsseler Zeitung,™ which ruthlessly ex-
posed the Fatherland's police-made paradise. Here
the hand of Marx was oncc more at work, and the
Prussian government therefore moved, though fruit-
lessly for the nonce, to sccure his expulsion from Bel-
gium. But when the February revolution in Paris
was followed by a popular movement in Brussels,
so that a revolution seemed imminent in Belgium
likewise, the Belgian government laid hands on
Marx and summarily expclled him from the coun-
try. Meanwhile the French provisional government
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had, through Flocon, invited him to return to Paris,
and he accepted the invitation.

In the French capital his chicf business was to
withstand the crazy scheme of the German workers
there, who designed to form themselves into armed
legions, bring about a revolution in Germany, and
establish a German republic. Marx pointed out:
first of all that it was Germany’s task to make her
own revolution; and, secondly, that the Lamartines
and their kind in the provisional government would
infallibly betray to the encmy any forcign revolu-
tionary legion organised on French soil—as actually
happened in Belgium and Baden.

Afier the March revolution, Marx went to Cologne
where he founded the “Neue Rheinische Zcitung.”
This’ newspaper was issued from June 1, 1848, to
May'1g, 1849, and was the only organ of the demo-
cratic movement of that period to represent the out-
look of the proletariat. It did this, above all, by its
unqualified support of the June insurrection in Paris
(1848)—a policy which almost all the shareholders
of the journal repudiated. In vain did the “Kreuz
Zeitung” complain of the “colossal impudence”
with which the “Neue Rheinische Zeitung” attacked
everything sacred, from king and viceregent down
to the ordinary policemen—and this in a Prussian
fortress city then garrisoned by 8,000 men. In vain
did the Rhenish liberals, who had sudd:n[y become
reationaries, furiously rage. In vain did the local
authorities of Culognc, where a state of siege had
been declared, suspend the offending paper for
a long period during the autumn of 1848 In vain
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did the Ministry of Justice in Frankfort instruct the
Cologne public prosecutor to take legal proceedings
on account of article after article. The work of edit-
ing and printing the “Neue Rheinische Zeitung™
went on unhindered; and the circulation and the
repute of the journal grew as the fierceness of its
attacks on the government and the bourgeoisic in-
creascd. When the Prussian coup d’état occurred in
November, 1848, at the head of each issue the
“*Rhcinische” appealed to the people to refise pay-
ment of taxes and to counter force with force. In
the spring of 1849, it was prosecuted twice, once for
this offence, and once for a specific article; but in
both cases the jury brought in a verdi¢t of not guilty.
At length, however, when the May rising of 1849 in
Dresden and Rhenish Prussia had been suppressed,
and when the Prussian campaign against the insur-
gents in Baden and the Palatinate had been begun
by the concentration and mobilisation of a large
force of troops, the government felt strong enough
to make an end of the “Neue Rheinische Zeitung”
by force. The last issue, that of May 1gth, was
printed in red ink.

Marx row returned to Paris, but within a few
weeks after the demonstration of June 13, 1849, the
French government confronted him with the choice
of going to live in Brittany or of lcaving France
altogether. He chosc the latter alternative, and went
to London, where he has lived ever since.

During the year 1850, an attempt was made to re-
issue the “Neuc Rheinische Zeitung” at Hamburg,
in the form of a review; but the scheme was soon
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dropped owing to the increasing violence of the re-
atlion. Soon after the coup d’état in Paris (Decem-
ber, 1851), Marx wrote Der achtzehnte Brumaire
des Louis Bonaparte.' In 1853 he wrote Enthiillun-
gen iiber den koluer Kommunistenprozess (Revela-
tions concerning the Cologne Communist Trial),
first published in Boston, U.S.A.; subscquently re-
issued at Basle, and later still at Leipzig.

After the condemnation of the members of the
Communist League in Cologne, Marx withdrew
from the work of political agitation for the next ten
years. During this period he was mainly devoted to
the study of the treasures of economic literature to
be found in the British Museum Reading Room.
‘Throughout the earlier part of this period (down to
the outbreak of the American civil war) he was a
regular contributor to the “New York Tribune,”
which published, in addition to Marx's signed con-
tributions, a considerable number of leading articles
penned by him and dealing with European and
Asiatic affairs. His attacks on Lord Palmerston,
based upon a detailed examination of British official
documents, were reissued in London as pamphlets.

The first fruit of his cconomic researches was en-

* First published in the United States (1852), and re-
issued at Hamburg (1869) shortly before the Franco-
German war. English translations, as The Eighreenth
Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte, by Daniel De Leon,
New York, 1897, and by Eden and Cedar Paul, Lon-
don, 1926,
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titled Zur Eritik der politischen Oekonomie (pub-
lished by Duncker, Berlin, 1859)."

This work contzins the first coherent cxposition of
the Marxist theory of value together with the theory
of moncy. During the Italian war, Marx (writing
in “Das Volk,” a German newspaper published in
Lendon) was busied in attacking Bonapartism,
which was masquerading as a liberal movement for
the freeing of oppressed nationalities; and also in
onslaughts upon the Prussian policy of the day,
showing how Prussia, under the pretext of neutral-
ity. was trying to fish in troubled waters. In the same
connexion it was necessary to attack Herr Karl Vogt,
who, commissioned by Prince Napoleon (“Plon-
Plon™) and paid by Louis Bonaparte, was working to
secure German “neutrality” (read “sympathy”). As-
sailed by Vogt with the most abominable and de-
liberate calumnies, Marx replied in the work Herr
Vogt (London, 1560). Herein the machinations of
Vogt and other gentlemen wearing false democratic
colours were cxposed, and on both external and in-
ternal evidence Vogt was accused of accepting
bribes from the Second Empire. The justice of this
accusation was confirmed ten years later, for in ‘the
list of the sums paid to Bonapartist hirelings (found
in the Tuilerics in 1870, and published by the Sep-
tember government) was an item among the V's:

* Englished as 4 Contribution 1o the Critique of
Political Economy, translated from the second German
edition by N. L. Stone, second edition, London and
New York, 1904.
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“Vogt, handed over to him in August, 1859, frs.
40,000.”

Finally, in the year 1867, there was published at
-Hamburg, Das Kapital, Kritik der politischen Ocko-
.nomie, erster Band, Marx’s chief work, an exposi-
tion of his socialist economics and of the fundamen-
tals of his criticism of the extant order of society, of
the capitalist method of produétion and its conse-
quences. The second edition of this epoch-making
book appeared in 1872. The present writer is now en-
gaged in the elaboration of the second volume.

Meanwhile the labour had been regain-
ing strength in the various countries of Europe, so
that Marx was now able to work for the realisation
of a wish he had long cherished. This was for the
foundation of a workingmen’s association in the
most advanced lands of Europe and America, which
should give the workers, and also the bourgeois and
the gover a concrete d ation of the
international characer of the socialist movement,
should encourage and strengthen the proletariat, and.
should strike terror into the hearts of its enemies.}
An opportunity was provided at a public meeting,
primarily summoned on behalf of the Poles (then
suffering from renewed oppression at the hands of
the Russian government), and held on September 28,
1864, in St. Martin’s Hall, London. The proposal to
found the International Workingmen’s Association
was enthusiastically adopted; and a provisional Gen-
eral Council, to sit in London, was cleted at the
meeting. In this General Council, and in all the
subsequent General Councils down to the time of
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The Hague Congress, Marx was the leading spirit.
Almost all the documents issued by the General
Council, from the Inangural Address (1864) down to
The Civil War in France (1871), were drafted by
him. A description of Marx’s activities in the Inter-
national would be a history of the Association,
which still lives in the memory of the European
workers.

The fall of the Paris Commune made the position
of the International untenable. It was thrust into the
foreground of European history at a moment when
all possibilitics of successful practical aétion had been
cut off. The events which raised it to the position of
a seventh great power, made the mobilisation of its
fighting forces and their use in the field out of the
question—for defeat would have been inevitable,
and thereby the working-class movement would
have been checked for decades. Furthermore, the
suddznly acquired fame of the Association had at-
tracted to it clements spurred on by personal vanity,
and individuals eager to turn it to account for the
gratification of their own ambition, ignorant or re-
gardless of the real position of the International.
Heroic measures were needed, and once more it was
Marx who conceived' them and then carried them
into cffect at The Hague Congress. The Interna-
tional, in a formal resolution, disclaimed all respon-
sibility for the doings of the Bakuninists, who were
the most aétive among the before-mentioned foolish
and unsavoury elements. Then, in view of the im-
practicability (under the shadow -of the general re-
action) of coping with the increased demands now
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being made upon the International, and of continu-
., ing actively at work except at the cost of sacrifices
which would have drained the labour movement of
its lifeblood, it was agreed that the organisation
should temporarily withdraw from the stage, the
seat of the General Council being transferred to the
United States. This decision has often been criti-
cised, but events have shown 'that it was sound. On
the one hand, the step put an end to the endeav-
ours to make the International responsible for futile
insurrections. On the other hand, the continued and
close association between the socialist labour parties
of the various countries showed that community of
interest and solidarity of feeling (once awakened
among the workers of all lands through the forma-
tion of the International) were able to secure aétive
cxpression without the existence of a formal Inter-
national Workingmen’s Association—which had for
the time being become a hindrance to progress.

After The Hague Congress, Marx could at length
find repose and leisure for the resumption of his
studies in the theoretical field, and there is good rea-
son to hope that ere long the second volume of:
Capital will be ready for the press. ’

Among the numerous important discoveries for
which Marx’s name will be famous in the history of
science, two only can be mentioned here.

The first of these is the transformation he has
brought about in our general conception of universal
history. Hitherto the accepted view has been that
the ultimate causes of historical changes are to be
found in the changing ideas of human beings; and
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that, among all historical changes, political changes
arc the most important—arc dominant in history.
People did not trouble to ask whence ideas camc
into men’s minds, or to enquire what were the pri-
mary causes of political changes. Only upon the
newer school of French historians, and to some ex-
tent also upon recent English historians, had the con-
vition forced itsclf that, since the Middle Ages at
any rate, the chief motive force of European history
had been the struggle of the rising bourgeoisic to
wrest social and political power from the feudal no-
bility. But Marx has shown that all history down to
the present day has been the history of class strug-
gles; that in all the manifold and complicated poli-
tical struggles, what is really at issuc is nothing more
or less than the social and political dominion of
social classcs—the struggle of an old-established class
to maintain power, and the struggle ofa subordinate
class to rise to power. But how do these classes ori-
ginate, and upon what docs their cxistence depend?
Classes arisc out of, and their existence depends up-
on, the material conditions under which society at
any given time produces and exchanges the means
of life.

The feudal regime of the Middle Ages was based
upon the self-sufficing economy of small communi-
ties of peasants, who themselves produced almost
everything they needed, so that there was practically
no system of exchange. The nobles, a fighting caste,
protected these peasant communities against attack
from outside, and gave them national, or at any rate
political cohesion. But with the growth of the towns
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there arose a system of handicrafts, and commerce
developed—national at first and then international.
Therewith the urban bourgeoisic came into being;
and even before the close of the Middle Ages this
new class, after a struggle with the nobility, secured
acceptance into the feudal order of society. Then,
from the middle of the fifteenth century onwards,
and especially after the discovery of the extra-Euro-
pean world, the bourgeoisic began to find a much
wider area for its commercial acivities, and there-
with to feel a new spur to its industry. Handicraft,
in most ficlds of produétion, gave place to the fac-
tory system of manufacture. Then, thanks to the
discoverics of the cighteenth century (and especially
thanks to the discovery of the steam engine), the
development of large-scale industry became possible;
and this in its turn reacted upon commerce, for in
the more backward countries it drove out the old
handicrafts, and in the more advanced lands it
brought into being new means of communication—
steam transport, railways, and eleétric telegraphs.
Thus the bourgeoisie was able to an increasing ex-
tent to concentrate social wealth and social power
into its hands, whilst political power was still ex-
clusively vested in the nobility and in the monarchy
based upon the nobility. But at a certain stage the
bourgeoisie is able to win political power as well (in
France this happened through the great revolution),
and thenceforward it becomes the governing class,
holding sway over the proletariat and the lesser peas-
antry.

From this outlook we can find the simplest poss-
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ible cxplanation of all historical: happenings, pro-
vided we have sufficient knowledge concerning the
cconomico-social conditions of the period we are
studying—a knowledge which, however, our pro-
fessional historians never possess| Thus, too, we cant
readily explain the prevailing ideas in any histor” al
epoch as the outcome of the cconomic vital condi-
tions of the time and the social and political relation-
ships that issue from these conditions. Marx’s dis-
covery for the first time set history upon its true
foundation. The obvious fact (which, though obvi-
ous, had previously been overlooked) that human
beings must cat and drink, must have clothing and
shelter, in a word must work, before they can fight
for dominion or cultivate politics and religion and
ohilosophy—this obvious fa& was at last able to en-
ter into its historical heritage.

The new philosophy of history was of supreme
importance to socialist theory. It showed that hither-
to all history had been the history of class contrasts
=nd class struggles; that there had always been rul-
ing and ruled, exploiting and exploited classes; and
that the great majority of human beings had been
invariably condemned to hard labour and little en-
joyment. Why was this? For the simple reason that,
in all carlier phascs of social evolution, production
had been so little developed that historical progress
had been substantially dependent upon the activity
of a small privileged minority, whilst to the vast
majority had been left the task of producing their
own bare subsistence and also the increasingly gener-
ous portion of the privileged minority. Such an
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analysis of history gives a natural and reasonable
explanation of class rule, which had previously
scemed explicable only as the of human
malevolence. But it does more than this, for it
leads us to the view that nowadays, thanks to the
tremendous increase in the forces of production, the
last pretext for a division of mankind into rulers
and ruled, exploiters and exploited, has vanished

at any rate in the more advanced countries of the
world. It shows us that the dominant great bour-
geoisie has fulfilled its historic mission, that it is no
longer competent to lead society on the forward
march and has actually become a hindrance to the
development of production (as we can see from the
occurrence of commercial crises, and especially from
the last great collapse and from the depressed condi-
tion of industry in all lands). It shows, likewise,
that the historic mission of leadership now devolves
on the proletariat, a class which, in virtue of
its social position, can only free itself by doing away
once for all with class dominion, subjugation, and ex-
ploitation. It shows, finally, that the social forces of
production, which have outgrown the control of the
bourgeoisie, only await seizure by the associated pro-
letariat in order to bring about a state of affairs in
'which every member of society will not merely par-
ticipate in the production of social wealth, but will
have an equal share in the distribution and admin-
istration of this wealth; and it shows that, by the
purposively organised control of produétion as a
whole, the forces of production and the social yield
will be so gready intensified and expanded that there
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ml[ be guarantees for the satisfaction of every in-
dividual’s reasonable needs to an ever-increasing de-
ree.

The second of Marx’s epoch-making discoveries
is his definitive explanation of the relationship be-
tween capital and labour; in other words, his eluci-
dation of the way in which, within existing society
and under the dominion of the extant capitalist
method of produétion, the exploitation of the wor-
kers by the capitalists is efleCted. As soon as econo-
mic science had proved that labour was the source
of 2ll wealth and all value, it became inevitable that
people should go on to ask: “How can this demon-
stration be reconciled with the fa&t that the wage
worker does not receive the whole of the value
created by his labour, but is compelled to part with
a portion of it to the capitalist?” The bourgeois
economists and the socialists alike did their utmost
to find an answer that should be scientifically valid,
but all their attempts were vain until Marx solved
the problem.

Herc is the Marxist solution. The present capital-
ist method of produétion presupposes the existence
of two social classes: on the one hand the capital-
ists, who own the. means of production and life;
and, on the other, the proletarians, who, being dis-
possessed, have nothing to sell but their labour
power, and are forced to sell this in order to get the
means of life. But the value of a commodity is de-
termined by the amount of socially necessary labour
time incorporated in its production or requisite for
its reproduction; and the value of the labour power
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of an avefage buman being for a day, 2 month, or
a year, is thus determined by the amount of labour
incorporated in the quantity of the necessaries of
life requisite for the mai e of this labour
power during a day, a month, or a year. Let us as»
sume that the necessaries of life requisite for the

of a worker throughout a working day
needed six working hours for their production, ot
(which is the same thing) that the labour incorpot-
ated in them represents a labour quantum of six
houss; in that case the value of one day’s labour
power will be expressed by & sum of money which
likewise incorporates six working hours. Let us as-
sume, further, that the capitalist who employs our
workman pays him this sum, which is the full valug
of his labour power. Then, as soon as the workman
has worked six hours for the capitalist, he has fully
repaid the capitalist’s outlay—has given six hours’
labour for six hours’ labour. There is nothing left
over for the capitalist, who therefore looks at the
matter from a very different standpoint. The capital-
ist says: “I have bought this worker’s labour power
not for six hours only, but for a whole day”; and
he therefore makes the workman stick to the job for
cight, ten, twelve, fourteen, or more hours (as the
case may be), so that the produét of the seventh,
cighth, and subsequent working hours is the outcome
of unpaid labour, and finds it ways into the capital-
ist's pocket. Thus the worker in capitalist employ
produces, not merely the value of his labour power
(which he receives as his wages), but also a surplus
value which, in the first instance appropriated by
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the capitalist, is subsequently distributed throughout
the capitalist class in accordance with definite econo-
mic laws, and forms the source of land-rent, profit,
the accumulation of capital—in a word of all the
wealth that is consumed or hoarded by the leisure
classes.

This demonstration shows that the acquisition of
wealth by latter-day capitalists is just as much the
appropriation of others’ labour, of unpaid labour,
as was the acquisition of wealth by the slave-owner
or by the feudal baron imposing forced labour on
his serfs; it shows that thesc various forms of exploit-
ation are merely distinguished one from another by
vzriations in the method whereby the unpaid labour
is appropriated. It cuts the ground from under the
fect of the hypocritical contention of the possessing
classes that law and justice dominate the existing or-
der of society, that in that order there are established
equality of rights and duties and a general harmony
of interests. Contemporary bourgecis society is seen,
no less than its forerunners, to be a gigantic institu-
tion for the exploitation of the overwhelming major-
ity of the population by a small and continually de-
creasing minority.

Modern scientific socialism is grounded upon these
two salient fadts. In the second volume of Capital,
this and other hardly less important discoveries con-
cerning the capitalist system of society will be fur-
ther developed; and certain aspects of political eco-
nomy not touched upon in the first volume will like-
wise be revolutionised. ' We may hope that Marx will
soon be able to send it to the printers.
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ENGELS'S LETTER TO
SORGE CONCERNING
THE DEATH OF MARX

London.
) March 15, 1883, 11.45 p.m.

Dear Sorge,

Your telegram arrived this evening.

Most cordial thanks.

1 could not send you regular reports about the state
of Marx’s health. The continual ups and downs
made this quite impossible. But here is the gist of
the matter.

In OQober, 1881, shortly before his wife’s death,
he had an attack of pleurisy. When convalescent, he
was sent to Algiers in February, 1882. While he was
travelling thither, the weather was cold and wet,
and he was suffering from pleurisy once more when
he reached his destination. The weather remained
atrocious. Still, he got better for a time, and, as the
hot scason was drawing near, he was sent to Monte
Carlo. Here he arrived with a third attack of pleur-
isy, a comparatively mild one. Weather abomin-
able as before. When he had at length got over his
relapse, he went to Argenteuil near Paris, to stay
with his daughter Madame Longuet. Nearby are
the sulphur springs of Enghien, and he took a course
of the waters there for the relief of his long-stand-
ing bronchitis—with good effet, in spite of the per-
sistence of wretched weather. Finally, he put in six
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weeks at Vevey, and seemed almost his old self
when he got back to London in September. The
doors had agreed that he might winter on the
south coast of England. The fa&t was that he was
utterly sick of aimless wanderings, and it is prob-
able that a renewed cxile to southern Europe would
have done him more harm morally than it would
have done him good physically. When the autumnnal
fogs began in London, he was sent to the Isle of
Wight. There it rained persistently, and he caught
a fresh chill. At the New Year, when Schorlemmer
and I were planning to visit him, came news that
made it necessary for Tussy' to join him at once.
Soon afterwards, Jenny [Longuet] died—and he got
a fresh attack of bronchitis. At his age and in view
of all that had gone before, this was dangerous.
Numerous complications set in, the worst of these
being an abscess in the lung and a terrible loss of
strength. Nevertheless the illness as a whole seemed
to be running a favourable course, and so recently
as last Friday the chief among his do¢tors (one of
the jcading younger physicians in London, a man
specially recommended to him by Ray Lankester), was
extremely hopeful. But every one who has looked at
lung tissue under the microscope knows that, when
an ulcerative process is going on in the lung, there*
is great danger of hzmorrhage. For the last six
weeks, therefore, every merning as I turned the cor-
ner into the street I was in terror lest I should see
the blinds down. Yesterday afterncon (the after-

* Pet-name for Eleanor Marx.
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noon was the best time to visit him) when I arnvcd
at 2.30 I found every one in tears, for it scemed that
the end was at hand. I asked what had happened,
and tried to make them look at the hopeful side.
He had only had a slight hzmorrhage, but there had
been a grave collapse. Our good old Lenchen, who
has looked after hitm as assiduously as any mother
ever cared for a sick child, went npstairs, and came
back to tell me that he was in a doze, but I might
go up. I found him lying there, asleep indeed, but
in the sleep from which there is no waking. He was
pulseless and had ceased to breathe. During the two
minutes of Lenchen’s absence he had quictly and
painlessly passed away.

