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This collection includes V. I. Lenin's popular articles on Marxism,
which show the essence of Karl Marx’s teaching and its destiny in
different historical periods. “The Marxist doctrine is omnipotent be-
cause it is true. It is comprehensive and harmonious, and provides men
with an integral world outlook irreconcilable with any form of super-
stition, reaction, or defence of bourgeois oppression. 1t is the legiti-
mate successor to the best that man produced in the nineteenth century,
as represented by German philosophy, English potitical economy and
French socialism.”

Lenin points out that the successes scored by Marxism make its
opponents disguise themselves as Marxists, distort and defame Marx’s
teaching. But these are vain attempts; each new historical epoch brings
ever greater victories to Marxism, the theory which has shown mankind
the way from capitalism with its contradictions and calamities to
communist society.

The articles “Karl Marx” and “Frederick Engels” give the short
biographies ol the founders of Marxism.

The translations are taken from the English edition of Lenin’s
Collected Works in 45 volumes prepared by the Progress Publishers,
Moscow. Corrections have been made in accordance with the Fifth
Russian edition.
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CERTAIN FEATURES

OF THE HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT
OF MARXISM

Our doctrine — said Engels, referring to himself and
his famous friend — is not a dogma, but a guide to action.
This classical statement stresses with remarkable force
and expressiveness that aspect of Marxism which is very
often lost sight of. And by losing sight of it, we turn
Marxism inlo something one-sided, distorted and lifeless;
we deprive it of its life blood; we undermine its basic
theoretical foundations — dialectics, the doctrine of histor-
ical development, all-embracing and full of contradic-
tions; we undermine its connection with the definite prac-
lical tasks of the epoch, which may change with every
new turn of history.

Indeed, in our time, among those interested in the fate
of Marxism in Russia, we very frequently meet with
people who lose sight of just this aspect of Marxism. Yet,
it must be clear to everybody that in recent years Russia
has undergone changes so abrupt as to aller the situa-
tion with unusual rapidity and unusual force — the social
and political situation, which in a most direct and imme-
diate manner determines the conditions for action, and,
hence, its aims. I am not referring, of course, to general
and fundamental aims, which do not change with turns
of history if the fundamental relation between classes
remains unchanged. It is perfectly obvious that this gen-
eral trend of economic (and not only economic) evolutlion
in Russia, like the fundamental relation between the
various classes of Russian society, has not changed dur-
ing, say, the last six years.

But the aims of immediate and direct action changed
very sharply during this period, just as the actual social
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and political situation changed, and consequently, since
Marxism is a living doctrine, various aspects of it were
bound to become prominent.

In order to make this idea clear, let us cast a glance
at the change in the actual social and political situation
over the past six years. We immediately differentiate two
three-year periods: one ending roughly with the summer of
1907, and the other with the summer of 1910. The first
three-year period, regarded from the purely theoretical
slandpoint, is distinguished by rapid changes in the fun-
damental features of the state system in Russia; the
course of these changes, moreover, was very uneven and
the oscillations in both directions were of considerable
amplitude. The social and economic basis of these changes
in the “superstructure” was the action of .all classes of
Russian society in the most diverse fields (activity inside
and outside the Duma,' the press, unions, meetings, and
so forth), action so open and impressive and on a mass
scale such as is rarely to be observed in history.

The second three-year period, on the contrary, is distin-
guished — we repeat that we confine ourselves to the
purely theoretical “sociological” standpoint — by an evo-
lution so slow that it almost amounied to stagnation.
There were no changes of any importance to be observed
in the state system. There were hardly any open and
diversified actions by the classes in the majority of the
“arenas’ in which these actions had developed in the pre-
ceding period.

The similarity between the two periods is that Russia
underwent capitalist evolution in both of them. The con-
tradiction between this economic evolution and the exist-
ence of a number of feudal and medieval institutions still
remained and was not ironed out, but rather aggravated,
by the fact that certain institutions assumed a partially
bourgeois character.

The difference between the two periods is that in the
first the question of exactly what form the above-men-
tioned rapid and uneven changes would take was the
dominant, history-making issue. The content of these
changes was bound to be bourgeois owing to the capital-
ist character of Russia’s evolution; but there are diflerent
kinds of bourgeoisie. The middle and big bourgeoisie,
which professes a more or less moderate liberalism, was,

10

owing to its very class position, airaid of abrupt changes
and strove for the retention of large remnants of the old
institutions both in the agrarian system and in the polit-
ical “superstructure”. The rural petty bourgeoisie, inter-
woven as it is with the peasants who live “solely by the
labour of their hands”, was bound to strive for bourgeois
reforms of a different kind, reforms that would leave far
less room for medieval survivals. The wage-workers, inas-
much as they consciously realised what was going on
around them, were bound to work out for themselves a
definite attitude towards this clash of two distinct ten-
dencies. Both tendencies remained within the framework
of the bourgeois system, determining entirely different
forms of that system, entirely difierent rates of its de-
velopment, different degrees of its progressive influ-
ence.