All things that happen by natural necessity bring
with them their own consolation, however dreadful
- they may be. So was it now. Perhaps medical skill
might have sccured for him a few years more of
vegetative existence; might—to the greater glory of
the do&ors—have made of him a man who should
die by inches instead of slipping out of their hands
"all of a sudden. But our Marx could never have
borne this. To go on living with so many works un-
finished, to be tantalised by the vain longing to com-
plete them, would have been far more bitter to him
than an easy and speedy death. He was fond of
Epicurus’ saying: “Death is not a misfortune for
the one who dies, but for the survivor.” How could
we wish that this mighty man, this man of genius,
should have lived on as a wreck, a credit to medical
science but an objet of scorn to the Philistines
whom in the days of his strength he had so often
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smitten hip and thigh? No,. things are a thousand
times better as they are; it is a thousand times better
that in two days from now we shall carry him to the
tomb where his wife lies at rest.

Indeed, after all that has gone before (matters con-
cerning which I am better informed than the doc-
tors), I am convinced that the choice was only be-
tween death and a maimed life.

Be that as it may, mankind is shorter by a head,
has lost the greatest head of our time.

The proletarian movement will continue on its
course, but we no longer have the central figure to
to whom the French, the Russians, the Americans,
and the Germans spontaneously turned in decisive
moments, and .always received clear and irrefutable
counsel such as nothing but genius and perfect
knowledge could supply.

The local magnates, the lesser men of talent—not
to say the humbugs—will now have a free hand.
Ultimate victory is assured, but deviations, tempor-
ary and local aberrations (alrcady unavoidable) will
now become commoner than ever.

Well, well, we must worry through as best we
may! What clse are we here for? Certainly we shall
not lose heart.

Yours,
F. ENGELS.
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MARX’S FUNERAL

Highgate Cemetery,

March 17, 1883.

On Saturday, March 17th, Marx was laid to rest
in Highgate cemctery, beside the remains of his
wife, who had been buried there fificen months
carlier.

At the graveside, Comrade Lemke laid on the
coffin two wreaths looped with red ribbon, one in
the name of the staff of the “Sozialdemokrat,” of
Zurich, and the other in that of the Communist
Workers’ Educational Society of London.

Then Comrade Engels spoke as follows :

On March 14th, at a quarter to three in the after-
noon, the greatest of living thinkers ceased to think.
He had been left alone for barely two minutes; but
when we entered his room we found that, seated in
his chair, he had quietly gone to sleep—for ever.

The loss which his death has inflicted upon the
fighting proletariat in Europe and America, and up-
on the science of history, is immeasurable. The gaps
that will be made by the death of this titan will
soon be felt.

Just as Darwin discovered the law of evolution in
orgamc nature, so Marx discovered the law of evolu-
tion in human hlstory He discovered the simple fa&
(heretofore hidden beneath ideological exc:
that human beings must have food and drink, cloth-
ing and shelter, first ofall, before they can interest
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themselves in politics, science, art, religion, and the
like. This implies that the produlion of the im-
mediately requisite material means of subsistence,
and therewith the extant economic developmental
phase of a nation or an cpoch, constitute the founda-
tion upon which the State institutions, the legal out-
looks, the artistic and even the religious ideas, of
those concerned, have been built up. It implics that
these latter must be explained out of the former,
whereas usually the former have been explained as
issuing from the latter.

Nor was this all. Marx likewise discovered the
special law of motion proper to the contemporary
capitalist method of production and to the bourgeois
socicty which that method of produétion has brought
into being. The discovery of surplus value suddenly
threw light here, whereas all previous investigators
(socialist critics no less than bourgeois cconomists)
had been groping in the dark.

Two such discoveries might suffice for one man’s
lifctime. Fortunate is he who is privileged to make
even onc discovery so outstanding. But in every field
he studied (the fields werc many, and the studies
were exhaustive), Marx made independent discover-
ies—even in mathematics.

I have pitured the man of science. But the man
of science was still only half the man. For Marx,
science was a motive force of history, was a revolu-
tionary force. Whilst he took a pure delight in a
purcly theoretical discovery, in one which had not
and perhaps never would have a praclical applica-
tion, he cxPcricnccd a joy of a very different kind
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when he was concerned with a discovery which
would forthwith exert a revolutionary influence on
industry, on historical evolution in general. For in-
stance, he paid close attention to the advances of
electrical science, and, of late years, to the discoveries
of Marcel Deprez.

For, before all else, Marx was a revolutionist. To
collaborate in one way or another in the overthrow
of capitalist society and of the State institutions
created by that society; to collaborate in the freeing
of the modern proletariat, which he was the first to
inspire with a consciousness of its needs, with a
knowledge of the conditions requisite for its emanci-
pation—this was his true mission in life. Fighting
was his natural element. Few men ever fought with
so much passion, tenacity, and success. His work on
the “Rheinische Zeitung” in 1842, on the Parisian
“Vorwaerts” in 1844, on the “Deutsche Briisseler
Zeitung” in 1847, on the “Neue Rheinische Zeitung™
in 1848 and 1849, on the “New York Tribune” from
1852 to 1861; a great number of pamphlets; multi-
farious adtivities in Paris, Brussels, and London; fin-
ally, as crown of his labours, the foundation of the
International Workingmen’s Association : there you
have his record. Had Marx done nothing but found
the International, that was an achievement of which
he might well have been proud.

Because he was an allive revolutionist, Marx was
the best hated and most calumniated man of his
time. He was shown the door by various govern-
ments, republican as well as absol B ul-
tra-democrats as well as conservatives, vied with one
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another in spreading libels about him. He brus
thesc aside like cobwebs, ignored them, only trout
to answer them when he positively had to. Yet
has gone down to his death honoured, loved, :
mourned by millions of revolutionary workersall ¢
the world, in Europe and Asia as far eastward as
Siberian mines, and in America as far westwar¢
California. I can boldly assert that, while he r
still have many adversaries, he has now hardly -
personal enemy.

His name and his works will live on through
centuries.
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KARL MARX
. by Eleanor Marx

HERE is 10 time so little fitted for writing the
E biography of a great man as that immediate-

ly after his dcath, and the task is doubly
difficult when it falls to one who knew and loved
him. It is impossible for me to do more at present
than give the briefest sketch of my father's life. I
shall confine myself 1o a simple statement of facts,
and I shall not even attempt an exposition of his
great theories and discoveries; theories that are the
very foundation of modern socialism: discoveries
that are revolutionising the whole science of political
cconomy. I hope, however, to give in a future num-
ber of “Progress” an analysis of my father’s chicf
work Das Kapital, and of the truths set forth in it.
Karl Marx was born in Treves on May 5, 1818, of
Jewish parents. His father a man of great talents—
was a lawyer, strongly imbued with French eight-
ecnth century ideas of religion, science, and art;
his mother was the descendant of Hungarian Jews,
who in the seventeenth century settled in Holland.
Among his earliest friends and playmates were Jenny
(afterwards his wife) and Edgar von Westphalen.
From their father, Baron von Westphalen (himself
half a Scot), Karl Marx imbibed his first love for the
Romantic School; and while his father read him Vol-
taire and Racine, Westphalen read him Homer and
$Shakespeare, These always remained his favourite
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writers. At once much loved and feared by his
schoolfellows—Iloved because he was always in mis-
chief, and feared because of his rcadiness in writing -
satirical verse and lampooning his enemies—Karl
Marx passed through the usual school routine, and
then proceeded to the universities of Bonn and Ber-
lin, where, to pleasc his father, he for a time studied
law, and, to please himself, he studicd history and
philosophy. In 1842, he was about to take up a posi-
tion at Bonn University as Privatdozent (instructor),
but the political movement which had begun in Ger-
many sincc the death of Frederick William I1I. in 1840
attracted him into another career. The chiefs of
the Rhenish liberals, Camphausen and Hansemann,
had founded the “Rhcinische Zeitung” at Cologne,
with the co-operation of Marx, whose brilliant and
bold criticism of the provincial Landtag created sucha
sensation, that, although only twenty-four years old,
he was offered the chicf editorship of the paper. He
accepted it, and therewith began his long struggle
with all despotisms, and with Prussian despotism in
particular. Of course the paper appeared under the
supervision of a censor—but. the unhappy censor
found himself powerless. The “Rheinische” invari-
ably managed to publish all its important articles;
the censor could do nothing. Then a second, a
“special” censor was sent from Berlin; but even this
double censorship proved of no avail, and finally,
in 1843, the government simply suppresscd the paper
altogether. In the same year, 1843, Marx had mar-
ried his old friend and playfellow, to whom he had
been engaged for seven years, Jenny von Westphal-
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en, and with his young wife proceeded to Paris.
Here, together with Arnold Ruge, he published the
“Deutsch-franzésische Jahrbiicher,” in which he be-
gan the long series of his socialist writings. His first
contribution was a critique on Hegel’s philosophy of
law; the second, an cssay on the Jewish problem.
‘When the “Jahrbiicher” ccased to appear, Marx con-
tributed to the journal “Vorwaerts,” of which he is
usually said to have been the editor. Asa matter of a&,
the editorship of this paper, to which Heine, Over-
beck, Engels, ctc., contributed, scems to have been
carried on in a somewhat crratic manner, and a really
responsible editor never existed. Marx's next publi-
cation was Die heilige Familie (The Holy Family),
written jointly with Engels, a satirical critique direéted
against Bruno Bauer and his school of Hegelian
idealists.

While devoting most of his time at this period to
the study of political economy and of the French re-
volution, Karl Marx continued to wage fierce war on
the Prussian government, and as a consequence, this
government demanded of Monsieur Guizot—it is
said through the agency of Alexander von Hum-
boldt, who happened to be in Paris—Marx’s expul-
sion from France. With this demand Guizot brave-
ly complied, and Marx had to leave Paris. He went
to Brusscls, and there in 1846 published, in French,
a Discours sur le libre échange (Essay on Free
Trade). Proudhon now publlshcd his Contradic-
tions é ou philosophic de la misére
(Philosophy of Povcrty), and wrote to Marx that he
awaited his “férule critique” (critical rod). He did
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not wait long, for in 1847 Marx published his
Misére de la philosophie, réponse & la philosophie de
la misére de Monsicur Proudhon,’ and the “férule”
was applied with a severity Proudhon had probably
not bargained for. This same ycar, Marx founded a
German Working Man's Club at Brussels, and, what
is of more importance, joined, together with his
political friends, the Communist League. The
whole organisation of the League was changed by
him; from a hole-and-corner conspiracy it was trans-
formed into an organisation for the propaganda of
communist principles, and was only secret because
cxisting circumstances made sccrecy a necessity.
Wherever German Working Men's Clubs existed the
League existed also, and it was the first socialist
movement of an international character, English-
men, Belgians, Hungarians, Poles, and Scandinavians
being members—it was the first organisation of the
Social Democratic Party. In 1847, a congress of the
League was held in London, at which Marx and En-
gels were present as delegates; and they were subse-
quently appointed to write the celebrated Manifesto
of the Communist Party—first published just before
the revolution of 1848, and then translated into well-
nigh all European languagces. This manifesto opens
with a review of the existing conditions of society.
It goes on to show how gradually the old feudal
division of classes has disappeared, and how modern
socicty is divided simply into two classes—that of
the capitalist or bourgeois class, and that of the pro-

* Poverty of Philosophy, a Reply to Monsicur Proud-
hon’s Philosophy of Poverty.
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letariat; of the expropriators and the expropriated; of
the bourgeois class possessing wealth and power and
producing nothing, and the labour class that produces
wealth but possesses nothing. The bourgeoisie, after
using the proletariat tc fight its political battles
against feudalism, has used the power thus acquired
to enslave the proletariat. To the charge that com-

ism aims at “abolishing property,” the Mani-
festo replied that communists aim only at abolishing
the bourgeois system of property by which already,
for nine-tenths of the community, property is abol-
ished; to the accusation that communists aim at,
“abolishing marriage and the family,” the Manifesto
answered by asking what kind of “family” and
“‘marriage” were possible for the working men, for
whom in all true meanings of the words, neither ex-
ists. The bourgeoisic has wrought great revolutions
in history, it has revolutionised the whole system of
production. Under its hands the steam engine, the
self-acting mule, the steam hammer, the railways and
ocean steamers of our days, were developed. But its
most revolutionary production was the produétion of
the proletariat, of a class whose very conditions of
existence compel it to overthrow the whole of extant
society. The Manifesto ends with the words:
““Communists scorn to hide their views and aims.
They openly declarc that their purposes can only be
achieved by the forcible overthrow of the whole ex-
tant social order. Let the ruling classes tremble at
the prospect of a communist revolution. Proletar-
ians have nothing to Jose but their chains. They
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have a world to win. Proletarians of -all countries,
unite!”

In the mecantime, Marx had continued in the
“Briisseler Zeitung” his attack on the Prussian gov-
ernment, and again the Prussian government de-
manded his expulsion, but in vain; only the Febru-
ary revolution caused a movement among the Bel-
gian workmen, when Marx, without any ado, was
expelled by the Belgian government. The provision-
al government of France, had, however, through
Flocon, invited him to return to Paris, and this in-
vitation be accepted. In Paris he remained some
time, till after the revolution of March, 1848, when
he returned to Cologne and there founded the “Neue
Rheinische Zcitung”—the only paper representing
the working class, and daring to defend the June in-
surgents of Paris. In vain did the various reaction-
ary and liberal papers denounce the “Rheinische’
for its licenticus audacity in attacking all that was
holy and defying all authority—and that, too, in a
Prussian fortress! In vain did the authorities by vir-
tue of the state of siege, suspend the paper for six
weeks. It again appeared under the very eyes of the
police, its reputation and- circulation growing with
the attacks made upon it. After the Prussian coup
d’état of November, the “Rheinische,” at the head
of each number, called on the people to refuse pay-
ment of taxes, and to meet force by force. For this,
and on account of certain articles, the paper was
twice prosecuted—and acquitted. Finally, after the
May rising (1849) in Dresden, the Rhine Provinces,
and South Germany, the “Rheinische” was forcibly
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ippressed. The last ber—printed in red—ap-
peared on May 1gth, 1849.

Marx now returned to Paris, but a few weeks after
the demonstration of June 13, 1849, the French gov-
ernment gave him the choice of retiring to Brittany
or leaving France. He prefcrred the latter, and went
to London—where he continued to live for over
thirty years. An attempt to bring out the “Neue
Rheinische Zcitung” in the form of a review, pub-
lished at Hamburg, was not successful. Immediate-
ly after Napolcon’s coup d'état, Marx wrote his
Achtzehnte Brumaire des Lostis Bonaparte,' and in
1853 the “Revelations concerning the Cologne Com-
munist Trial”—in which he laid bare the infamous
machinations of the Prussian government and police.
- After the condemnation at Cologne of the mem-
bers of the Communist Leaguc, Marx for a time re-
tired from aélive political life, devoting himself to
the study of economics in the British Museum Read-
ing Room, to contributing leading articles and cor-
respondence to the “New York Tribune,” and to
writing pamphlets and leaflets attacking the Palmer-
ston regime, widely circulated at the time by David
Urquhart.

The first fruits of his long, earnest studies in poli-
tical economy appeared in 1859, in his Zur Kritik der
politischen Ockonomie (Critique of Political Econo-
my)—a work which contains the first exposition of

his theory of value.
During the Italian war, Marx, in the German
paper “Das Volk” published in London, d d

"*The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte.
g
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the Bonapartism that hid itself under the guisc of
liberal sympathy for oppressed nationalitics; and the
Prussian policy that, under the cloak of ncutrality,
merely sought to fish in troubled waters. On this
occasion it became necessary to attack Karl Vogt,
who, in the pay of the “midnight assassin,” was agi-
tating for German neutrality, nay sympathy. Infam-
ously and deliberatcly calumniated by Karl Vogt,
Marx replied to him and other gentlemen of his ilk
in Herr Vogt (1860), in which he accused Vogt of
being in Napolcon’s pay. Just ten years later, in
1870, this accusation was proved to be true. The
French government of rational defence published a
list of the Bonapartist hirclings, and under the letter
V appeared: “Vogt reccived August, 1859, 40,000
francs.”” In 1867, Marx published at Hamburg his
chief work Das Kapital’ 1o the consideration of
which I shall return in the next number of “Pro-
gress.”

Meanwhile the working-class movement had pro-
gressed so far that Karl Marx could think of execu-
ting a long-cherished plan—the establishment in all
the more advanced countrics of Europe and America
of an International Workingmen's Association. A
public mecting to express sympathy with Poland was

' “Vogt—il lui a &é remis en aolit, 1859. . . . 40,000
francs” 1s the literal text.

* A second cdition appeared in 1872, and 2 third is
about to be published. Translations in French and Rus-
sian were made in the 'seventies, and condensations of

or extracts from the hook have appeared in most Euro-
pean languages.
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held in April, 1864. This brought together the Work-
ing men of various nationalities, and it was decided
to found the International. This was done at a meet-
ing (presided over by Professor Beesly) in St. Mar-
tin’s Hall, on September 28, 1864. A provisional
‘General Council was elected, and Marx drew up the
Inaugural Address and the Provisional Rules. In this
address, after an appalling picture of the misery of
the working classes, even in years of so-called com-
mercial prosperity, he tells.the working men of all
countries to combine; and, as nearly twenty years
before in the Communist Manifésto, he concludes
with the words: “Proletarians of all countries,
unite}” The “Rules” stated the reasons for found-
ing the International :

“‘Considering,

" “That the emancipation of the working classes
must be conquered by the working class themselves,
that the struggle for the emancipation of the work-
ing classes means, not a struggle for class privileges
and monopolies, but for equal rights and duties, and
the abolition of all class rule;

“That the economical subjection of the man of
labour to the monopoliser of the means of labour,
that is, the sources of life, lies at the bottom of ser-
vitude in all its forms of social misery, mental degra-
dation, and political dependence;

“That the economical emancipation of the work-
ing classes is therefore the great end to which every
political movement ought to be subordinated as a
means;

“That all efforts aiming at that great end have
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hitherto failed from the want of solidarity between
the manifold divisions of labour in each country, and
from the absence of a fraternal bond of union be-
tween the working classes of diffcrent countries;

“That the emancipation of labour is ncither a local
nor a national, but a social problem, embracing all
countrics in which modern socicty exists, and de-
pending for its solution on the concurrence, practical
and theoretical, of the most advanced countrics;

“That the present revival of the working classes
in the most industrious countrics of Europe, while it
raises a new hope, gives solemn warning against a
relapsc into the old errors, and calls for the immedi-
ate combination of the still disconneéted move-
ments;

““For these reasons, the undersigned . . . have taken
the steps necessary for founding the International
Workingmen'’s Association.”

To give any account of Marx’s work in the Inter-
national would be to write a history of the Associa-
tion itself—for, while never being more than the
corresponding sccretary for Germany and Russia, he
was the leading spirit of the successive General
Councils. With scarcely any cxceptions the Addresses
—f{rom the Inaugural one to the last one—Te Civil
War in France, were written by him. In this last ad-
dress, Marx explained the real meaning of the Com-
munc—*“that sphinx so tantalising to the bourgeois
mind.” In words as vigorous as beautiful he brand-
cd the corrupt “Government of National Defeétion”
that had betrayed France into the hands of Prussia,
he denounced the government consisting of such
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men as the forger Jules Favre, the usurer Ferry,
and the thrice infamous Thiers, “that monstrous
gnome,” the “historical shoeblack” of the first Nap-
oleon. After contrasting the horrors perpetrated by
the Versaillists and the heroic devotion of the Paris-
ian working men, dying for the preservation of the
very republic of which Monsicur Ferry is now Prime
Minister, Marx concludes :

“Working men’s Paris, with its Commune, will
be for ever celebrated as the glorious harbinger of a
new society. Its martyrs are enshrined in the great
heart of the working class. Its exterminators his-
tory has already nailed to that eternal pillory from
which all the prayers of their priests will not avail
to redeem them.”

The fall of the C placed the International
in an impossible position. It became necessary to re-
move the General Council from London to New
York, and this, at Marx’s suggestion, was done by
The Hague Congress in 1873. Since then the move-
ment has taken another form; the continual inter-
,course between the proletarians of all countries—one
of the fruits of the International Association—has
shown that there no longer exists the necessity for a
formal organisation. But whatever the form, the
work is going on, must go on so long as the present
conditions of socicty shall exist.

Since 1873, Marx had given himself up almost en-
tirely to his work, though this had been retarded for
some years by ill-health, The MS. of the second vol-
ume of his chief work will be edited by his oldest,
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truest, and dearest friend, Frederick Engels. There
are other MSS. which may also be published.

1 have confined mysclf to stri€tly historical 4nd
biographical details of the z2an. Of his striking pei-
sonality, his immense crudition, his wit, humour,
general kindliness, and ever-ready sympathy, it is not
for me to speak. To sum up all:

The élements
So mixed in him that Nature might stand up, -
And say to all the world ¢ “This was 2 man !’
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THE JUNE DAYS
by Karl Marx
Cologne, Junc 28, 1848.

HE Parisian workers have been crushed by
I superior force, crushed but not destroyed; they

have been defeated, and yet it is their oppo-

nents who are really vanquished. The y
triumph of brute force has been purchased by the anni-
hilation of all the disappoi and chi of

the February revolution, by the liquidation of all the
old republican parties, by the segrcgation of the
French people into two nations—the nation of the
owners and the nation of the workers. Henceforward
the tricolour republic can have but one colour, the col-
our of the beaten, the colour of blood. It has be-
come a Red republic.

There is no one with an cstablished republican re-
putation, no one cither from the group of the na-
tionalists or from the group of the reformers, on the
side of the people! With no other leaders and no
‘other means than insurretion itself, the people with-
stood the united strength of the bourgeoisie and the
soldiery for a longer period than any French dynasty
fully equipped with military apparatus was ever able
to withstand the bourgeoisie. To dispel the last il-
lusions of the people, to bring about a complete
break with the past, it was necessary that the cus-
tomary enthusiastic supporters of French insurrec-
tionists—the bourgeois youth, the pupils at the Poly-
technic Schaol, the wearers of three-cornered hats—
should this time side with the oppressors. It was
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necessary that the medical students of the University
of Paris should refusc their aid to wounded plebe-
ians. Scicnce does not cxist for the help of these
common folk, for the help of those who have com-
mitted the infamous, the unspeakable crime of fight-
ing for their own hands insteads of splintering a
lance for Louis Philippe or Monsicur Marrast.

The Exccutive Committee, the last official vestige
of the February revolution, has vanished like a mist-
wraith. Lamartine’s fireballs have transformed
themselves into Cavaignac’s war-rockets.

The fraternity of the two opposing classes (one of
which exploits the other), this fraternity which in
February was inscribed in huge letters upon all the
fagades of Paris, upon all the prisons and all the bar-
racks—its true and unsophisticated and prosaic ex-
pression is civil war, civil war in its most terrible
form, the war between capital and labour. On the
cvening of June 25th, this fraternity was flaming
from all the windows of Paris when the Paris of the
bourgeoisic was illuminated while the Paris of the
proletariat was burning and bleeding and lamenting.

Fraternity lasted just so long as the interests of the
bourgeoisic could fraternise with the interests of the
proletariat. Pedants of the old revolutionary tradi-
tions of 1793; socialist systematisers who begged the
bourgeoisie to grant favours to the people, who were
allowed to preach lengthy sermons, and were per-
mitted to compromise themselves for just so long a
time as was needed for the lulling of the proletarian
lion to sleep; rcpuBlicans who wanted the whole of
the old bourgeois system, minus the crowned figure-



. THE JUNE DAYS 65
head; legitimists who did not wish to doff their liv-
ery, but merely to change its cut—these had been
the people’s allies in the February revolution! Yet
what the people instinétively hated was not Louis
Philippe, but the crowned dominion of a class, capi-
tal enthroned. Nevertheless, magnanimous as ever,
it fancied it had destroyed its own enemics when it
had merely overthrown the enemy of its enemies,
the common enemy of them all.

The February revolution was a decorous revolu-
tion, a revolution made by general acclaim, because
the oppositions which in it exploded against the
hy were undeveloped, and slumbered har-
moniously side by side; because the social struggle
which formed its real background, had as yet won
only an airy existence, the existence of a phrase or a
word. The June revolution is an indecorous, a de-
testable revolution because in it substance has taken
the place of phrase, because the establishment of the
republic disclosed the head of the monster when it
removed the sparkling guise of the crown.

“Order” was Guizot’s watchword., “Order reigns
in Warsaw,” said Sebastiani, the Guizotin, when the
Poles were crushed by the Russians. “Order I shouts
Cavaignac, the brutal echo of the French National
Assembly and the republican bourgeoisie. “Order!”
rattles his grape-shot, as it mows down the prole-
tariat.

Not one of the countless revolutions made by the
French bourgeoisie since 1789 was an attack upon
order, for they left untouched the dominion of class,
the slavery of the workers, bourgeois order—while
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changing again and again the political form of this
dominion and this slavery. But June laid hands up-
on bourgeois order. Woe, therefore, to June!

Under the Provisional Government it was the pro-
per thing, nay it was essential, it was both politic and
agreeable, to tell the “generous-hearted” workers
(who, as thousands of official posters declared, “had
placed three months’ poverty at the disposal of the
republic”) that the February revolution had been
made in their interest, or in their interest above all.
But after the meeting of the National Assembly, a
more prosaic tone made itself heard. All that was
now necessary was, as Monsieur Trelat phrased it, to
get labour back to its old conditions. In a word, the
workers had taken up arms in February in order to
involve themselves in an industrial crisis!

The business of the National Assembly is to make
February as if it had never been, at any rate as far
as the workers are concerned, for these are to be
forced back into the old conditions. But the Assem-
bly finds the task beyond its powers, for no more suc-
cessfully than a king can a parliament say to a uni-
versal industrial crisis, “Thus far and no farther|”
Even the National Assembly, in its brutal eagerness
to have done with the tiresome February verbiage,
failed to hit upon the one measure that was practic-
able upon the basis of the old relationships. It con-
scripted Parisian workers of ages from seventeen to

.twenty-five into the army, or flung them out on to
the pavement : it ordered foreigners out of Paris, ex-
iled them to Sologne, without even paying them
what was due to them up to the day of dismissal;
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it provisionall dg p Parisians a bare
subsnstcncc in workshops orgamscd in military fash-
icn, on the proviso that they should take no part in
public meetings, that is on the proviso that they
should cease to be republicans. Sentimental rhetoric
after- the February revolution did not suffice, nor yet
the brutal activity of the legislaturc after May 15th.
The issue must be decided pradtically. “Did you, the
rabble, make the February revolution for yoursclves,
or for us?” The bourgeoisic propounded the ques-
tion in such a way that it could only be answered (in
Junc) with grape-shot and barricades.

Nevertheless, as onc of the representatives of the
people said on June 25th, the National Assembly is
stupor-stricken. It is stupefied when question and
answer drench the streets of Paris with blood; the
representatives are stupefied, some of them because
their illusions go up in gunpowder smoke, others be-
cause they cannot understand how the people can
dare to defend its own most immediate interests.
Nothing, in the view of these latter, but Russian
money, English money, the Bonapartist cagle, the
monarchist lily, or some other amulet, can account
for so strange a phenomenon! Both sections of the
Assembly feel, however, that between them and the
people a great gulf is fixed; neither dares to raise a
voice on the people’s behalf.

As soon as the stupor has passed off, fury takes its
place; and, with good reason, the majority expresses
its fierce contempt for the pitiful utopians and hypo-
crites who perpetrate the anachronism of continuing
to speak of fraternity, The essential thing is that we
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should hear no more of this phrase, or of the illu-
sions it harbours in its ambiguous bosom! When La
Rochejaquelin, legitimist and chivalrous enthusiast,
railed against the infamous way in which people
were shouting “Vae vi@is” (Woe to the van-
quished), the majority of the Assembly became af-
fected with St. Vitus’ dance, as if bitten by a taran-
tula. They cried “Woe to the workers” in order to
hide that they themselves, and no others, were in
truth the vanquished; that ecither they themselves
must perish, or the republic. That was why they
cried so convulsively: “Long live the republic!”

Are we to be led astray because this abyss has
opened at our feet? Are we to succumb to the illu-
sion that struggles concerning the form of the State
are void of content or meaning?

Only weaklings and cowards can moot this ques-
tion. The clashes that spontaneously arise out of
the conditions of bourgeois society must be fought
to the bitter end; they cannot be conjured out of -
existence. The best form of State is the one in which
social oppositions are not slurred over; the one in
which they are not forcibly, that is to say, artificially
and no more than seemingly, fettered. The best form
of State is one in which these conflicts secure free
expression, and are thus resolved.

We shall be asked : “Have you no tears, no sighs,
no words of sympathy, for the viétims of the popu-
lar frenzy; are you indifferent to the losses of the
National Guard, the Mobile Guard, the Republican
Guard, the Line?”

The State will care for the widows and orphans of
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these men. They will be honoured in decrees: they "
will be given a splendid public funeral; the official
press will proclaim their memories immortal; the
champions of the reaction will extol them from the
cast of Europe to the west,

But the plebeians, pinched by hunger, reviled in
the newspapers, neglected by the surgeons, stigma-
tised by all “honest” folk as thieves and incendiaries
and conviéts, their wives and their children plunged
in greater misery than ever, the best among the sur-
vivors transported—is not the democratic press fully
entitled to crown their sad brows with laurels?
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1848 AND THE
PROLETARIAT

A Speech
by Karl Marx

~ the occasion of the fourth anniversary of
Othc founding of the “Pcople’s Paper,” Ernest

Jones entertained the compositors and the
staff of the paper at a supper, “which was joined by
a large number of the leading democrats of England,
France, and Germany, now in London.” After
supper, Ernest Jones, as chairman, proposed the
toa§t “the Proletarians of Europe,” . . . . “which

" was responded to by Dr. Marx as follows:

“The so-called revolutions of 1848 were but poor
incidents, small fraCtures and fissures in the dry
cruét of European society. However, they de-
nounced the abyss. Beneath the apparently solid
surfacc, they betrayed oceans of lxq\nd matter, only

ion to rend into fr
of hard rock. Noisily and confusedly they pro-
claimed the emancipation of the proletarian, i.c.,
the secret of the nineteenth century, and of the
revolution of that century. The social revolution,
it is true, was no novelty invented in 1848. Steam,
cle@ricity, and the self-acting mule, were revolu-
tions of a rather more dangerous charater than
even Citizens Barbes, Raspail, and Blanqui! But,
although the atmosphere in which we live weighs
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.upon every one with a twenty thousand pound
force, do you feel it? No more than European
society before 1848 felt the revolutionary atmosphere
enveloping it and pressing it from all sides. There
is one great faét characteritic of this our nineteenth
century, a fact which no party dares deny. On
the one hand there have started into life industrial
and scientific forces which no epoch of the former
human history had ever suspected. On the other
hand there exi§t symptoms of decay, far surpassing
the horrors recorded of the latter times of the
Roman Empire. In our days, everything seems
pregnant with its contrary. Machinery, gifted with
the wonderful power of shortening and fructifying
human labour, we behold §tarving and overworking
it. The newfangled sources of wealth, by some
Strange, weird spell, are turned into sources of
want. The victories of art seem bought by the loss
of chara@ter. At the same pace that mankind
masters nature, man seems to become enslaved to
other men or to his own infamy. Even the pure
life of science seems unable to shine but on the
dark background of ignorance. All our invention
and progress scem to result in endowing material
forces with intellectual life, and in stultifying
human life into a material force. This antagonism
between modern induftry and science, on the one
hand, and modern misery and dissolution, on the
other hand; this antagonism between the producive
forces and the social relations of our epoch is a fact,
palpable, overwhelming, and not to be controverted.
Some may wail over it; others may wish to get rid
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of modern arts, in order to get rid of modern
conflicts.  Or they may imagine that so signal a
progress in indutry wants to be completed by as
signal a regress in politics. For our part, we do not
mistake the shape of the shrewd spirit that continues
to mark all these contradictions. We know that
if the newfangled forces of society are to work
satisfactorily, they need only be mastered by new-
fangled men—and such are the working men.
They are as much the invention of modern time
as machinery itself. In the signs that bewilder the
middle class, the aristocracy, and the poor prophets
of regression, we recognise our old friend Robin
Goodfellow, the old mole that can work in the
carth so fa&t, that worthy pioneer—the revolution,
The English working men are the firftborn sons of
modern indutry. Certainly, then, they will not
be the last to aid the social revolution produced
by that induftry—a revolution which means the
emancipation of their class all over the world,
which is as universal as capital-rule and wage-
slavery. I know the heroic §truggles the English
working class has gone through since the middle
of the laft century; Struggles not less glorious be-
cause they are shrouded in obscurity and burked by
middle-class historians. To take vengeance for the
misdeeds of the ruling class, there existed in the
Middle Ages in Germany a secret tribunal called
the Vehmgericht. If a red cross was seen marked
on a house, people knew that its owner was doomed
by the Vehm. All the houses of Europe are now
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marked by the myéterious red cross. Hiftory is the
judge; its executioner, the proletarian.”
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KARL MARX
by G. Plehanoff

HE thirty-fifth number of “Iskra” appears on

the twentieth anniversary of the death of

Karl Marx, to whom the first place must
therefore be allotted. If it is true that the great inter-
national working-class movement was the most re-
markable social phe: of the ni h cen-
tury, it follows that the founder of the International
Workingmen’s Association was the mo§ remark-
able man of that century. A fighter and a thinker
rolled into one, he not only organised the forces of
the international army of the workers, but forged for
that army (in collaboration with his faithful friend
Friedrich Engels) the powerful spiritual weapon
with whose aid it has already inflicted many defeats
upon its enemy, and will ere long win a complete
victory.  If socialism has become scientific, we
owe this to Karl Marx. Furthermore, if awakened
proletarians are now fully aware that the social
revolution is an essential preliminary to the final
deliverance of the working class, and that this
revolution mu§t be brought about by the workers
themselves; if they now show themselves to be the
implacable and indefatigable enemies of the bour-
geois system of society—these things are due to
the .influence of scientific socialism.  From the
practical point of view, scientific socialism differs
from utopian socialism in this respect, that it lays
bare the fundamental contradiions of the capital-
i& social syStem, ruthlessly exposing the futility of
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the various schemes (sometimes very ingenious, and
always extremely benevolent!) of social reform
brought forward by utopian socialits of one school
or another—schemes offered by them as the one
and only way of putting an end to class Struggles
and making peace between the proletariat and the
bourgeoisie. The workers to-day, having adoptea
the theory of scientific socialism, and remaining true
to its spirit, cannot but be revolutioniéts both in
thought and feeling, cannot fail to belong to the
mo$t “dangerous” variety of revolutionists.

Marx had the honour of being more detested by
the bourgeoisie than any other socialist of the ninc-
teenth century.  On the other hand it was his
. enviable lot to be the teacher most highly esteemed
by the proletariat during the same epoch. At the
very time when the hatred of the exploiters was
concentrated on him, his name was held in the
greatest possible honour by the exploited. Now,
in the opening years of the twentieth century, the
class-conscious workers of all lands look upon him
as their teacher, and regard him with pride as one
of the most universal and profound geniuses, one
of the most noble and self-sacrificing personalities,
known to history.

“The saint in whose memory the first of May
celebrations have been ingtituted is called Karl
Marx,” wrote one of the Viennese capitali§t news-
papers in the end of April, 18go. In very truth,
the huge May Day demonétrations organised every
year by the workers throughout the world, though
not designed for the express purpose of paying
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honour to Karl Marx, are a gigantic tribute to the
memory of the man of genius whose program
united into one harmonious whole the daily &truggle
of the workers for an improvement of the con-
ditions on which they sell their labour power, and
the revolutionary Struggle againgt the exifting
economic order. But the celebration has nothing
in common with religious festivals; for the workers
of our day honour their “saints” the more in pro-
portion as they have tended to bring nearer the
happy day when a freed humanity will establish the
kingdom of heaven upon earth, and will leave the
heavens at the disposal of the angels and the birds.

Among the malicious fables circulated regarding
Marx, mu$t be numbered the absurd §tatement that
the author of Capital was hoflile to the Russians.
But it is quite true that he was an avowed enemy of
Russian Tsarism, which has always played the
odious part of international policeman, ready to
crush any movement for the liberation of the
oppressed, wherever it might begin.

Marx watched with intense interet every
genuine manifefation of internal development in
Russia, and showed in this respe& a fundamental
knowledge of the matter in hand such as was then
possessed by hardly any of his contemporaries in
weftern Europe. Lessner, the German worker, in
his “A Worker’s Memories of Karl Marx,” tells
us how delighted Marx was when the Russian
‘translation of Capital was published, and how glad
he was to know that there were persons in Russia
able to underftand and to spread the ideas of
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scientific socialism. The preface to the Russian
translation of the Communis? Manifesto shows how
Marx’s sympathy with the Russian revolutionits
and his ardent longing for their speedy victory had
led him to undertake a notable reconsideration of
our revolutionary movement of those days. His
relations with Lopatin and Hartman prove how
warm a welcome Russian exiles could count on
receiving in his hospitable home.' His quarrel
with Herzen was partly due to a chance disagree-
ment, but in part to Marx’s well-grounded diftrust
of the slavophil socialism whose herald in western
European literature our brilliant fellow-countryman
unfortunately became under the influence of the
overwhelming disappointments of the years 1848-
1851.  Marx’s onslaught on slavophil socialism in
the firft edition of the firt volume of Capiral
deserves praise rather than blame, especially now-
adays, when this kind of socialism has been revived
in the party program of the so-called social
revolutionaries.  Finally, as regards the fierce
§truggle between Marx and Bakunin in the Inter-
national Workingmen’s Association, this had
nothing to do with the Russian origin of the
anarchi§t champion, and finds a much simpler
explanation in the antithesis between the two men’s
views.” When the publications of the Deliverance

* Lessner writes: “Marx’s house was always.open to
trusty comrade.”

*Mr. M. Tugan-Baranoffsky, sometime “Marxist”
but now a bourgeois economist, in his *“Sketches from
the recent History of Political Economy” (p. 294), re-
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of Labour group began to spread social-democratic
ideas among the Russian revolutionists, Engels, in
a letter to Vera Zassulich, said it was a pity that
this had not happened while Marx was alive, for
Marx (said Engels) would have extended a hearty
welcome to the literary undertakings of the group.
What would the diftinguished author of Capital
have said if he could have lived on to our own day,
when so many of the Russian workers have become
his followers? How joyful he would have been,
could he have heard of such incidents as that which
recently happened at Rostov-on-the-Don. In Marx’s
lifetime, a Russian Marxist was a rarity, and
the best that such a Russian could hope from his
fellow-countrymen was that they should regard him
with good-natured pity. Nowadays, Marx’s ideas
dominate the Russian revolutionary movement.
‘Those Russian revolutioni&ts who, in conformity
with ancient custom, reject Marxism wholly or in
part, have really long since ceased to be in the

. vanguard, and (though mot of them continue to
shout revolutionary slogans) they have, without

peats the anarchist gossip about Marx having been a
party to the dissemination of a printed slander on Bak-
unin. This is not the place for the examination of the
evidence that is usually adduced in support of the story.
I shall deal with the matter fully in “Zarye,” where the
light-hearted assertion of Mr. Tugan-Baranoffsky will
receive its proper valuation. But it is worth noting that
our ex-“Marxist” did not trouble to examine his sources
critically. He has simply repeated an accusation, which,
being unsu‘pported by any sort of proof, in its turn
becomes a “slander.”
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being aware of it, entered the great camp of those
who have been left behind.

Much nonsense has been written and repeated
about Marx’s polemic methods, about the frequency
and violence of his attacks upon his adversaries.
Peaceful and rather §tupid folk have explained these
broils as the outcome of his uncontrollable passion
for controversy, which, in its turn, was said to be
dependent upon a malicious disposition.  As a
matter of fact, the almost unceasing literary cam-
paigning in which he was engaged (especially
during the carlier days of his socialist activity) was
not an expression of his personal charatter but
was duc to the importance of defending his ideas.
He was onc of the fir§t socialiéts to adopt the out-
look of the class §truggle, unreservedly, and as a
matter of practice as well as of theory; and he was
one of the first to draw a sharp distinction between
the intere§ts of the proletariat and those of the petty
bourgceoisie. It is not surprising, therefore, that he
came into frequent and violent clash with the
champions of petty bourgeois socialism, who were
very numerous in those days, especially among the
members of the German intelligentsia. To refrain
from arguing with these gentry would have been
tantamount to abandoning the thought of consoli-
dating the workers into a party of their own, with
its special historical aims, and not tied to the tail
of the petty bourgcoisie: “Our task,” wrote Marx
in the “Neue Rheinische Zeitung” in April, 1850,
“must be unsparing criticism, dircéted even more
againft our sclf-ftyled friends than again&t our
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declared cnemices.  Since this is our attitude, we
shall gladly renounce the enjoyment of a cheap
democratic popularity.” The declared enemies were
not so very dangerous, for they could not obscure
the class-consciousness of the proletarians; whereas
the petty-bourgeois socialifts, with their programs
which professed to be “above class,” continued to
lead many of the workers aftray. A fight with
these blind guides was incvitable, and Marx carried
it on with his cuftomary fervour and inimitable
skill. We Russian social democrats must not fail
to profit by his example, we who have to work
under conditions very like those which prevailed
in Germany prior to the revolution of 1848. We
are surrounded by the petty-bourgeois apostles of
a specifically “Russian socialism”; and we must
never forget that the interest of the workers makes
it incumbent upon us, too, to criticise our self-Styled
friends unsparingly (to criticise the social revolu-
tionaries, for instance}—however disturbing this
outspokenness may be to the well-meaning but fool-
ish advocates of peace and harmony among the
various groups of revolutionists.

Marx’s teaching is the modern “algebra of the
revolution.” An understanding of it is ial to
all who want to carry on an intelligent fight against
the existing order of things. So true is this that
many of the ideologues of the Russian bourgeoisic
actually felt the need, at one time, of becoming
Marxists. They found Marx’s ideas indispensable in
their campaign against the antediluvian theories of
the narodniks, theories which sharply conflicted
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with the new economic conditions in Russia. The
younger bourgeois ideologues, being better ac-
quainted than the others with contemporary socio-
logical literature, realised this very clearly. They
raised the Marxist banner, and, fighting under it,
acquired considerable renown. But when the narod-
niks had been utterly routed, and when their anti-
quated theories lay in ruins, our new-made Marxists
decided that Marxism had served their turn, and
must now be subjected to stringent criticism. This
criticism was undertaken on the pretext that socio-
logical thought must not stand still; but its net up-
shot was that our sometime allies made a retreat into
the positions occupied by the bourgeois social
reformers of western Europe. How pitiful were the
results of this loudly trumpeted “critical” campaign !
How impracticable it was for the Russian social
.democrats to make common cause with these “critic-
ally” transformed people! At first, indeed, an
attempt was made to join forces with them against
the-common enemy; the hope was entertained that
an approximation of outlooks might be possible. But
maturer consideration showed that this backsliding
of our neo-Marxists into the camp of the bourgeois
social reformers was not only the most natural thing
in the world, but was also a signal confirmation of
the truth of Marx’s materialist conception of history.
In 1895 and 1896 the Marxist current in Russia swept
away persons who had nothing in common with
the proletariat, and no concern with the struggle
for the emancipation of the workers—from whose
cause they were fundamentally estranged both by
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their social position and by their mental and moral
chara@teristics. At one time it was fashion to talk
Marxism in the government offices of St. Petersburg.
Had this continued, it would have been necessary to
admit that the founders of scientific socialism were
mistaken when they declared that people’s way of
thinking depended upon their way of living, and
that the upper classes cannot become the champions
of the modern social revolution. But the “criticism
of Marx” which began soon after the fight against
the reaGtionary attempts of the narodniks had been
fought to a successful issue, showed once more that
Marx and Engels were right. The “critics’ ” way of
thinking was determined by their social position. In
their revolt against the “fanaticism of dogma,” they
were really revolting against the revolutionary con-
tent of Marxist teaching. The Marx they nceded was
not the Marx who throughout a life of toil and
struggle and want had ncver ceased to cherish the
sacred fire of hostility to capitalist cxploitation. Marx
as leader of the revolutionary proletariat appeared
to them unscemly and “unscientific.” The only Marx
they had any use for was the Marx who, in the
Communist Manifésto, had declared his willingness
to support the bourgeoisic in so far as this class
showed itself revolutionary in the struggle against
the absolute monarchy and the petty bourgeoisie.
They were only interested in the democratic half
of Marx’s social-democratic program. Nothing could
be more natural than their attitude. But these per-
fectly natural developments show that there is no
warrant for regarding such persons as socialists.
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Their place is among the forces of the liberal oppo-
sition, to which they have supplied (in the person of
Mr. P. Struve, the editor of “Osvobozhdenie™) vim,
talent, and literary skill.

The future was to show the truth of Marxist
theory—and not in Russia alone. Every one knows
that for a very long time western scientists ignored
Marxism, which was regarded as the outcome of
nothing better than revolutionary fanaticism. But
in the course of time it became more and more
obvious, even to persons who looked through bour-
geois spectacles, that this produét of revolutionary
fanaticism had at least one great advantage—it pro-
vided an extraordinarily fruitful method for the
study of sociology. With the advance of the scien-
tific investigation of primitive culture, history, law,
literature, and art, investigators in ever greater num-
bers found it necessary to adopt the theory of his-
torical materialism: even though most of them had
never heard of Marx and bis theories; while those
who had heard of Marx were very much afraid of
his theories, which were materialistic, and therefore
(to bourgeois eyes) immoral and a menace to social
tranquility. Nevertheless we find that the materialist
explanation is already acquiring a right of domicile
in the lcarned world. Last year (1902) Edwin R. A.
Seligman, an American professor of economics, pub-
lished a book cntitled Economic Interpretation of
History. This is evidence that the priests of official
science are becoming aware of the great scientific
importance of the Marxist materialist conception of
history. Seligman goes so far as to expound the
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causes which have hitherto prevented the adoption
and understanding of this theory by the bourgeois
scientific world. He says plainly and frankly that
Marx’s socialist deductions have alarmed men of
science; but he tells his scientific brethren that these
socialist deductions can be jettisoned, for all that
need be retained is the historical theory upon which
they arc based. This ingenious notion (which, let
me remark in passing, was clearly though timidly
set forth at an carlier datc by Struvc in his “Critical
Remarks™)," gives one more proof that it is casier
for a camel to go through the cye of a ncedle than
for a bourgeois ideologue to reach a proletarian
standpoint. Marx was a revolutionist to the finger-
tips. He was in revolt against God and capital, just
as Prometheus was in revolt against Zeus. Like Pro-
metheus, he could say of himself that his task was
to educate persons who, knowing human sorrow and
human joy, would have no respeé for a deity hos-
tile to human beings. But the bourgeois idcologucs
serve this deity. Their task is to defend his domain
with spiritual weapons, while the police back them
up with trunchcons, and the soldicry with rifles and
bayonets. The business of bourgeois scientists is to
use those theories only which are not dangerous to
God or to capital. In France and in other lands
where French is spoken, men of science are much
franker about this than they are clsewhere. For ex-
ample, the famous writer Laveleye says that econo-

* A Russian work published at St. Petersburg in 1894.
The full title is “Critical Remarks on the Problem of
the Economic Development of Russia.”
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mic scicnce must be thoroughly renovated, for it has
ceased to fulfil its purpose since the days when the
frivolous Bastiat compromised the defence of the
established order. Quite recently, A. Béchaud, in a
book dealing with the French school of political
cconomy,’ appraised the various cconomic doétrines
by an interesting standard. He asked, “Which of
them will supply the most cfficient weapons for com-
bating socialism ?*" It is obvious, thercfore, that bour-
geois idcologucs, when adopting Marxist notions,
will do so “in a critical spirit.”” The severity with
which they “criticise” Marx gives the measure of
the irreconcilability of the views of that dauntless
and indefatigable revolutionist with the interests of
the ruling class. It is likewisc plain enough that a
consistent bourgeois thinker will more readily accept
Marx’s philosophy of history than Marx's economic
theory; for historical materialism is much less likely
to do any harm than the dorine of surplus value.
This latter, to which onc of the most vigorous among
the bourgeois critics of Marx has given the expres-
sive name of the theory of exploitation, is in bour-
_geais circles always described as “unfounded.” The
cultural bourgcois of our day prefer the “subjective”
cconomic theory, according to which cconomic
phenomena have no conncétion whatever with the
conditions of production—in which the exploitation
of the prolctariat by the bourgeoisie takes its source.
To bourgeois cconomists, any allusion to such a

' Les Ecoles économiques au XXme sitcle, 3 vols.,
Paris, 1902-1912.
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matter scems particularly undesirable at the present
time, when the classconsciousness of the workers is
advancing with giant strides.

The cconomic, historical, and philesophical ideas
of Marx are not acceptable in all their formidable
completeness, and with their full revolutionary con-
tent, except by the ideologucs of the proletariat,
whose class interest is linked, not with the preser-
vation but with the overthrow of the capitalist sys-
tem—in a word, with the social revolution.
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Capital, Marx writes: “The mealy-mouthed

babblers of German vulgar economy fall foul of
the style of my book. No one can judge the
literary shortcomings of Capital more harshly than
I do myself. But for the bencfit of these gentry and
their public, I shall scize the opportunity of quoting
one English and onc Russian press notice.”” The
Russian critic tells us that this author “in no way
resembles. . . . the majority of German scholars, . . .
who write their books in a language so dry and
obscure that the heads of ordinary mortals are
cracked by it.”
. Kar] Marx’s style certainly descrves carcful study.
Such an investigation would contribute notably to
the understanding of the man and his work. But the
task would be difficult, and it is not one of those
immediately incumbent on his heirs. The last
thing he would have wished would be that we
should, for such a reason, neglet the practical dif-
fusion of his ideas. Hitherto, therefore, there have
been no more than scattered observations regarding
his choice of words; and that is all that can be
attempted here, when, on the twenty-fifth anniver-
sary of his death, we venture to criticise the objec-
tion which bourgeois scientists are so fond of bring-
ing against his style and his method of exposition.

»

EN a note to the preface to the second cdition of
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From Herr Wilhelm Roscher down to the youngest
university instructor, they all complain of his passion
for metaphor. Marx’s fondness for the usc of figura-
tive language is indisputable: but what these adver-
saries mean to convey by the accusation is that
though his intelligence may have been brilliant, it
was certainly not acute; that, entangled in “ob-
scure mysticism,” he could only elucidatc even the
do&rine of historical materialism quite vaguely, and
with the use of a “patchwork of imagery.”

Against these tirades, it will suffice to quote the
di€tum of Aristotle, that the mark of genius was the
ability 2o homoion theorein—to recognise likeness.
No doubt it may be contended that this charaéteristic
of the genius, is likewise a charateristic of the fool.
Between the energy and freshness of Luther’s phrase-
ology in the sixteenth century, and the language of
Gocthe in the eighteenth century, there came, in the
seventeenth century, the extravagances of euphuism
and Marinism, of which Albrecht von Haller re-
marked that it was “bombast swimming on meta-
phors as if on inflated bladders.” In reality, however,
this does not refute but confirms Aristotle’s remark.
The Marinists did not, in truth, recognise likeness,
and therefore they forcibly coupled dissimilars. To
raise the objection seriously shows merely that the
objector is as blind as a mole, and cannot distinguish
the blooming roses on a girl’s face from the rouge
with which an old maid tries to give a lively tint to
her withered cheeks.

Among German classical writers, Lessing did more
than any other to expound the philosophy of meta-
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phor as a form of literary presentation. To himself,
as a master of metaphor, applics what he says of
himsclf (in a brilliant metaphor) as a poct—that he
was not born a poct, but became one. In his carlier
writings, we sce little inclination to use figurative
language; and when figures are used, their use is
sometimes unhappy. Even in Laocoon he writest
*“A mere metaphor proves nothing and justifies no-
thing.” A few lines lower down on the same page he
remarks: “But here the sense is nothing,. and the
imagery is cverything; and imagery without sense
makes of the liveliest poct a tedious chatterer.” In
a sub hor, Lessing comp for the
onc-sldcdncss of t]xcsc remarks by admmmg that, in

[ hought and imagery be-
long to one another like husband and wife.

Lessing threw light on the problem from both
sides. He did so from onc side when he wrote:
“What is it that makes an author bombastic, if not
the unduly frequent and too far-fetched use of over-
bold metaphors.” But he did so from the other side
when he wrote: “When I work upon my reader’s
imagination, I am also trying to work upon his
understanding. I regard it, not merely as useful,
but also as essential, to clothe reasons in imagery,
and to indicate by allusions all the subordinate idcas
which cither the reasons or the metaphors awaken.
One who ncither knows nor understands this, must
straightway renounce the desire to become an
author, for those who have become good authors
have only done so by advancing along that road.”
Thus wrote Lessing in his Anti-Goeze, whose over-
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whelming profusion of brilliant metaphors elicited
from the unfortunate Hamburg pastor reproaches no
less heart-breaking than thosc called forth by Marx’s
metaphors from Roscher and his associates.

In contradistin@ion to Lessing, Goethe was born,
and did not become, a “metaphor-maker” (he used
the term of himself). Well known is the verse in
which he says that he must not be forbidden to use
metaphors, since he cannot explain himself without
them; while to Frau von Stein he wrote: “In meta-
phors I run a racc against Sancho Panza and his
proverbs.” This metaphor is characteristic of Goe-
the’s metaphors: proverbs are metaphors in which
the folk thinks and poetises, fabulises; and Luther
was fond of borrowing epithets from the folk ver-
nacular that thereby he might make his words both
pithy and picturesque. Furthermore, Hegel, the chief
of our classical philosophy,was (like Goethe, the chief
of our classical literature) a great “metaphor-maker.”
In this respect his writing marks a notable advance
on that of Kant, who is mainly responsible for the
dry-as-dust scholasticism of the German professorial
literary style—and the worst count in the indi&-
ment is that Kant could write both elegantly and
clearly when he chose. It is a gross exaggeration to
say that Hegel’s style is typical of cumbrous, obscure,
thought-spinning. As Rosencranz, his biographer,
aptly remarks, Hegel’s writing is saturated with all
the elements of the German tongue, from medizval
mysticism to the phraseology of the Enlightment; and
it is often boldly and effetively metaphorical.

In this matter, as in others, Marx was the ablest
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of Hegel’s disciples. He, too, was a “‘metaphor-
maker” from birth upwards, and in his thesis for
his doctorial degree, imagery wells up as though
from an inexhaustible spring. The whole essay—a
discussion of the differences between the natural
philosophy of Dcmocntus a.nd t.hat of Epicurus—
was one prol howing how the
Epicurean natural plulosophy celebrates its greatest
triumph in the doétrine of the heavenly bodies, and
all the same wholly collapses thereafter. To Marx’s
youthful days likewise belongs the image in which he
declares that “Religion is for us the illusory sun,
which, to man, seems to circle around him, until he
realises that he himself is the centre of his own turn-
ing.” So is the image: “One and the same mind
builds philosophical systems in the brains of philo-
sophers, and railways with the hands of the opera-
tives.” Especially free in the use of metaphor is 4
Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy.
In the preface to this work he may be said to have
given a rather sketchy exposition of the historical-
materialist method, in a “patchwork of imagery”;
and again in the first chapter of Capital, where he
summarises the contents of the Critique.

In this chapter it seems to me that Marx achieves
his highest level of stylistic excellence (looking at
the matter solely from the outlook of literary crafts-
" manship). Here we can get the clearest, the most
precise grasp of the nature of his imagery; and here
we find the explanation of the hostility with which
botrgeois professors have always regarded Marx's
metaphors. Let me quote from Section 4, on “The
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Fetishism of Commodities, and the Secret thereof”;
“A commodity appears, at first sight, a trivial thing,
and one casily understood. But analysis shows that
it is a very queer thing indeed, full of metaphysical
subtleties and theological whimsies. So far as it
is a use value, there is nothing mysterious about it
.+ .. When we make wood into a table, the form
of the wood is altered; none the less, the table is
still wood, an ordinary thing appreciable by our
senses. But when it presents itself.to us as a com-
modity, it has become transformed into something
which, though sensual, is also beyond the scope of
the senses. It does not merely stand with its legs
upon the ground; but, confronting all other com-
modities, it stands upon its head, and within its
wooden head it evolves fantastical notions which are
far more wonderful than if it began to dance of its
own volition,” Is not that a shrewd dig at all the
wooden-heads who produce metaphysical specula-
tions and theological whimsies in such vast quanti-
ties, but are not competent to manufacture as much
substance appreciable by the senses as would repre-
sent an ordinary, everyday table?

In Marx’s writings, a metaphor is never intro-
duced for its own sake, as a mere ornament. Nor is
it only, as with Lessing, an aid to fuller and easier
understanding, or an attempt to influence the imag-
ination as well as the reason. It is a primal contem-
plation of the two like objects at one and the same
time; it is the realisation of the ideal of that perfect
modc of prcscntauon wherein, as Lessing phrased
t, thoaght and imagery belong to one another like
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husband and wife. Metaphor, as Marx uses it, is the
sensorily appreciable mother of the thought, which
receives from that mother the breath of life.

Our bourgeois professors fail to understand this,
and we should be wrong to suppose that their lack
of understanding is due to ill-will on their part.
They cannot understand, and indeed they ought not
to understand. What would happen to capitalist
society if the racy metaphors of revolutionary dia-
lectic were to come to life in the professorial chairs
of its universities? That is why these good patriots
talk so glibly of “obscure mysticism” and of a
“patchwork of imagery.” Marx’s use of metaphor
is, to a supreme degree, one of the secrets of genius,
and must for ever remain an enigma to such critics
as these.

They contrapose to it Lhcu ‘conceptual analysis,”
the of physical no-
tions, which monntonously glides along thc walls
of the capxtahsr. prison-house; and they are full of
pridc that no “‘obscure mysticism,” no “patchwork
of i unagcry, is requisite to prove that the mutual

these shadows can never p
living Chl]d In the world of nonentity, mctaphor
t0o has lost its rights|
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~ his shallow but at times interesting causerie
entitled Dic soziale Bewegung in Frankreich
und Belgien (The Socialist Movement in France
and Belgium), Karl Griin remarks, aptly enough,
that Fourier’s and Saint-Simon’s theories had very
different effects upon their respective adherents.
Saint-Simon was the spiritual ancestor of a whole
generation of brilliant investigators and writers in
various fields of intellectual activity; but Fourier’s
followers were, with few exceptions, persons who
blindly parroted their master’s words, and were in-
capable of making any advance upon his teaching.
Griin's explanation of this difference is that Fourier
presented the world with a finished system, clabor-
ated in all its details; whereas Saint-Simon merely
tossed his disciples a loose bundle of great thoughts.
Although it scems to me that Griin pays too little
attention to the inner, the essential, difference be-
tween the theories of these two classical authorities in
the domain of utopian socialism, I feel that on the
whole his observation is sound. Beyond question,
a system of ideas which is merely sketched in broad
outline proves far more stimulating than a finished
and symmetrical structure which leaves nothing to
be added and offers no scope for the independent
efforts of an active mind.
Does this account for the stagnation in Marxist
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doérine which has been noticeable for a good many
years? The actual fatt is that—apart from one or
two independent contributions which mark a certain
theoretical advance—since the publication of the
last volume of Capital and of the last of Engels’
writings there have appeared nothing more than a
few excellent popularisations and expositions of
Marxist theory. The substance of that theory re-
mains just where the two founders of scientific
socialism left it.

Is this because the Marxist system has imposed
too rigid a framework upon the independent acti-
vities of the mind? It is undeniable that Marx has
had a somewhat restrictive influence upon the free
development of theory in the case of many of his
pupils. Both Marx and Engels found it necessary
to disclaim responsibility for the utterances of many
who chose to call themselves Marxists! The scrupu-
- lous endeavour to keep “within the bounds of Marx-
ism” may at times have been just as disastrous to
the integrity of the thought process as has been the
other extreme—the complete repudiation of the
Marxist outlook, and the determination to mani-
fest “independence of thought” at all hazards.

Still, it is only where economic matters are con-
cerned that we are entitled to speak of a more or
less completely elaborated body of dorines be-
- queathed us by Marx. The most valuable of all his
teachings, the materialist-dialectical conception of
history, presents itself to us as nothing more than a
method of investigation, as a few inspired leading
thoughts, which offer us glimpses into an entirely
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new world, which open to us endless perspectives of
independent activity, which wing our spirits for
bold flights into unexplored regions.

Nevertheless, even in this domain, with few ex-
ceptions the Marxist heritage lies fallow. The splen-
did new weapon rusts unused; and the theory of
historical materialism remains as unelaborated and
sketchy as it was when first formulated by its
creator.

It cannot be said, then, that the rigidity and com-
pleteness of the Marxist edifice are the explanation
of the failure of Marxs successors to go on with
the building.

We are often told that our movement lacks the
persons of talent who might be capable of further
elaborating Marx’s theories. Such a lack is, indeed,
of long standing; but the lack itself demands an
explanation, and cannot be put forward to answer
the primary question. We must remember that each
epoch forms its own human material; that if in any
period there is a genuine need for theoretical ex-
ponents, the period will create the forces requisite
for the satisfaction of that need.

But is there a genuine need, an effective demand,
for a further development of Marxist theory?

In an article upon the controversy between the
Marxist and the Jevonsian schools in England, Ber-
nard Shaw, the talented exponent of Fabian semi-
socialism, derides Hyndman for having said that
the first volume of Capital had given him a com-
plete understanding of Marx, and that there were
no gaps in Marxist theory—although Friedrich
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Engels, in the preface to the second volume of
Capital, subsequently declared that the first volume
with its theory of value, had left unsolved a funda-
mental economic problem, whose solution would
not be furnished until the third volume was pub-
lished. Shaw certainly succeeded here in making
Hyndman’s position seem a trifle ridiculous, though
Hyndman might well derive consolation from the
fact that practically the whole socialist world was
in the same boat!

The third volume of Capital, with its solution of
the problem of the rate of profit (the basic problem
of Marxist economics), did not appear till 1894.
But in Germany, as in all other lands, agitation
had been carried on with the aid of the unfinished
material contained in the first volume; the Marxist
doérine had been popularised and had found accept-
ance upon the basis of this first volume alone; the
success of the incomplete Marxist theory had been
phenomenal; and no one had been aware that there
was any gap in the teaching. Furthermore, when the
third volume finally saw the light, whilst to begin
with it attracted some attention in the restrited
circles of the experts, and aroused here a certain
amount of comment—as far as the socialist move-
ment as a whole was concerned, the new volume
made pratically no impression in the wide regions
where the ideas expounded in the original book
had become dominant. The theoretical conclusions
of Vol. IIL. have not hitherto evoked any attempt at
popularisation, nor have they secured wide diffusion.
On the contrary, even among the social democrats
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we sometimes hear, nowadays, re-cchocs of the “dis-
appointment” with the third volume of Capital
which is so frequently voiced by bourgeois ccono-
mists—and thus these social democrats merely show
how fully they had accepted the “incomplete” ex-
position of the theory of value presented in the first
volume.

How can we account for so remarkable a
phenomenon?

Shaw, who (to quote his own expression) is fond
of “sniggering” at others, may have good rcason
here, for making fun of the whole socialist move-
ment, in so far as it is grounded upon Marx! But
if he were to do this, he would be “sniggering” at
a very serious manifestation of our social life. The
strange fate of the second and third volumes of
Capital is conclusive evidence as to the general des-
tiny of theoretical h in our

From the scientific standpoint, the third volume
of Capital must, no doubt, be primarily regarded
as the completion of Marx’s critique of capitalism.
Without this third volume, we cannot understand,
cither the aGually dominant law of the rate of pro-
fit; or the splitting up of surplus value into profit,
interest, and rent; or the working of the law of
value within the field of competition. But, and this
is the main point, all these problems, however im-
portant from the outlook of pure theory, are com-
paratively unimportant from the praéhcal outlook
of the class war. As far as the class war is concerned,
the fund 1 th 1 problem is the origin
of surplus value, that is, thc scientific explanation
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of exploitation; together with the elucidation of the
tendency towards the socialisation of the process of
production, that is, the scientific explanation of the
objective groundwork of the socialist revolution.

Both these problems are solved in the first volume
of Capital, which deduces the “expropriation of the
expropriators” as the inevitable and ultimate result
of the production of surplus vilue and of the pro-
gressive concentration of capital. Therewith, as far
as theory is concerned, the essential need of the
labour movement is satisfied. The workers, being
actively engaged in the class war, have no direct
interest in the question how surplus value is dis-
tributed among the respective groups of exploiters;
or in the question how, in the course of this dis-
tribution, competition brings about rearrangements
of production.

That is why, for socialists in general, the third
volume of Capital remains an unread book.

But, in our movement, what applies to Marx’s
economic doétrines applies to theoretical research in
general. It is pure illusion to suppose that the work-
ing class, in its upward striving, can of its own
accord become immeasurably creative in the theo-
retical domain. True that, as Engels said, the work-
ing class alone has to-day preserved an understand-
ing of and interest in theory. The workers’ craving
for knowledge is one of the most noteworthy cul-
tural manifestations of our day. Morally, too, the
working-class struggle denotes the cultural renova-
tion of society. But acive participation of the wor-
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kers in the march of science is subject to the fulfil-
ment of very definite social conditions.

In cvery class society, intellectual culture (science
and art) is created by the ruling class; and the aim
of this culture is, in part to ensure the direét satis-
faction of the needs of the social process, and in
part to satisfy the mental needs of the members of
the governing class.

In the history of carlier class struggles, aspiring
classes (like the Third Estate in recent days) could
anticipate polmcal dom:mon by establishing an in-

llectual h as, while they were
still subjugated classes, thcy could set up a new
science and a new art against obsolete culture of
the decadent period.

The proletariat is in a very different position. As
a non-possessing class, it cannot in the course of
its struggle upwards spontancously create a mental
culture of its own while it remains in the framework
of bourgeois society. Within that society, and so
long as its economic foundations persist, there can
be no other culture than a bourgeois culture. Al
though certain “socialist” professors may acclaim
the wearing of neckties, the use of visiting cards,
and the riding of bicycles by proletarians as notable
instances of participation in cultural progress, the
working class as such ins outside ¢ porary
culture. Notwithstanding the fa& that the workers
create with their own hands the whole social sub-
stratum of this culture, they are only admitted to
its enjoyment in so far as such admission is requisite
to the satisfactory performance of their functions in
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the economic and social process of capitalist
society.

The working class will not be in a position to
create a science and an art of its own until it has
béen fully emancipated from its present class position.

The utmost it can do to-day is to safeguard bour-
geois culture from the vandalism of the bourgeois
reation, and create the social conditions requisite
for a free cultural development. Even along these
lines, the workers, within the extant form of society,
can only advance in so far as they can create for
themselves the intelletual weapons needed in their
struggle for liberation.

But this reservation imposes upon the working
class (that is to say, upon the workers’ intellectual
leaders) very narrow limits in the field of intellectual
activity. The domain of their creative energy is
confined to one specific department of science,
namely social science. For, inasmuch as “thanks to
the peculiar connexion of the idea of the Fourth
Estate with our historical epoch,” enlightenment
concerning the laws of social development has be-
come essential to the workers in the class struggle,
this connexion has borne good fruit in social science,
and the monument of the proletarian culture of
our day is—Marxist do&trine.

But Marx’s creation, which as a scientific achieve-
ment is a titanic whole, transcends the plain de-
mands of the proletarian class struggle for whose
purposes it was created. Both in his detailed and
comprehensive analysis of capitalist economy, and
in his method of historical research with its im-
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ble field of application, Marx has offered
much more than was dircctly essential for the prac-
tical condué of the class war.

Only in proportion as our movement progresses,
and demands the solution of new practical problems,
do we dip once more into the treasury of Marx’s
thought, in order to extrat therefrom and to utilise
new fragments of his do&trine. But since our move-
ment, like all the campaigns of practical lifc, in-
clines to go on working in old ruts of thought, and
to cling to principles after they have ceased to be
valid, the theoretical utilisation of the Marxist sys-
tem proceeds very slowly.

If, then, to-day we detet a stagnation in our
movement as far as these theoretical matters are
concerned, this is not because the Marxist theory
upon which we are nourished is incapable of develop-
ment or has become out-of-date. On the contrary,
it is because we have not yet learned how to make
an adequate use of the most important mental
weapons which we had taken out of the Marxist
arsenal on account of our urgent need for them in
the carlier stages of our struggle. It is not true that,
as far as the practical struggle is concerned, Marx
is out-of-date, that we have superseded Marx. On
the contrary, Marx, in his scientific creation, has
outstripped us as a party of practical fighters. It
is not true that Marx no longer suffices for our
needs. On the contrary, our needs are not yet ade-
quate for the utilisation of Marx’s ideas.

Thus do the social conditions of proletarian exist-
ence in gontemporary socict.y, conditions first elugi-




114 KARL MARX

dated by Marxist theory, take vengeance by the fate
they impose upon Marxist theory itself. Though
that theory is an incomparable instrument of intel- -
le€tual culture, it remains unused because, while it
is inapplicable to bourgeois class culture, it greatly
transcends the needs of the working class in the
matter of weapons for the daily struggle. ‘Not until
the working class has been liberated from its pre-
sent conditions of existence will the Marxist method
of research be socialised in conjunction with other
mcans of production, so that it can be fully utilised
for the benefit of humanity-at-large, and so that it
can be developed to the full measure of its func-
tional capacity.
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MARXISM

by Nikolai Lenin

Arx continued and brilliantly rounded off
Mthe three main currents of nincteenth-
century thought, the currents that flowed

in the three most advanced countries in the world :
lassical German philosophy; classical British poli-
tical economy; and French socmhsm Even his ad-
versaries admit that his views form a consistent
whole, and it will be well, before expounding the
main content of Marxism, to make a bricf study

of his general philosophical outlook.
PHILosoPHIC MATERIALISM

From 1844 and 1845, when his opinions were
definitely formed, Marx was a materialist, and in
especial a follower of Feuerbach, although as time
went on he came to’sce that that thinker had his
weak side—that Feuerbach’s materialism was not
consistently applied, was not universal in its scope,
For Marx, Feuerbach’s world-historical and “epoch-
ng” significance depended upon his having de-
cisively broken away from the idealism of Hegel and
upon his proclamation of materialism, which already
“in the cighteenth century (especially in France)
had become a struggle against every form of meta-
physics” (Holy Family and Posthumous Papers).
“For Hegel,” wrote Marx in the prefice to the
second edition of the first volume of Capital, “the
thought process, which he even transforms—under
the name of the ‘idea’—into an independent sub-
ject, is the demiurge [the creator, the maker] of
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the real . . . But for me, on the contrary, the ideal
is nothing other than the material, which has been
transplanted into the human head and transformed
there.” In full conformity with Marx’s materialist
philosophy, and expounding it, Engels wrote in
Awnti-Diihring (Herrn Eugen Diihrings Umwiilzyng
der Wissenschaft): “The unity of the world con-
sists, not in its existence, . . . but in its materiality,
as is proved . . . . by the course of the long and
laborious development of philosophy and natural
science. . . . Motion is the form of existence of
matter. Never and nowhere has there been or can
there be matter without motion, or motion with-
out matter. . . . If we enquire . . . . what thought
and consciousness are, whence they come, we find
that they are produéts of the human brain, and that
man himself is a produé of nature, developing in
a known natural environment and together with it.
Obviously, therefore, the produéts of the human
brain are, in the last analysis, products of nature;
they do not conflict, but harmonise, with the con-
tinuity of nature.” Again: “Hegel was an idealist:
that is to say, for him the thoughts in our heads
were not the more or less abstract reflexions of real
things and processes; but, on the contrary, things
and processes were, for Hegel, the reflexions of
ideas existing somewhere before the creation of the
world.” In his Ludwig Feuerback, in which Engels .
expounds his own and Marx’s views upon Feuer-
bach’s philosophy, and which Engels sent to the
press after re-reading the manuscript work on Hegel,
Feuerbach, and the Materialist Conception of His-
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tory pc‘nncd by himsclf and Marx in 1845 and 1846,
Engels writes: “The basic question for cvery phxlm
sophy, and cspccxally for a new philosophy, is the
question of the rél hip between thought and
cxistence . bctwccn spinit and nature; . . . the
question whléh is prior to the other; whether spirit
preceeds nature, or naturc precedes spirit. Philo-
sophers are divided into two great camps, accord-
ing to the way in which they have answered this
question. Those who have declared that spirit
exists before nature, and who have in the last resort
assumed that the world was created, have belonged
to the idealist camp. But those who have regarded
nature as primary and thought as secondary, have
belonged to one of the various schools of material-
ists.” It is especially important that we should note
Marx’s opinion concerning freedom and necessity :
“Necessity is blind until it becomes conscious.
Freedom is the consciousness of necessity” (Engels,
Anti-Dithring)—an acknowledgment of the objec-
tive reign of law in nature, and of the dialectical
transformation of necessity into freedom (on all
fours with the transformation of the unknown but
knowable “thing-in-itself” into the “thing-for-us,”
into the “essence of things,” into the “pheno-
menon”). The fundamental inadequacy of the
carlier materialism of Marx and Engels (including
Feuerbach’s materialism, and, a fortiori, the “vul-
gar” materialism of Buchner and Vogt and Mole-
scholt) is due to the following pomts (1) it was
“predominantly mechanical,” not giving due weight
to the recent developments of chemistry and bio-
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logy; (2) it was non-historical, non-dialectical- (was
metaphysical, in the sense of being anti-dialectical),
and failed to adopt consistently an all-round develop-
mental outlook; (3) it regarded “human nature”
abstractly, and not as a “synthesis” (concretely and
historically determined) “of all social relationships”
—and thus only “explained” the world instead of
trying to change it, overlooking the significance of
practical revolutionary activity.
Diarectic

Marx and Engels regarded the Hegelian dialectic
as rich in content, as a many-sided and profound
contribution to thought, to the theory of develop-
ment; and they looked on it as the most valuable
produét of the classical German philosophy. All
other formulations of the principle of development,
of the theory of evolution, seemed to them one-
sided, poor in content, distorting and mutilating the
actual course of the development of nature and
society (sometimes by making jumps, or by need-
lessly introducing cataclysms and revolutions).
“Marx and I,” writes Engels, “were almost the
only persons who made it their business to save
a reasonable dialetic out of the ruins of idealism,
Hegelian idealism not excepted, and to transform
it into the materialist conception of nature. . . .
Nature is a confirmation of dialeftic; and modern
science provides this confirmation in the form of an
extraordinarily vast and daily increasing mass of
material which bears witness to the fa¢t that, in the
last analysis, things subsist in nature dialectically and
not metaphysically.”



"LENIN 121

Again, Engels writes: “The basic thought that
the world does not consist of complete and fully
fashioned objeéts, but is an assemblage of processes,
in which the objects, seemingly unchangeable,
cqually with the copies of them made inside the
head (notions), are undergoing incessant changes,
arising here and disappearing there—this basic
thought has since the time of Hegel become so
widely diffused throughout the general conscious-
ness, that hardly any one will now venture to dis-
pute it in its general sense. But it is onc thing to
accept this in words, quite another thing to put it
in practice on every possible occasion and in every
field of investigation.” Once more: “For the dia-
lectic philosophy, nothing is ever established for all
time, absolute or sacred. On everything it sces the
stamp of an inevitable decline, to which all things
are subject save the unceasing process of formation
and destruction, of unending progression from the
lower to the higher. That philosophy itself is only
a simple reflexion of the process, a reflexion within
the thinking brain.” Thus dialectic, according to
Marz, is. “the science of the general laws ot motion
both in the external world and in the human brain."™
Marx adopted and developed this revol y
side of Hegel's philosophy. Dialectic materialism
“does not need a philosophy based upon the other
sciences.” Of former philosophies there remain “the
science of thought and its laws, formal logic, and
dialectic.” But dialeic, as the term is used by
Marx (in conformity with Hegel's usage). includes
what is now called the theory of cognition, or epis-
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temology, or gnoseology, or the science of under-
standing, which must contemplate its subject matter
in the same way—historically, studying and general-
ising the origin and development of cognition, the
change from unconsciousness to consciousness.
MateriaList ConcerTioN oF History
Becoming aware of the inconsistency, the incom-
pleteness, and the onesidedness of the older
materialism, Marx realised that it was necessary “to
harmonise the science of society with the material
foundation, and to reconstruct it in accordance with
this foundation.” 1f, speaking generally, material-
ism explains consciousness as the outcome of exist-
ence, and not conversely; in the particular applica-
tion of this doétrine to the social life of mankind,
materialism must explain social consciousness as the
outcome of social existence. ‘‘Technology,” writes
Marx in the first volume of Capital, “discloses the
ative relationship between man and nature, the
immediate process of production of his life; but in
addition it discloses bis social conditions of life, and
the mental produéts that issue from these.” In the
preface to A Contribution to the Critique of Poli-
tical Economy, Marx gives an integral formulation
of the fundamental contentions of materialism, as
applied to human society and its history. Here are
his words: “In the social production which human
beings carry on, they enter into definite relation-
ships which are determined, that is to say, indepen-
dent of their will—productive relationships which
correspond to a definite evolutionary phase of the
material forces of produétion. The totality of these
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produdive relationships forms the cconomic struc-
ture of society, the real basis upon which a legal
and political superstructure develops and to which
definite forms of social consciousness correspond.
The mode of production of material life determines
the general charadter of the social, political, and
intellectual processes of lifc. Iz is not the canscious-
ness of human beings that determines their existence,
but, conversely, it is their social existence that deter-
mines their consciousness. At a certain stage of
development, the material produéive forces of
socicty come into conflict with the existing pro-
duélive relationships, or (to express the matter in
legal terminology) with the property relationships
within which they have hitherto moved. These
relationships, which have previously been develop-
mental forms of the produétive forces, now become
metamorphosed into fetters upon produétion. A
period of social revolutions then begins. Concom-
itantly with the change in the cconomic foundation,
the whole gigantic superstructure is more or less
rapidly transformed. When we contemplate such
tranformations we must always distinguish: on the
one hand, between the material changes in the
economic conditions of production, changes which
can be watched and recorded with all the precision
propér to natural science; and, on the ot.hcr, thc
legal, political, religi artistic, or phil i
forms (in a word, the ideological forms) in which
human beings become aware of this conflict and
fight it to an issue. Just as little as we form an opin-
ion of an individual in accordance with what he
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thinks of himself, just so little can we appraise a
revolutionary epoch in accordance with its own con-
sciousness of itself; for we have to explain this con-
sciousness as the outcome of the contradictions of
material life, of the extant conflict between social
productive forces and produdtive relationships. No
type of social structure ever perishes, until there have
been developed all the produétive forces for which it
has room; and new and higher forces of production
never appear upon the scene, until the material con-
" ditions of existence requisite for their development
have matured within the womb of the old society.
That is why mankind never sets itself any tasks
which it is not able to perform; for when we look
closely into the matter, we shall always find that the
demand for the new enterprise only arises when the
material conditions of existence are ripe for its suc-
cessful performance—or at any rate have begun to
ripen. In broad outline we can describe the Asiatic,
the classical, the feudal, and the modern (capital-
ist) forms of production, as progressive epachs in
the cconomic development of society. Bourgeois
relationships of produétion are the last of the antag-
onistic forms of the social process of produétion.”
The materialist conception of history, or (to put
the matter more precisely) the extension of material-
ism to the domain of social phenomena, filled the
two chief gaps in earlier historical theories. For,
in the first place, even the best of such theories
attended only to the ideological motives of the his-
torical aétivity of human beings; they made no at-
tempt to discover the origin of these ideological
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motives, or to grasp the objective conformity to law
in the development of the system of social relation-
ships, or to discern the roots of these social relation-
ships in the degree of development of material pro-
duction. In the sccond place, the earlier historical
theories ignored the working masses of the popu-
lation, and historical materialism first made it poss-
ible to study with scientific accuracy the social con-
ditions of the life of the masses and to tracc the
changes in these conditions. In the best event, pre-
Marxist “sociology” and historiography gave an
accumulation of dry fals, collected in fragments;
and supplied a description of isolated aspets of the
historical process. Marx pomtod out the way to a

h , an all-embracing study of the pro-
cess of the gcnc51s, the dcvclopmcnt, and the decay
of soqal and tr g how all

dencics could be combined and could
be brought into relationship with precisc determin-
ing conditions in the mode of life and the method
of production among the various classes of society;
discarding subjectivism and freewill in the choice
of distinét “leading™ ideas or in the explanation of
these; showing how all the ideas and all the ten-
dencies, without exception, had their roots in the
condition of the various forces of production. How
people make their own history; what determines
their motives, or at any rate the motives of
people in the mass; what gives rise to the clash of
conflicting ideas and endeavours; what is the sum
total of all these clashes among human societies;
what are the objeétive conditions of production (the
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material conditions of lifc) that form the basis o
people’s historical aétivity; what is the law of the
devclopment of these conditions—to all thest
matters Marx dirc€ted attention, pointing out the
way to a scientific study of history as a unified
and law-abiding process despite its apparent multi-
plicity and contradictoriness.

That in every society the wishes of some of the
members conflict with the wishes of others; that
social life is full of clashes; that history discloses
to us a struggle among peoples and societies, and
also within each nation and each society, mani-
festing in addition an alternation between periods
of peace and war, revolution and reaction, of acceler-
ation or retardation of progress or regression—thesc
facts arc generally known. Marx provides a clue
which cnables us to discover the reign of law in
this seeming labyrinth, this apparent chaos. His
clue is the theory of the class struggle. Nothing but
the study of the totality of the impulses of all the
members of a given society, or group of socicties,
can lead to the scientific determination of the result
of these impulses. Now, the conflict of impulses
depends upon differences in the conditions of life
of the classes into which society is divided.

“The history of all human society, past and pre-
sent, has been the history of class struggles,” wrote
Marx in 1848, in the Communist Manifesto. (In a
note to later editions Engels pointed out that primi-
tive communism formed an exception to this
generalisation). “Freeman and slave, patrician and
plebeian, baron and serf, guild-burgess and journey-
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man—in a word, oppressor and oppressed—stood
in sharp opposition each to the other. They carried
on perpetual warfare, sometimes masked, some-
times open and acknowledged; a warfare that in-
variably ended, either in a revolutionary change in
the whole structure of socicty, or clse in the common
ruin of the contending classes. . . . Modern bour-
geois society, rising out of the ruins of feudal socicty,
did not make an end of class antagonisms. It mercly
set up new classes in place of the old; new condi-
tions of oppression; new embodiments of struggle.
Our own age, the bourgeois age, is distinguished by
this—that it has simplified class antagomisms. More
and more, socicty is splitting up into two great
hostile camps, into two great and direétly contraposed
classes: bourgeoisic and proletariat. . . .

“Among all the classes that confront the bour-
geoisie to-day, the proletariat alone is really revo-
lutionary. Other classes decay and perish with the
rise of large-scale industry, but the proletariat is the
most charaeristic product of that industry. The
lower middle class—small manufaéturers, small
traders, handicraftsmen, peasant proprietors—one
and all fight the bourgeoisie in the hope of safeguard-
ing their existence as se@tions of the middle class.
They are, therefore, not revolutionary, but conserva-
tive. Nay more, they are reactionary, for they are try-
ing to make the wheels of history turn backwards.
If they ever become revolutionary, it is only because

" they are afraid of slipping down into the ranks of the
proletariat; they are not defending their present in-
terests, but their future interests; they are forsaking

E
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their own standpoint, in order to adopt that of the
proletariat.”
Since the time of the great French revolution,
" the class struggle as the essential motive force of
history has been more than usually manifest in all
the countries of Europe. During the Restoration
period in France, there were already several his-
torians (Thierry, Guizot, and Thiers, for instance)
who could not but recognise in the class struggle
the key to the understanding of all the history of
France. In the modern age—the epoch of the com-
plete vi€tory of the bourgeoisie, of representative
institutions, extended (where not universal) suffrage,
cheap and widely circulated daily newspapers,
powerful and ever-cxpanding organisations of
workers and employers, etc—the class struggle,
though sometimes in a peaceful and constitutional
form, has shown itself still more obviously to be -
the mainspring of events. In a number of historical
works, Marx, on the basis of the materialist concep-
tion of history, gave brilliant and profound ex-
amples of historical studies containing an analysis
of the position of each separate class, and sometimes
of that of various groups and strata within a class,
showing plainly why and how “every class struggle
is a political struggle.” He disclosed the structure of
the network of social phenomena, showing the transi-
tional stages between one class and another, between
the past and the future, and drew up the balance sheet
of the resulting historical evolution.
Marx’s economic do€lrines are a more profound,
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more many-sided, and more detailed confirmation
and application of the foregoing theory.

Marx’s Econoyic DocTRINES

“It is the ultimate aim of this work to reveal the
cconomic law of motion of modern society” (that
is to say, capitalist society), writes Marx in the pre-
face to the first volume of Capital. The study of
the productive relationships in a given, historically
determinate society, in their genesis, their develop-
ment, and their decay—such was the essential con-
tent of Marx's economic teaching. In capitalist
society the dominant feature is the produétion of
commodities, and Marx’s analysis therefore begins
with an analysis of the commodity.

A commodity is, first and foremost, something
that satisfics a human nced; and, secondly, it is
something that is exchanged for something else.
The utility of a thing gives it use value. Exchange
value (or simply, value) presents itself first of all
as the proportion, the ratio, in which a certain num-
ber of use values of one kind are exchanged for a
certain number of use values of another kind. Daily
experience shows us that by millions upon millions
of such exchanges, all and sundry use values, in
themselves very different and not comparable one
with another, are balanced off against onc another.
Now, what is the common quality in these various
things—the common element which enables them
to be weighed one against another in a definite sys-
tem of social relationships? That which is common
to them is that they are one and all producis of
labour. In exchanging produtts, people balance off
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against one another very different kinds of labout.
The production of commodities is a system of social
relationships in which different producers produce
various produés (the social division of labour), and
in which all these produdts are balanced off against
one another in exchange. Consequently, the ele-
ment common to all the commaodities is not concrete
labour in a definite branch of production, not labour
of one particular kind, but abstrac? human labour
—human labour in general. All the labour power
of a given society, representing in its totality the
values of all the commodities, is one and the same
human labour power. Millions upon millions of
the facts of exchange prove this. Consequently,
each particular commodity represents only a known
part of socially necessary labour time. The amount

i of the value is determined by the amount of socially

| necessary labour, or by the labour time that is soci-
ally requisite for the production of the given com-
modity, of the given use value.

“When exchanging their different produéts one
for another, people are exchanging their different
kinds of labour. They do not know that they are
doing this, but they do it.” As one of the earlier
economists said, value is a relationship between.
two persons; to round off hjs statement he should
have added that it is a relationship hidden beneath
a wrapping of material things. We can only under-
stand what value is, when we consider it from the
outlook of a system of social produétive relation- |
ships in one particular type of society; furthermore,
a system of social relationships which present them-
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selves in a massed form, so that the incidents of
exchange are repeated millions upon millions of
times. “As values, commodities are only definite
quantities of congealed labour time.” Having made
a detailed analysis of the twofold character of the
labour incorporated in commodities, Marx goes on
to analyse the form of value and of money. His
main task, then, is to study the origin of the money
fnrm of value, to study the lmtorxcal process of the

vel of | ing with isolated
and casual ats of cxchangc ( snmplc, isolated, or
casual value form,” in which a given quantity of
one commodity is exchanged for a given quantity
of another), and passing on to the universal form of
value, in which a number of different commodities
are exchanged for one and the same particular com-
modity—gold becoming the universal equivalent.
Being the ultimate product of the development of

hange and of dity production, money
masks the social character of individual labour,
hides the social tie between the various producers
who come together in the market. Marx analyses
the functions of money; and it is essential to note
that here (as generally in the opening chapters
of Capital) what appears to be an abstra&t and at
times purely deductive mode of exposition is in
reality the production of a gigantic colleGtion of
fadts concerning the history of the evolution of ex-
change and commodity production: “Money pre-

pposes a definite develop of dity ex-
change. The various forms of money (simple com-
modity equivalent or means of circulation, or in-
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strument of payment, treasure, and international
money) indicate, in spite of the different extent to
which this or that function is put into application
according to the comparative predominance of one
or other of them, very different grades of the social
process of production” (Capital, Vol. 1.).

At a particular stage in the development of com-
modity production, money becomes transformed
into capital. The formula of commodity circula-
tion was C—M—C (commodity—money—commo-
dity); that is, the sale of one commodity in order
to buy another. But the general formula of capital
is M—C—M (money—commodity—money); that
is, purchase in order to sell—at a profit. The name
of surplus value is given by Marx to the increase up-
on the original value of money that is put into cir-
culation. The fact of this “growth” of money in capi-
talist society is familiar. Indeed, it is the “growth”
which transforms money into capital, as a special,
historically definite, social relationship of produétion.
Surplus value cannot arise out of the circulation of
commodities, for this represents nothing more than
the exchange of equivalents; and it cannot arise out
of an increase in prices, for the mutual losses and
gains of buyers and sellers equalise one another in the
long run; and we are concerned here, not with what
happens to individuals, but with-a mass or average
or social phenomenon. In order that he may be
able to receive surplus value, “the owner of money
must find in the market a commodity whose own
use value contains within itself the original source
of value”—a commodity the actual process of whose
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use is at the same time the process of the creation
of value. Such a commodity exists. It is human
labour power. Its use is labour, and labour creates
value. The owner of money buys labour power at
its value, which is determined, like the value of
every other commodity, by the socially necessary’
labour time requisite for its produclion (that is to
say, the cost of maintaining the worker and his
family). Having bought labour power, the owner of
moncy is entitled to use it, that is to set it to work
for the whole day—twelve hours, let us suppose.
Meanwhile, in the course of six hours (“necessary”
labour time) the labourer produces sufficient to pay
back the cost of his own maintenance; and in the
course of the next six hours (“surplus™ labour time),
he produces a “surplus” produét for which capital
does not pay him—produces surplus value. In
capital, thercfore, from the outlook of the process
of produétion, we have to distinguish between two
parts: first, constant capital, spent upon the means
of production (machinery, tools, raw materials, etc.),
the value of this being, all at once or by instalments,
transferred to the finished product; and, secondly,
variable capital, spent upon labour power. The
value of this latter capital is not constant, but grows
in the labour process which creates surplus value.
To express the degree of exploitation of labour
power by capital, we must therefore compare the

. surplus value, not with the whole capital, but only
with the variable capital. Thus, in the example,
just given, the rate of surplus value (to use Marx’s
own term) will be 6:6=100%.
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There are two historical prerequisites to the
genesis of capital. First of all, there must be an
accumulation of a considerable sum of money in
the hands of various persons living under conditions
in which there is a comparatively high development

“of commodity production. Secondly, there must be
“free” labour. The worker must be “frec” in a
double sense of the term. No constraint or restriction
must be imposed on him as regards the sale of his
labour power. Furthermore, he must be freed from
bondage to the soil and to the means of produéion
in general; he must be a masterless man, a “prole-
tarian,” who can procure the means of subsistence
by no other method than by the sale of his labour
power.

There are two fundamental ways in which surplus
value can be increased : by an increase in the work-
ing day (“absolute surplus value”); and by a reduc-
tion in the necessary working day (“relative surplus
value”). Analysing the former method, Marx gives
an impressive picture of the struggle of the working
class for shorter hours; and of governmental inter-
ference, first (from the fourteenth century to the
seventeenth) in order to lengthen the working day,
and subsequently (factory legislation of the nine-
teenth century) to shorten it. Thenceforward, as
Capital shows, the history of the working-class
movement in all lands provides a wealth of new
faéts to amplify this picture. .

Analysing the production of relative surplus value \
Marx studies the three fundamental stages of the
process whereby capital has increased the produc-
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tivity of labour: 1. simple co-operation; 2. division
of Jabour, and manufacture; 3. machinery, and
large-scale industry. How far-reaching is the signi-
ficance of Marx’s discovery of these three basic
features of capitalist development is shown by the
fa& that the study of the so-called “kustar” indus-
try of Russia (small-scale industry, handicraft, and
home industry) furnishes abundant material for the
illustration of the two first of thesc stages. But dur-
ing the fifty years since, in 1867, Marx drew atten-
tion to the revolutionising effects of large-scale
machine produdtion, those effects have become in-
creasingly conspicuous in quite a number of “new’™
countries, such as Russia, Japan, etc.

But to continue. Of extreme importance and
originality is Marx’s analysis of the accumulation of
capital; that is to say, the transformation of a part
of surplus valuc into capital, this portion of surplus
value being devoted to additional production instead
of being used to supply the needs or to gratify the
whims of the capitalist. Marx pointed out the mis-
take made by the carlier political economists (the
classical economists from Adam Smith onwards),
who supposed that all the surplus value which was
transformed into capital became variable capital.
In attual fad, it is assigned to the means of pro-
duclion as well as to variable capital. The more
rapid growth of the amount of constant capital as
compared with variable capital, is of immense im-
portance in the process of the development of
capitalism and in that of the transformation of
capitalism into socialism.
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The accumulation of capital, accelerating the re-
placement of workers by machinery, creating wealth
on the one hand and poverty on the other, gives
birth to what is called the “reserve army of labour,”
to a “relative scarcity of labour,” to “capitalist over-
population.” This assumes the most diversified
forms, and enables capital to speed up the process
of production enormously. The possibility of doing
50 (in conjunétion with enhanced facilities for credit,
and with the accumulation of capital in the means
of production) furnishes the key to the understand-
ing of the crises of over-produétion that occur
periodically in capitalist countries—first about every
ten years, on an average; but subsequently in a more
continuous form and with a less definite periodic-
ity. From the accumulation of capital upon a capital-
ist foundation, we must distinguish what is called
primitive accumulation: the forcible severance of
the worker from the means of production, the driv-
ing of the peasants off the land, the seizure of com-
mon land, the system of colonies and national debts,
protective tariffs, and the like. “Primitive accu-
mulation” creates, at one pole, the “free prole-
tarian”; at the other, the owner of money, the
capitalist. :

The “historical tendency of capitalist accumula-
tion” is described by Marx in the following terms
(Capital, Vol. 1., pp. 788+89): “The expropriation
of the immediate producers is effected with ruthless
vandalism, and under the stimulus of the most in-
famous, the basest, the meanest, and the most odious
of passions. Self-earned private property, the private
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property that may be looked upon as based on a
coalescence of the isolated, individual, and inde-
pendent worker, with his working conditions, is
supp]antcd by capitalist prw'\tc property, which is
ined by the exploitation of others’ labour, but

of labour which in a formal scnsc is free. As soon
as this process of transformation has sufficiently dis-
integrated the old socicty, has decomposed it through
and through; as soon as the workers have becn
metamorphosed into proletarians, and their work-
ing conditions into capital; as soon as the capitalist
method of produétion can stand upon its own fect
—then the further socialisation of labour and the
further transformation of the land and of the other
means of production into socially exploited (that
is to say, 1) means of production, which
implies the further expropriation of privatc owners,
takes on a new form. What has now to be expro-
priated, is no longer the labourer working on his
own account, but the capitalist who exploits many
labourers. This expropriation is brought about by
the operation of the immanent laws of capitalist
production, by the centralisation of capital. Onc
capitalist lays a number of his fellow capitalists low.
Hand in hand with this centralisation, concomit-
antly with the expropriation of many capitalists by
a few, the co-operative form of the labour process
develops to an cver-increasing degree; therewith we
find a growing tendency towards the purposive
application of science to the improvement of tech-
nique; the land is more methodically cultivated;
the instruments of labour tend to assume forms
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which are only utilisable by combined effort; the
means of produétion are economised through being
turned to account only by joint, by socialised labour;
all the peoples of the world are enmeshed in the
net of the world market, and thus the capitalist
regime tends more and more to assume an inter-
national character. While there is thus a progressive
diminution in the number of the capitalist mag-
nates (who usurp and monopolise all the advantages
of this transformative process), there occurs a cor-
responding increase in the mass of poverty, oppres-
sion, enslavement, degeneration, and exploitation;
but at the same time there is a steady intensification
of the wrath of the working class—a class which
grows ever more numerous, and is disciplined, uni-
fied, and organised by the very mechanism of the
capitalist method of production. Capitalist mono-
poly becomes a fetter upon the method of produc-
tion which has flourished with it and under it.
The centralisation of the means of production and
the socialisation of labour reach a point where they
prove incompatible witli their capitalist husk. This
bursts asunder. The knell of capitalist private pro-
perty sounds. The expropriators are expropriated.
.+ . .With the inexorability of a law of nature,
capitalist produétion begets its own negation.”

Of great importance and quite new, moreover, is
Marx’s analysis (in the second volume of Capital)
of the reproduétion of social capital, taken as a
whole. Here Marx is dealing, not with an indiv.
dual phenomenon, but with a mass phenomenon;
not with a fractiona) part of the economy of society,
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but with the economy of society in all its
pleteness. Having corrected the before-mentios
mistake of the classical economists, Marx divi
the whole of social produdtion into two gr
sc€tions: first, the produclion of the means
production; and, sccondly, the produétion of artic
for consumption. He makes a detailed examinat
(under the stipulated conditions) of the circulat
of all social capital taken as a whole—both its
production in its previous proportions and its ac
mulation.

The third volume of Capital solves (upon 1
basis of the law of value) the problem of the tra
formation of the average rate of profiz. An immel
advance in economic science is this, that, in 1
matter we are now considering, Marx conduéts .
analysis from an outlook upon massed econon
phenomena, upon the aggregate of social econon
and not from an outlook upon individual cases
upon the purely superficial aspets of competition:
a limitation of view so often met with in the vulg

and in porary advocates of t
“theory of marginal utility.” To begin with, Ma
analyses the origin of surplus value, and goes «
to consider its transformation into profit, intere
and land-rent. Profiz is the ratio between the st
plus value and all the capital invested in the undc
taking. Capital with a “high organic compositior
(that is to say, capital containing an above-avera;
proportion of constant capital as compared wi'
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above-average rate of profit. Competition among
the capitalists, who arc frec to transfer their capital
from onc branch of producion to another, lcads
in both cases, to the normalisation of the rate of
profit, which falls or riscs (as the casc may bc) to
the average. The sum total of the values of all the
commoditics in a given society coincides with the
sum total of the prices of all the commodities; but
in scparate undertakings, and in scparatc branches
of produétion, commoditics arc sold, not in accord-
ance with their values, but in accordance with the
prices of production, which arc cquivalent to the
cxpended capital plus the average profit.

In this way the familiar and indisputable fa¢t that
prices differ from valucs, and that profits become
cqualised, arc explained by Marx in conformity with
the law of valuc; for the sum total of the valucs
of all the goods coincides with the sum total of all
the prices. But the adjustment of value (a general
matter) to price (an individual matter) does not
pracced by a simple and dire@ way. It is an cx-
ceedingly complex affair. Naturally, therefore, in a
socicty made up of separate producers of commodi-
tics, linked solely through the market, conformity
to Jaw can only be an average, a general manifesta-
tion, a mass phenomenon, with individual and
mutually compensating deviations to one side and
the other.

An increase in the producivity of labour leads
to a more rapid growth of constant capital as com-
pared with variable capital. But inasmuch as sur-
plus value is a function of variable capital alone, it
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is obvious that the rate of profit (the ratio of surplus
value to the whole capital, and not to its variable
part taken by itself) has a tendency to fall. Mar:
makes a detailed analysis of this tendency and of
the circumstances that incline to favour it or to
counteraét it.

Without pausing to give an account of the ex-
traordinarily interesting parts of the third volume of
Capital that are devoted to the ideration of

. interest-bearing capital, commercial capital, and
money capital, I shall turn to a very important
matter, the theory of land-rent. The price of pro-
duclion of agricultural produéts is determined (see-
ing that the area of cultivable land is limited, and
that in capitalist countries it is all privatcly owned
aund occupied) by the cost of production, not on soil
of average quality, but on the worst soil, and by
the cost of bringing goods to the market, not under
average conditions, but under the worst conditions.
The difference between the cost of production on
the worst soil and on the best (and between the
cost of bringing the produce to market under the
worst conditions and the best) gives differential rent.
Analysing this in detail, and showing how it arises
‘out of variations in the fertility of the soil and out
of variations in the extent to which capital is applied
to land, Marx fully exposes (sec also the Theorien
diber den Mehrwert [Theories of Surplus Value],
3 vols., Stuttgart, 1905, especially the criticism of
Rodbertus) the error of Ricardo, who considered
that land-rent represented nothing more than the
difference between the cost of agricultural produc-
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tion on the best land and the worst. Advances in
agricultural technique, the growth of towns, and
50 on, may transfer land from onc category into
the other; and it is a great mistake to do what the
famous “law of diminishing returns” does—to
charge upon nature the insufficiencics, limitations,
and contradictions of capitalism. The equalisation
of profit in all branches of industry and agriculture,
presupposes complete freedom of competition, the
free mobility of capital from one branch to another.
But the privatc ownership of land, creating mono-
poly, hinders this frec mobility. Thanks to mono-
poly, the produéts of agriculture (where a low
organic composition of capital prevails, that is to say
a high proportion of variable capital as compared
with the proportion of constant capital, so that in-
dividually a higher rate of profit can be secured) are
not exposed to a perfectly free process of equalisation
of the rate of profit. The landowner, being a mono-
polist, can keep the price of his produce above the
average, and this monopoly price is the source of
absolute rent. Differential rent cannot be done
away with so long as capitalism cxists; but abso-
Iute rent can be abolished even under capitalism—
for instance, by nationalisation of the land, by mak-
ing all the land State property. Nationalisation of
the land would put an cnd to the monopoly of
private landowners, with the result that free com-
petition would be consistently and fully applied in
the domain of agriculture. That is why the radical
bourgeois, as Marx points out, have again and again
demanded land nationalisation. In a letter to
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Engels under date August 2, 1862, Marx gives a
popular, concise, and clear exposition of his theory
of average profit and of absolute land-rent. (Sce
Briefwechsel, i.c., Corr dence betwecen Marx
and Engels, Vol. III., pp. 77-81; also the letter of
August g, 1862, Vol. IIL., pp. 86-87). It is important
that students of the history of land-rent should
make themselves acquainted with Marx’s analysis
of this topic. He shows how rent paid in labour
service (the corvée, when the peasant was a serf,
and had to create a surplus product by labouring
on his lord’s land) was transformed into rent paid
in produce or rent in kind (the peasant creating a
surplus produét on his own land, and handing this
over to the lord of the soil under stress of a non-
economic constraint); subsequently into monetary
rent (which was the monetary equivalent of rent in
kind, the “obrok™ of Old Russia, money having
replaced produce thanks to the development of
commodity production); and finally into capitalist
rent, when the place of the peasant had been taken
by the agricultural entrepreneur (the tenant farmer)
cultivating the soil with the help of wage labour.
In connexion with this analysis of the “genesis of
capitalist land-rent” must be considered Marx’s
profound study of the evolution of capitalism in
agriculture (this is of especial importance in its
bearing on the conditions that prevail in backward
countries, such as Russia). In the third volume
of Capital (see Untermann’s translation, p. 928),
Marx writes: “Not only is the transformation of
rent in kind into money rent necessarily accom-
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panied, it is even preceded, by the formation of a
class of propertyless day labourers, who hire them-
selves out for wages. During the initial period,
when the members of this class have as yet made
only a sporadic appearance, the custom necessarily
develops among the comparatively well-to-do rent-
paying farmers of exploiting agricultural labourers
on their own account, just as in feudal days the serfs
who were fairly well-off used to keep serfs of their
own. In this way they are gradually enabled to
accumulate a certain amount of wealth, and even
to transform themselves in due course into capital-
ists. The old-time peasants, farming their own land,
thus become a nursery for capitalist tenant farmers,
whose rate of development is determined by the
general speed of the development of capitalist pro-
duction in the non-rural areas of the country.” See
also the second German edition of Marx’s Capital,
where we read on p. 778: “The expropriation of
part of the rural population, and the hunting of it
off the land, has the effect, not merely of “setting
free” the labourers with their means of life and their
tools, setting these free for the purposes of indus-
trial capital; it also has the effect of creating a home
market.”

The impoverishment and the ruin of the agricul-
tural population lead, in their turn, to the forma-
tion of a reserve army of labour for capital. In every
capitalist country, part of the rural population is
continually being transformed into an urban or
manufacturing (rural, perhaps, but not agricultural)
population. This source of relative surplus popula-
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tion never dries-up. The rural worker is very badly
paid, and he always has one foot in the morass of
pauperism. (See second German edition of Capital,
Vol. L, p. 668). The basis of small-scale production
is that the peasant, the smallholder, owns the land
he tills. It is thanks to this smallholding system
that petty production flourishes in agriculture, and
acquires there its classical form. But such petty pro-

* duction is only compatible with a narrow and
primitive type of produélion, with a narrow and
primitive framework of society. Under capitalism,
“the exploitation of the peasants differs from the
exploitation of the industrial proletariat only in
point of form. The exploiter is onc and the same
—the capitalist. Individual capitalists exploit in-
dividual peasants by means of mortgages and other
kinds of usury; the capitalist class as a whole ex-
ploits the peasantry as a whole by means of State
taxes.”—*"Peasant agriculture, the smallholding
system, is merely an expedient whereby the capital-
ist is enabled to extract profit, interest, and rent
from the land, while leaving the peasant proprietor
to pay himsel{ his own wages as best he may.” As
a rule, the peasant hands over to capitalist socicty,
i.e, to the capitalist class, part of the wages of his
own labour, “being reduced to the position of a
rack-rented Irish tenant farmer while retaining to
outward seceming that of a peasant proprietor.”
Why is it that “in countries where the smallholding
system of agriculture predominates, the price of
wheat is lower than in countries with a capitalist
method of produgtion”? The answer is that the
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peasant presents part of his surplus produét as a free
gift to saciety (i.c., to the capitalist class). Thus the
low price of wheat “is an outcome of the poverty
. of the agricultural producers, and is in no sense
whatever the result of the exceptional produétivity
of their labour.” Peasant proprictorship, the small-
holding system, which is the normal form of petty
production, degencrates, withers, perishes, under
capitalism.
SocraLism
From the foregoing it is manifest that Marx de-
duces the inevitability of the transformation of
capitalist socicty into socialist society wholly and
exclusively from the economic law of motion of
contemporary society. The chief material founda-
tion of the inevitability of the oncoming of social-
ism is the socialisation of labour in its myriad forms,
advancing ever more rapidly, and conspicuously so,
throughout the half century that has elapsed since
the death of Marx—being especially plain in the
growth of largescale production, of capitalist
cartels, syndicates, and trusts; but also in the gigantic
increase in the dimensions and the power of financial
capital. The intellectual and moral driving force
of this transformation is the proletariat, “disciplined,
unified, and organised” by capitalism itself. The
contest of the proletariat with the bourgeoisie, as-
suming various forms which grow continually
richer in content, inevitably becomes a political
struggle aiming at the conquest of political power
by the proletariat (“the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat”’). The socialisation of produétion cannot fail
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to lead to the transfer of the means of production
into the possession of socicty, to the “expropriation
of the expropriators.” An immensc increasc in the
produdtivity of labour; a reduction in working
hours; the clearance of obsolete rubbish; the ruin
of petty, primitive, and individual production
through the development of collective and perfe&ted
Tabour—such will be the dirc& consequences of this
transformation. Capitalism breaks the ties between
agriculture and industry; but at the same time, in
the course of its development, it prepares new ele-
ments for the establishment of a connexion between
the two, for a union between industry and agricul-
ture upon the basis of the application of science to
the association of labour and to a redistribution of
population (putting an end at onc and the same
time to rural seclusion and unsociability and sav-
agery, and to the unnatural concentration of cnor-
mous masses of population in huge towns). A new
kind of family life, changes in the position of women
and in the upbringing of the younger generation,
are outcomes of the more advanced forms of modern
capitalism; the labour of women and children, the
break-up of the patriarchal family by capitalism,
necessarily assume in contemporary society the most
terrible, the most disastrous forms. Nevertheless,
large-scale produéion, assigning to women and
to adolescents and children of both sexes an import-
ant role in the socially organised process of pro-
dution away from the domestic hearth, creates the
economic foundation for higher forms of the fam-
ily and of the mutual relationships between the
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scxes. It would, of course, be absurd to suppose
that the purcly Christian and Teutonic form of
the family, the ancient Greek or ancient Roman
form, and the oriental form (which, by the way,
constitutes a link between the onc and the other)
represent a historically unified developmental scrics.
It is cvident that the formation of an associatcd
labour personnel of both sexes and various ages—
though at present it is in an clementary, crude and
capitalistic form, when the worker exists for the
process of production instead of the process of pro-
duction for the worker, so that as yet it is a pesti-
ferous source of ruin and slavery—will in due
coursc beccome a factor in human development
(Capital, Vol. 1., cnd of Chapter XIIL). The factory
system “is the embryonic form of the educational
system of days to come, when, for all children
above a certain age, produétive labour will be com-
bined, not enly as a means of increasing social pro-
duétion, but also as the only method of bringing
about a many-sided development” (Ibid.). Upen
the same historical foundation, not with the scle
idca of throwing light on the past, but with the
idea of boldly forcsecing the future and boldly
working to bring about its realisation, the social-
ism of Marx propounds the problems of nation-
ality and the State. The nation is a necessary pro-
duct, an inevitable form, in the bourgeois cpoch
of modern socicty. The working class cannot grow
strong, cannot consolidate its forces, except by
“organising itself within the confines of the nation,”
except by being “national” (although in a very
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different scnse from that in which the word is
understood by the bourgeoisic). But the develop-
ment of capitalism tends morc and more to break
down the partitions that scparate the nations onc
from another, annihilates national particularism,
substitutes class antagonisms for national antagon-
isms. In the more devecloped capitalist countrics,
therefore, it is true that “the workers have no coun-
try,” and that “united action, among civilised coun-
tries at least, is onc of the first of the conditions re-
quisite for the emancipation of the workers.” (Com-
munist Manifesto). The State is the organisation of
force. It comes into being inevitably at a certain stage
in the development of socicty, when this has become
sundered into classes whose interests are irreconcil-
able, and when it cannot exist without an “authority”
standing as it were above society and to some extent
individualised apart from society. Having arisen with-
in this society that is made up of opposing classes, the
State becomes “the State of the strongest, the eco-
nomically dominant class, which, in virtue of the
powers of the State, makes itsclf also the politic-
ally dominant class, and in this way acquires new
means for the subjugation and exploitation of the
oppressed class. Thus the State of the classical world
was, first and foremost, the State of the slaveowners
and it existed to keep the slaves in subjection; the
State of the feudal epoch was the instrument by
means of which the feudal nobility kept the serfs
in subjection; and the modern State, based on ‘re-
presentative government’ is an expedient for pro-
moting the exploitation of the wage workers by
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the capitalists (cf. Engels, in The Origin of the
Family, Private Property, and the State—a work in
which the writer is expounding his own views
and Marx’s). This condition of affairs persists even
in the democratic republic, the freest and most pro-
gressive kind of bourgeois State; there is merely a
change of form, the government becoming linked
up with the stock market, and the officialdom and
the press being corrupted by direé or indirect
means. Socialism, putting an end to classes, will
thereby put an end to the State. “The first a&,”
writes Engels in Anti-Diikring, “whercby the State
becomes the representative of society as a whole,
namely the cxpropriation of the means of produc-
tion for the benefit of socicty as a whole, will like-
wise be its last independent aét as a State. The
interference of the State authority in social rela-
tionships will become superfluous, and will be dis-
continued in one domain after another. The govern-
ment of persons will be transformed into the admin-
istration of things and the management of the
process of produéion. The State will not be
‘abolished’; it will ‘die out.”” To quote Engels
once more (Origin of the Family): “A society which
organises production upon the basis of a free and
equal association of producers, will put the State
where it will then belong—in the museum of anti-
quities, beside the spinning-wheel and the bronze
axe.”

1f, finally, we wish to understand the attitude of
Marxist socialism towards the lesser peasantry,
which will continue to exist on into the period of
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the expropriation of the expropriators, we must turn
once more to Engels’ exposition of Marx’s views.
1 quote from an article on “The Agrarian Problem
in the West,” which appeared in the “Neue Zeit”:
“When we scize the powers of the State, we shall
never dream of forcibly expropriating the poorer
peasants, the smallholders (with or without com-
pensation), as we shall have to expropriate the great
landowners. Our business as regards the small-
holders will be to sce to it that their individual
production and individual ownership arc trans-
formed into communal produétion and communal
ownership, but the change must not be cffected
forcibly. We must aét on them by way of example,
and by offering social help with this end in view.
We shall then have the means of showing the
poorer peasants all the advantages of this change
—and cven now we are able to demonstrate these
advantages to the smallholders.”
Tactic oF THE CrLAss STRUGGLE OF THE
PROLETARIAT

As carly as 1844 or 1845, Marx came to realisc
that one of the chief defects of the earlier material-
ism was its failure to understand the conditions or
recognise the importance of practical revolutionary
adtivity. For the rest of his life, therefore, he was
not content to work only in the ficld of pure theory,
but also gave unremitting attention to the tactical
problems of the working class struggle. All Marx’s
writings bear witness to the fact, but of especial
importance in this connexion are the four yolumes
of his correspondence with Engels (Bricfwechsel
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zwischen Engels und Marx), published in 19713
Masses of other material bearing upon these prac-
tical activities still remain to be colle&ted, expounded,
and elaborated. Here I shall have to be content
with a very brief account of the matter; emphas-
ising the point that Marx (with good reason) con-
sidered materialism without zés side no more than
a half measure, somcthing that was dead-alive. The
fundamental lines of proletarian tactic were laid
down by Marx in strict conformity with the general
principles of his materialist-dialeétical outlook. No-
thing but an objecive account of the sum total of
all the mutual relationships of all the classes of
a given society, and consequently an account of
the objective stage of development of this society
with an account of the mutual relationships between
it and other societics—nothing short of this can
suffice for the sustaining of the right tatic of the
class that forms the vanguard. Furthermore, all
classes are to be regarded, not statically, but dyna-
mically; they are to be looked upon, not as moticn-
less, but as in motion (the laws of their motion
being determined by the economic conditions of
cxistence of each class). This movement, in its turn,
is to be contemplated, not only from an outlook
upon its past, but also from an outlook upon its
future; and, moreover, not only in accordance with
the commonplace conception of the “‘economists,”
who look merely at slow changes—but dialeétically.
“In great historical processes, twenty years are but
as one day—and then may come days which are
the concentrated essence of twenty years,” wrote
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Marx to Engels (Briefwechsel, Vol. IIL, p. 127). At
cach stage of development, from moment to
moment, the proletarian tactic must make due allow-
ance for this objeQively necessary diale@ic of human
history. Sometimes (in phases of political stagna-
tion, when things are moving at a snail’s pace, in
periods of what is called “world” evolution), atten-
tion must be chiefly paid to the encouragement of
class consciousness and to the furtherance of strength
and fighting capacity in the most advanced class;
and at other times (during the great days “which
are the concentrated essence of twenty years”), we
must seize the opportunity on behalf of the “final
aims” of the particular class, and must cultivate its
faculty for the practical performance of great tasks.
Two of Marx’s arguments are of especial import-
ance in this connexion : one of these is in the Poverzy
of Philosophy, and relates to the industrial struggle
and to the industrial organisation of the proletariat;
the other is in the Communist Manifesto, and relates
to the workers’ political activities.

The former runs as follows: “Large-scale pro-
duétion brings together in one place a mass of
persons not previously acquainted with onc another.
Competition severs their interests. The defence of
their rate of wages, giving them a joint interest as
against their employer, plucks them out of their
isolation, and consolidates them into a group.
Animated by a general idea of resistance, they form
a union. These unions, isolated to begin with, are
themselves forced into combination as a means of
defence against the employers, who on their side
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are steadily consolidating their forces for attack. In
time, the defence of the unions comes to seem to
the workers even more important than the defence
" of their wages. . .. In the struggle (the extant form
of civil war), there are unified and developed all
the elements of the coming general engagement.
Having reached this point, the combination assumes
a political character.” Here Marx sketches, some
decades in advance, the program and the tadtic of
the industrial struggle and the trade union move-
ment for the long period in which the workers are
preparing for “the coming general engagement.”
We must place side by side with this a number of
Marx’s utterances to Engels in the correspondence.
For instance (Briefwechsel, Vol. L., p. 136), referring
to the British working-class movement, Marx says
that, industry being in a flourishing condition, at-
tempts are being made “to buy the workers,” to dis-
tract them from the struggle, and that, generally
speaking, prolonged prosperity ‘“has demoralised
the workers” (Vol. I, p. 218), so that the British
workers are getting a bourgeois stamp. He says
(Vol. IL, p. 2g0): “the ultimate aim of this most
bourgeois of all lands would seem to be to estab-
lish a bourgeois aristocracy and a bourgeois prole-
tariat side by side with the bourgeoisie.” Again,
he declares (Vol. IIL, p. 124) that the “revolution-
ary energy” of the British proletariat has oozed
away; and says that (Vol. IIL, p. 127) it will be
necessary to wait for a considerable time “before
the British workers can shake off their bourgeois
infection”; that (1866, Vol. IIL, p. 305) the British
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movement “lacks the mettle of the old Chartists™;
that (Vol. IV., p. 209) Holyoake, the working-lass
leader, is “‘a mere go-between between the radical
bourgcoisie and the workers.” Under date August
11, 1881, Engels writes to Marx : “The British work-
ing man will go no further at present; he must
be shaken out of his rut by the loss of the industrial
monopoly.” The tatic of the industrial struggle,
and the present coursc and probable future of the
working-class movement, are in these letters con-
sidered from a broad, many-sided, dialelical, and
genuinely revolutionary outlook.

The second argument, the one relating to the poli-
tical struggle, is from the closing scction of the
Communist Manifesto, where we read: “Commun-
ists fight on behalf of the immediate aims and inter-
ests of the working class, but in their present move-
ment they are also defending the future of that
movement.” That was why in 1848 Marx sup-
ported the Polish party which advocated an agrar-
ian revolution—*the party which initiated the Cra-
cow insurrection in the year 1846.” In Germany dur-
ing 1848 and 1849 he supported the left wing of the
revolutionary democrats, nor subsequently did he al-
ways dissent ffom their views on tactical questions.
He looked upon the German bourgeoisie as “inclined
from the very first to betray the cause of the people”
(nothing but an alliance with the peasantry would-
enable the bourgeoisic to fulfil its aims), “and to com-
promise with the crowned figure-heads of the old
order of society.” Consider Marx’s summary account
of the attitude of the German bourgcoisic in the days
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of the bourgeois-democratic revolution—a naster-
piece of materialist analysis, contemplating society in
motion, and not looking only at that part of the
movement which faces backwards. Here is what
be wrote in the “Neue Rheinische Zeitung” in 1848
(see Literarische Nuchlass (Posthumous Papers),
Vol. IIL, p. 213): “Lacking faith in themselves,
lacking faith in the people; grumbling at those
above, and trembling in face of those below. . . .
dreading a world-wide convulsion; nowhere with
energy, everywhere with plagiarism, . . ; without
initiative . . . . a miserable old man, doomed to
guide and misguide in his own senile interests the
first youthful impulses of a young and vigorous
people.” About twenty years afterwards, writing
to Engels under date February 11, 1865 (Brief-
wechsel, Vol. IIL, p. 224), Marx said that the cause
of the failure of the revolution of 1848 had been
that the bourgeoisie had preferred peace with slav-
ery to the mere prospect of having to fight for free-
dom. When the revolutionary epoch of 1848-1849
was over, Marx was strongly opposed to any play-
ing at revolution (Schapper and Willich, and the
contest with them), insisting on the need for getting
to work under the new conditions, when new revo-
lutions were in the making—quasi-peacefully. The
spirit in which Marx wanted the work to be carried
on is plainly shown by his estimate of the position
in Germany during the worst phase of the reaction.
In 1856 he wrote (Briefwechsel, Vol. 1L, p. 108):
“In Germany the whole depends on the possibility
of backing the proletarian revolution by a sort of
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eecond cdition cf the peasants’ war.”” Marx con-
sidered that until the bourgeois-democratic revolu-
tion in Germany was finished, those who in that
country were guiding the tadtic of the socialist
proliariat should concentrate attention upon de-
veloping the democratic energy of the peasantry.
He held that Lassalle, ob]e&n‘ely considered, “was
t g the whole workil to the
Prussians” (Briefwechsel, , Vol. IIL, p. 210), saying
:}sadutlm:aﬂe“wasngmgﬁ'ecrdnmthe
junkers and to Prussian nationalism.” On Febru-
ary 5, 1865, writing to Marx about an article or
pamphlet that the two were drafting, Engels said
(Bricfewechsel, Vol. 1L, p. 217): “We must, if we
can, bring in an allusion to the £t that in a pre-
dominantly agricultural country like Prussia it is

to fall foul of the bourgeoisic exclu-
ﬂvelymthcnamcofthemdumzlpmlmmt,
while saying not a word about the way in which
the feudal territorial magnates pracise a birch-rod
method of patriarchal exploitation on the rural
letasiat.” During the period from 1864 to 1870 (that
in which the epoch of the bourgeois revolution in
was rounded off, that in which the
struggle of the exploited classes in Prussia and Aus-
tria for this or that means of completing the revo-
lution from above had come to an end), Marx not
only condemned Lassalle for coquetting with Bis-
marck, but also blamed Wilhelm Licbknecht for
his lapse into Austrophilism and for his defence of
particularism. Marx insisted upon the need for a
pitiless fight against both Bismarck and the Aus-
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trophils, a revolutionary tactic which would not only
not conform to the wishes of the “conqueror” (the
Prussian junker), but would and acually did ere
long lead to the renewal of the struggle with him
upon the platform created by the Prussian military
successes. (See Briefwechsel, Vol. IIL., pp. 134, 136,
147, 179, 204, 210, 215, 418, 437, 440-441). In the
famous Address issucd by the International Work-
ingmen’s Association under date September g, 1870,
Marx warned the French proletariat against an un-
timely rising; but when in 1871, the insurrection
actually took place, Marx hailed the revolutionary
initiative of the masses with the utmost enthusiasm,
saying in a letter to Kugelmann that they were
“storming the heavens.” In this situation, as in so
many others, the defeat of a revolutionary onslaught
seemed to Marx (from the outlook of diale@ical
materialism) less disastrous to the general course of
the proletarian struggle than would have been a
retreat from a position that had been occupied,
than surrender without striking a blow. Such a
surrender would have demoralised the workers,
would have taken the fight out of them. Marx
fully recognised the importance of using all the
available legal and constitutional means of struggle
during periods of political stagnation, and when
the bourgeoisie itself was working constitutionally.
In 1877 and 1878, when exceptional legislation
against the socialists had been passed in Germany,
he strongly condemned the “revolutionary phrase-
making” of Most. But he was equally opposed,
perhaps more fiercely opposed, to the opportunism
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then prevailing for a season among the leaders of
the German Social Democratic Party, who lacked
steadfastness and resolution, and shrank from en-
gaging in an unconstitutional struggle as an answer
to the anti-socialist law. (Sce Briefwechsel, Vol. IV.,
PP- 397> 404, 418, 422 and 424; also onc of the
letters to Sorge, under datc September 19, 1879.)
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DARWIN AND MARX
by K. Timiryazeff
HE year 1919 is not only the “diamond
jubilee™ year of the publication of Darwin's
Origin of Species. It is even more import-
ant to remember that Marx's A Contribution to the
Critigue of Political Economy also first saw the
light in 1859, sixty years ago.' This is not a for-
tuitous coincidence. Although the Origin of Species
and the Critigue of Political Economy are concerned
with such widely differing spheres of human
thought, we can detect in the two books certain
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164 RARL MARX

common characteristics which justify us in com-
paring them, though only in a brief sketch. The
last” page of Darwin’s book, and the remarkable
and brilliant fifth page of the preface to Marx’s,”
contain amazingly clear and concise summaries of
the respetive authors’ fundamental ideas. Now,
just as Darwin’s fundamental idea, as expounded
in the Origin of Species, was the crown of the pre-
vious twenty-five years and more of the great bio-
logist’s activities, so Marx’s fundamental idea, as
expounded in the preface to the Critigue, was for
the great sociologist “a guiding thread” (I use his
own expression) for a quarter of a century there-
after, and until he was snatched away by death
while his mental powers were still unimpaired. I
propose, therefore, to consider the parallelism be-
tween these two works, which have left so deep 2
trace in the history of the latter part of the nine-
teenth century and the beginning of the twentieth
century—and will, of course, continue to leave their
trace in ages yet to come.

It was said of Darwin that he was “the greatest
at work, for he had spent the year 1848 in western
Europe (chiefly in Paris); also he had personal know-
ledge of the doings of the sugar-refiners who were
among the pioneers of Russian capitalism, and was thus
able to illustrate Marx’s dodtrines by examples drawn
from his own experience. In this way it came to pass
that the professor of chemistry in the recently opened

Petrovsk Academy was one of the first persons to
diffuse Marxist ideas in Russia.

*Pages 11-13 of N. L Stone’s translation of the
Critique; the passage quoted by Lenin on pp. 122-124
of the present volume.
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rzvoleticnist in modern science, and, indeed, in the
scisace of all ages™; that “from his peaceful work-
room at Down he guided the thoughts of all reflec-
tive persons into a movement which is almost un-
czampled in the history of the world.” Compare
with this the other revolutionary movement, the
ane that started from Marx’s little room in Dean
Street, Soho, the movement that has modified peo-
rie’s “cxistence” as well as their “‘consciousness™—
s, tos, has been 2 movement without parallel in

In what consists the gencral similarity of trend of
thers two revolutionary movements, both initiated
in the year 18597 In this, that both of them, cach
dealing with a vast assemblage of phenomena (in
one case the phenomena of organic life, and in the
othsr the phenomena of the social life of mankind)
which theology and metaphysics have hitherto
claimed as their own, withdraw these phenomena
from theological and mcuphynal ]unsdx&on. and
explain them as the

- which can be watched and reoordnd with all
the precision proper to natural science”
from the prefice to the Critigne of Political

Economy).

Darwin, the validity of the biblical ex-
planation of the origin of the forms of organic life,
and disregarding the requirement that science must
form to the teaching of the Bible, rejeted scrip-
tural theology and metaphysics, and found the real
explanation of the origin of species in the “material
conditions”™ of their genesis. In like manner Marx,
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having (as he himself tells us) begun to doubt the
validity of Hegel’s philosophy of law, went on to
take as his “guiding thread,” for all his subsequent
researches, the inference that sociological forms and
relationships are not sclf-existent, nor yet existences
determined by the activities of the human mind,
but are the outcome of the material conditions of
life. Both these doctrines work along the general
lines of the quest for a primary explanation that
shall be rooted in scientifically demonstrable
material phenomena. Marx indicated this by
speaking of his whole scientific trend as “economic
materialism,” or the “economic interpretation of
history.” The mode of production of material life
forms the “real basis” upon which are erected “as
a superstructure” all the “legal, political, religious,
artistic or philosophical forms (in a word, the ideo-
logical forms)” of human life. But “at a certain
stage of their development, the material productive
forces of society come into conflict with the exist-
ing produétive relationships,” and these Ilatter,
“which have previously been developmental forms
of the produétive forces, now become metamor-
phosed into fetters upon produétion. A period of
social revolutions then begins. Concomitantly with
the change in the economic foundation, the whole
gigantic superstrufture is more or less rapidly
transformed.” I continue these quotations from
Marx’s classical aphorisms down to and including
his use of the word “revolution,” for the reason that
the dispute about the relationship of his teaching
to Darwin’s turns most often around this word.



TIMIRYAZEFF 167
¥'e are told that Darwinism is a theory of cvolu-
tiwn. and that cvolution is the antithesis of revolu-
tion. It is true that the word “revolution™ is not
to bz met with in Darwin’s writings, but that was
teczuse it would have called up recent memories of
Cavizr's Discours sur les révolutions du globe. In
ceology, Cuvier belonged to the “catastrophic
c.hool.” He believed that, in the course of the
<arth'’s geological history, there had been frequent
cataclysms. quick changes of scenery Jike those that
take place in a theatre, whereby whole populations
uf living creatures had been destroyed and new ones
Ebrought into being. On the other hand George
Howard Darwin (a noted astronomer, and the only
onz of Charles Darwin's five sons to inherit a con-
siderable share of the father’s genius) notes that
there is a homological conncxion, and not a mere
rhetorical analogy, between revolution in the do-
main of political phenomena and revolution in the
domain of cosmic and purcly mechanical pheno-

mena.!

o Ty T
me o

Eunmmnl of revolution are mbﬁ& the reign of
w (a notion likely to be distasteful to a bourgeois
llldm), Gwrg:Dm unful make the
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with throwing light on the obscure past of organic
life, Marx’s main desire was to foretell the future
and to disclose the “trends™ of the present. Nay
more, Marx did not merely wish to foretell the
future; he wanted to a& upon it. To quote his
own words: “Philosophers have been busied in
trying to explain the world, each after his own
fashion. But the real question is, How are we to
change it?”

Here, however, a reservation is needed. We
must point out that Darwin, by giving, not “his”
philosophical explanation, but an explanation
grounded upon the scientific study of the fadts,
compelled biologists to turn their attention to the
process of creating new organic forms (artificial
selection), which had previously been applied half-

consciously, but was in due course to achieve such |

marvellous results—as, for instance, in the hands
of Luther Burbank, the modern miracle-worker,
creator of new species.

Marx considers that economic factors are the es-
sential material determinants of human history, and
looks upon all the other alleged causes as “ideo-
logical superstruéture.” Darwin tells us that the
main factor in the evolution of organic forms has

' Eduard Bernstein vainly rails at Marx for using

is expression.

*This was written by Marx in 1845, but was not
published tll after his death. It will be found in thg
appendix to Engels’ book on Ludwig Feuerbach. Th,¢

erman original runs: “Die Philosophen haben dic
Welt verschieden interpretiert, es kommt aber darauf
an sie zu verdndern.”
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been the historical process to which he gives th:
figurative name of “natural selection” (according
to Auguste Comte, “climination”), this being the
outcome of the law of over-population, usually
termed Malthus” law. As is well known, some
(Chernysheffsky, and ecspecially Dithring) have
blamed Darwin for this, not knowing or forgetting
that Malthus only borrowed his law from the
naturalists, who had already applied it to animals
and plants (Linnaeus, Franklin).

Now, what is the essence of this process of
natural selection? Fundamentally, it is the adap-
tation of organisms to the conditions of existence.
Herein, as Darwin explains in the opening pages
of his book, we find the key to the understanding
of the organic world, the answer to its riddles.
The word “adaptation” has become the slogan
of modern biology. That which is adapted, becomes
comprehensible to the biologist; for, studying the
process of adaptation, he understands the historical
genesis of what he contemplates, Haeckel, a mas-
ter in the art of word-building, has given the name
of “ecology” to this branch of the science of bio-
logy. But this word is derived from the same Greck
root as “economy” and “‘economics.” The word is
not much used in England, but has caught on
in the United States where, side by side with the

* The root of the first half of both words is “oikos,”
which means “house,” “habitation.” Derivatively,
“ y” means “the gement of the houschold,”
and “ecology,” means “the science of habitat, or of
environing conditions.”
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physiology of plants, botanists speak of vegetable
ecology. But instead of coining a new word, would
it not be better to retain the old one, and to explain
its full significance? For my part, a few years ago
1 proposed to call this branch of botany “the econo-
my of plant life.”” Thus we find that there is a
general agreement between Darwin and Marx as
regards what they teach about the primary deter-
minants of evolutionary processes—a likeness which
extends even into the field of terminology.

But the similarity is not confined to generalities.
It also concerns the produés of this economic pro-
cess. Marx tells us that the first stages in the develop-
ment of a typically human aétivity, in the growth
of man out of the animal, took the form of the
discovery of instruments of produétion. He writes:
“The use and fabrication of instruments of labour
although existing in the germ among certain species
of animals, is specifically charaeristic of the human
labour process, and Franklin therefore defines man
as a tool-making animal.”" Karl Kautsky, expound-
ing Marx’s thought, makes use of a word-play
which cannot be translated from the German. He
says that an animal can “finden” (=find) tools in
nature, but man alone can “erfinden” (=discover,
elaborate) them. Ernest Rutherford, in one of his
lectures, gives a very picturesque description of
these first stages of the human inventive faculty.
He is speaking of the special kind of tools known
as weapons, and he says that their evolution is

*Quoted from Moore and Aveling’s translation of
Capital, Vol. 1., 1896, p- 159.
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marked by the concentration of energy upon an
ever more limited area. Thus the club strikes a sur-
face of considerable extent; the axe or knife strikes
a line; the spear or arrow strikes a point.

For in what can the process consist whereby liv-
ing animals and plants arc adapted to the condi-
tions of existence, if not in the elaboration of organs,
i.c., tools.!

Darwin tells us that we must look upon every
complicated mechanism or instinct as the sum of a
long historical series of useful adaptations just as
much as any of the arts is. Consequently, the basis
of Darwin’s explanation of the forms of animal and
vegetable life, like the basis of Marx’s explanation
of the forms of human saciety, is—the economic
conditions of existence. And the elaboration of tools
was one of the first manifestations of a typically
buman activity. But are we to suppose that this
trend of activity is peculiar to primitive man? Do
not we encounter the same phenomenon at higher
stages of human evolution? Francis Bacon (whom
Marx and Engels regard as the herald of the out-
look on the world which led in due course to the
formulation of historical materialism®), Bacon, who
‘announced the coming of the kingdom of man (this
meaning the reign of science, and the victory of

*CEf. the note to p. 367 of Moore and Aveling's
translation of Capital, Vol. 1., where Marx writes:
“Darwin has interested us in the history of nature’s
technology, i, in the formation of the organs of

plants and animals, which organs serve as instruments
of production for sustaining life.”

*Cf. Dic heilige Familie, pp. 201-203.
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man over nature), wrote the following words anent
the rise of experimental science, then just begin-
ning: “Nec manus nuda nec intellectus sibi per-
missus multum “valet; instrumentis et auxiliis res
perficitur.” Nor does this apply only to the dawn
of modern science. The statement is equally valid
as regards the scientific advances of the twentieth
century. The celebrated physicist, Otto Wiener, in
his le€ture on “The Widening of the Domain
of our sensory Perceptions,” points out that the
most important achievements of physical science
have been closely connected with the perfection-
ment of instruments which can only be regarded as
extensions of our sense organs—as (to use J. P.
Pavloff’s apt phrase) “analysers of the outer world.”
Ludwig Boltzmann, finally, expressed the samc
thought with his usual clearness when, speaking of
Kirchhoff as the discoverer of the spetroscope, he
said : “Kirchhoff made our eyes into a new organ.”
Thus whether we interest ourselves in the origin of of-
ganic forms as a whole or in the origin of human
" society, at bottom we are concerned with economic
processes, with processes of production. In one case
it may be the production of organic matter by a
plant; in the other it may be the crown of all
human activity, the production of knowledge, of
science. In cither event, our first concern must be
to study the origin of the organs or instruments
(tools) whereby this production is carried on.

* “Neither the bare hand nor the unaided intelligence
can achicve much; by tools and by helping-means, a
thing is carried through,” T ’
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Such is the analogy between historical materialism
and Darwinism in the departments where the ob-
je&s under study are very different, being man,
on the one hand, and the animal and vegetable
world, on the other. But there is one department
of Darwinism in which the topic of study is the
same as that studied by historical materialism. Dar-
win'’s Descent of Man was published twelve years
after the appearance of the Origin of Species and
Marx’s Critique. In this new work, the author did
not limit his attention to the biological side of the
question. In so far as was necessary for the proof
of his thesis that man was descended from lower
animal types, Darwin entered into sociological dis-
cussions. In two remarkable chapters he showed
that man’s intellectual and moral superiority over
other animals (the ideological superstructure, as
Marx would phrase it) took its rise out of two
material peculiarities: first, the greater develop-
ment of the higher parts of the nervous system, of
the bram, and the consequent xmprovc.mcnt in the
i 1 ; and, , the greater de-
velopment of the “social mstm& which was al-
ready present in the higher animals, Thus for Ddr-
win, as for Marx, the development of the social
instiné, the growth of sociality, is the starting-point
of the natural-historical process by which the intel-
le€tual and moral chara&eristics of mankind are
evolved. With good reason, many British and Ger-
man writers look upon Darwin as the founder of
the -new realistic school of ethics. To expound the
parallelism between Darwinism and Marxism in
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this respeét would, however, require more space
than can be allotted here,' and would take us away
from the year 1859, with which we are at the mo-
ment chiefly concerned.

Such are the main lines of agreement in the fun-
damental notions set forth in these two great works,
which were published almost simultancously, so
that neither can have exercised a direét influence
upon the other. But one question remains to be
considered. Here were two supremely great men,
living quite near one another—not more than an
hour’s journey. Did they ever come into direét
touch with one another? Upon this matter we can
appeal to the testimony of Marx’s son-in-law, Ave-
ling. The latter tells us that Marx, an indefatigable
and omnivorous reader, had made a careful study
of all Darwin’s writings; that when the second
edition of the first volume of Capital was published
in 1873, Marx sent a copy to Darwin; and that
Darwin acknowledged the receipt of the book in
the following letter: Ottober 1st, 1873,
Dear Sir,—I thank you for the honour which you have done
me by sending me your great work on Capital; and I heartily
wish that I were more worthy to receive it, by understanding
more of the deep and important subje&t of political economy.
Though our studies have been so different, I believe that we
both earnestly desire the extension of knowledge; and this,
in the long run, is sure to add to the happiness of mankind.

I remain, dear Sir,
Yours faithfully,
CHARLES DARWIN.
* It would also be interesting to discuss the relation-

ship of both Marxism and Darwinism to John Stuart
Mill’s Utilitarianism, which was published in 1864.
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I shall conclude this brief sketch by repeating,
for the sake of emphasis, what I wrotc at the outset.
When we commemorate the “diamond jubilee” of
the publication of these two books, when we think
of it as a joint commemoration of Marx and Dar-
win, we do so recognising that the two men
marched side by side under the banner of natural
science. Both of them regarded natural science
as the onc solid foundation of their revolution-
ary vi iews that were d d to shake up
both the “consciousness” and the “existence” of all
mankind very thoroughly indced! Is it not plain
that the way to the overthrow of the outworn cul-
ture of the bourgeoisie, the way to the upbuilding
of the proletarian culturc of to-morrow, is the way
of science, of natural science which has discarded
the mystical and metaphysical formulas of the past?
Auguste Comte proclaimed this as long ago as 1831,
when he declared that of all the classes the prole-
tariat was the one most ready to understand and to
accept the mental revolution that positive philoso-
phy, the philosophy of science, brings in its train.
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by Paul Lafargue
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HE first time I ever saw Karl Marx was in

February, 1865. The International had been

founded on September 28, 1864, at a meet-
ing in St. Martin’s Hall. I was sent from Paris to
bring tidings of the progress made there by the
young organisation. Monsieur Tolain, now a sena-
tor of the bourgeois republic and one of its repre-
sentatives at the Berlin Conference, had given me
a letter of introduction.

1 was twenty-four years old. Never in my life
shall I forget the impression made on me by that
first visit. Marx was in poor health at the time, and
was hard at work upon the first volume of Capital
(published two years later, in 1867). He was afraid
he might be unable to finish it, and was therefore
particularly glad to receive young people, saying:
“I must train up men who will go on with com-
munist propaganda after I am gone.”

Karl Marx was one of the men who are fitted
for the front rank both in science and in public
life. So intimately were his activities in these two
fields intertwined, that we shall never und:rstznd
him unless we 1 1
man of science and as socialist fighter. While hc
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was of opinion that every science must be culti-
vated for its own sake, and that when we under-
take scicntific rescarch we should not trouble our-
sclves about the ultimate consequences of what we
arc doing, nevertheless he held that the man of
learning, if he wishes to cscape a decline 1n his
powers, must never cease to participate in public
affairs—must not be content to shut himself up in
his. study or his laboratory, and to shun the life and
the social and political struggles of his contempor-
arics. :
“Scicnce must not be a selfish pleasure. Those
who arc so lucky as to be able to devote them-
selves to scientific pursuits, should be the first to use
their knowledge in the service of mankind.” One
of his favourite phrases was, “Work for the world.”
Though he deeply sympathised with the troubles
of the working class, what had led him to the com-
munist standpoint was not any sentimental consid-
cration, but the study of political economy. He
maintained that every unprejudiced person, every
onc uninfluenced by private interests, every one un-
blinded by class prejudices, must perforce come to
the same conclusions. Though he studied the econo-
mic and political development of human society
without any preconceived notions, when he came to
put pen to paper it was with the definite aim of
spreading far and wide the results of his studies.
His fixed design was to provide a scientific founda-
tion for the socialist movement, which down to
his day had been lost in utopian mists. As far as
public activity was congerned, he took part in this
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only in order to work on bchalf of the triumph of
the working class, whose historic mission it is to
establish communism as soon as it has attained to
the political and cconomic leadership of society. In
like manner the mission of the bourgeoisie, as soon as
it rose to power, was to break the feudal bonds which
hampered the development of agriculture and indus-
try; to inaugurate free mobility for commodities
and human beings, and free contradt between the
employers and the workers; to centralise the means
of produélion and exchange—and thus, without
knowing it, to prepare the material and intelle€tual
groundwork of the coming communist society.

Marx did not restrict his ativities to the land of
his birth. “I am a citizen of the world,” he would
say, “and I work wherever I happen to be.” In
atual fack, he played a leading part in any and
every lutionary that developed in
the countries (France, Belgium, and England) to
which events and political persecutions drove him.

But at my first visit, when I saw him in his
study in Maitland Park Road, he was to me, not
the indefatigable and unequalled political agitator,
but the man of learning. This room has become
historical. From all parts of the civilised world those
who wished to consult the master of socialist thought
flocked to it. Any one who wants to realise the
intimate aspeéts of Marx’s intellectual life must form
a mental pi@ure of this workroom. It was on the
first floor, well lighted by a broad window looking
on the park. The fireplace was opposite the window,
and was flanked by bookshelves, on the top of
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which packets of newspapers and manuscripts were
piled up to the ceiling. On one side of the window
stood two tables, likewisc loaded with miscellaneous
papers, newspapers, and books. In the middle of
the room, where the light was best, was a small
and plain writing table, three feet by twe, and a
windsor armchair. Between this chair and one of
the bookshelves, facing the window, was a leather-
covered sofa on which Marx would lic down to
rest occasionally. On the mantelpiece were more
books, interspersed with cigars, boxes of matches,
tobacco jars, paperweights, and photographs—his
daughters, his wife, Friedrich Engels, and Wilhelm
Wolf. Marx was a heavy smoker. “Capital will
not bring in enough money to pay for the cigars
I smoked when I was writing it,” he told me. But
he was still more spendthrift in his use of matches.
So often did he forget his pipe or his cigar that he
had constantly to be relighting it, and would use
up a box of matches in an incredibly short time.

He would never allow any one to arrange (really,
to disarrange) his books and papers. The prevailing
disorder was only apparent. In actual fact, every-
thing was in its proper place, and he could put his
hand on any book or manuscript he wanted. When
conversing, he would often stop for a moment to
show the relevant passage in a book or to find a
numerical reference. He was at"one with his study,
where the books and papers were as obedient to his
will as were his own limbs.

He disdained appearances when arranging his
books. Quarto and o&tavo volumes and pamphlets
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were placed higgledy-piggledy as far as size and
shape were concerned. What interested him was
their content. To him books were intcllectual tools,
not luxurics. “They are my slaves,” he would say,
“and must do as I bid them.” He had scant respect
for their form, their binding, the beauty of paper
or printing; he would turn down the corners of
the pages, underline frecly, and pencil the margins.
He did not make notes in his books, but could
not refrain from a question mark or a note of ex-
clamation when an author kicked over the traces.
His system of underlining enabled him to refer
back to any desired passage. Every few years he
would reread his notebooks and salient passages
in the books he had read, in order to refresh his
memory—which was extraordinarily vig and
accurate. From carly youth he had trained it in
accordance with Hegel's plan of memorising verses
in an unfamiliar tonguc.

He knew much of Heinc and Gocthe by heart,
and would often quote these pocts in conversation.
Indeed, he read a great deal of poctry, in most of the
languages of Europe. Year after year he would read
Aeschylus again in the original text, regarding this
author and Shakespeare as the two greatest dramatic
geniuses the world had ever known. For Shakes-
peare he had an unbounded admiration. He had
made an exhaustive study of the English playwright
whose lesser characters, even, were familiar friends.
There was a veritable Shakespeare cult in the Marx
family, and the three daughters had much of the
Bard’s works by heart. Shortly after 1848, when
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Marx wished to perfect his knowledge of English
(which he could already read well), he sought out
and classified all Shakespeare’s most characteristic
turns of phrase; and he did the same with some of
the writings of William Cobbett, for whom he kad
a great esteem. Dante and Burns were among his
favourite poets, and it was always a delight to him
to hear his daughters recite Burns’ satirical poems
or sing the Scottish author’s love-songs.

Cuvier, an indefatigable worker and scientific ex-
pert, when curator of the Paris Museum (Muséum
d'histoire naturelle, now Jardin des plantes), had a
number of workrooms installed for his personal
use. Each of these rooms was devoted to a particular
branch of study, and for this purpose was equipped
with the necessary books, instruments, anatomical
accessories, etc. When wearied by some particular
occupation, Cuvier would move on to another room,
finding that a change of mental work was just as
good as a rest. Marx, like Cuvier, was always at
work, but he had not, like the French comparative
anatomist, financial resources for the provision of
several workrooms. He rested his mind by pacing
up and down the room, so that between door and
window the carpet had been worn threadbare along
a sharply defined track, like a footpath through a
meadow. Sometimes he would lie down on the sofa
to read a novel, and had often two or three novels
going at the same time, reading them by turns—
for, like Darwin, he was a great novel-reader. He
had a preference for eighteenth-centuty novels, and
was especially fond of Fielding’s Tom Jomes.
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Among modern novelists, his favourites were Paul
de Kock, Charles Lever, the elder Dumas, and Sir
Walter Scott, whose Old Mortality he considered a
masterpiece. He had a predilection for tales of
adventure and humorous stories. The greatest mas-
ters of romance were for him Cervantes and Balzac.
Don Quixote was the epic of the decay of chivalry,
whose virtues were depi€ted by the rising bour-
geoisic as absurdities and follies. His admiration
for Balzac was so profound that he had planned
to write a critique of La comédic humaine as soon
as he should have finished his economic studies.
Marx looked upon Balzac, not merely as the his-
torian of the social life of his time, but as a pro-
phetic creator of charaéter types which still existed
only in embryo during the reign of Louis Philippe,
and were not to undergo full development until
the days of the Second Empire, after Balzac’s death.
Marx could read nearly all the leading European
languages, and could write three (German, French,
and English) in a way that aroused the admiration
of all who were well acquainted with these tongues;
and he was fond of saying “A foreign language
is a weapon in the struggles of life.”” He had a
special talent for languages, and this was inherited
by his daughters. He was fifty when he began to
learn Russian, Although the dead and the living
languages already known to him were of no help
in the mastery of Slavic roots, he had made such
progress in six months as to be able to enjoy reading
in the original the works of the authors he chiefly
prized: Pushkin, Gogol, and Shedrin. But his
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main reason for learning Russian was that he might
be able to read certain official reports—which the
government had suppressed because the revelations
they contained were so appalling. Some devoted
friends had managed to procure copics for Marx,
and there can be little doubt that he was tae only
western cconomist who had cognisance of them.
Besides the reading of poctry and novels, Marx
had recourse to another and very remarkable source
of mental relaxation, this being mathematics, of
which he was exceedingly fond. Algebra even gave
hita moral consolation; and he would take refuge
in it during the most painful moments of a storm-
tossed life. In the days of his wifc’s last illness, he
found it impossible to go on with his ordinary
work, and his only escape from the thought of
her sufferings was to immerse himself in mathe-
matics. At this distressful period he wrote an essay
upon the infinitesimal calculus. Professional mathe-
maticians who have read it, describe it as being
of the first importance, and it is to be published in
his collected works. In the higher mathematics he
could trace the dialetical movement in its most
logical and at the same time in its simplest form.
According to his way of thinking, a science was
not properly developed until it had reached a form
in which it could make use of mathematics.
Marx’s library, comprising more than a thousand
volumes laboriously got together in the course ~f
a lifetime of research, was insufficient for his nec
and for many years he was a regular attendant
the British Museum Reading Room, whose catalogue






































































































































































































































































