Thus, the first period necessarily brought to the fore —
and not by chance — those problems of Marxism that are
usually referred to as problems of tactics. Nothing is
more erroneous than the opinion that the disputes and
differences over these questions were disputes among
“intellectuals”, “a struggle for influence over the imma-
ture proletariat”, an expression of the “adaptation of the
intelligentsia to the proletariat”, as Vekhi followers? of
various hues think. On the contrary, it was precisely be-
cause this class had reached maturity that it could not
remain indifferent to the clash of the two different tenden-
cies in Russia’s bourgeois development, and the ideolo-
gists of this class could not avoid providing theoretical
formulations corresponding (directly or indirectly, in di-
rect or reverse reflection) to these different tenden-
cies.

In the second period the clash between the different
tendencies of bourgeois development in Russia was not on
the order of the day, because both these tendencies had
been crushed by the “diehards”,® forced back, driven
inwards and, for the time being, stifled. The medieval
diehards not only occupied the foreground but also in-
spired the broadest sections of bourgeois society with the
sentiments propagated by Vekhi, with a spirit of dejection
and recantation. It was not the collision between two
methods of reforming the old order that appeared on the
surface, but a loss of faith in reforms of any kind, a spirit

11
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of “meekness” and “repentance”, an enthusiasm for anti-
social doctrines, a vogue of mysticism, and so on.

This astonishingly abrupt change was neither accidental
nor the result of “external” pressure alone. The preceding
period had so profoundly stirred up sections of the popu-
lation who for generations and centuries had stood aloof
from, and had been strangers to, political issues that it
was natural and inevitable that there should emerge “a re-
valuation of all values”, a new study of fundamental
problems, a new interest in theory, in elementals, in the
ABC of politics. The millions who were suddenly awak-
ened from their long sleep and confronted with extremely
important problems could not long remain on ihis level.
They could not continue without a respite, without a re-

The dialectics of historical development was such that
in the first period it was the attainment of immediate
reforms in every sphere of the country’s life that was on
the order of the day. In the second period it was the
critical study of experience, its assimilation by wider sec-
tions, its penetration, so to speak, into lhe subsoil, into
the backward ranks of the various classes.

It is precisely because Marxism is not a lifeless dogma,
not a completed, ready-made, immutable doctrine, but a
living guide to action, that it was bound to reflect the
astonishingly abrupt change in the conditions of social
life. That change was reflected in profound disintegration
and disunity, in every manner of vacillation, in short, in
a very serious fnternal crisis of Marxism. Resolute re-
sistance to this disintegration, a resolute
struggle to uphold the fundamentals of
again placed on the order of the day. In
period, extremely wide sections of the class
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all values” in the various spheres of social life led to
a “revision” of the most abstract and general philosophi-
cal fundamentals of Marxism. The influence of bourgeois
philosophy in its diverse idealist shades found expression
in the Machist epidemic that broke out among the Marx-
ists. The repetition of “slogans” learnt by rote but not
understood and not thought out led to the widespread
prevalence of empty phrase-mongering. The practical ex-
pression of this were such absolutely un-Marxist, petty-
bourgeois trends as frank or shamefaced “otzovism”, or
the recognition of otzovism* as a “legal shade” of Marx-
1sm.

On the other hand, the spirit of the magazine Vekhi,
the spirit of renunciation which had taken possession of
very wide sections of the bourgeoisie, also permeated the
trend wishing to confine Marxist theory and practice to
“moderate and careful” channels. All that remained of
Marxism here was the phraseology used to clothe argu-
ments about “hierarchy”, “hegemony” and so forth, that
were thoroughly permeated with the spirit of lib-
eralism.

The purpose of this article is not to examine these
arguments. A mere reference to them is sufficient to illus-
trate what has been said above regarding the depth of
the crisis through which Marxism is passing and its con-
nection with the whole social and economic situation in
the present period. The questions raised by this crisis
cannot be brushed aside. Nothing can be more pernicious
or unprincipled than attempts fo dismiss them by phrase-
mongering. Nothing is more important than to rally all
Marxists who have realised the profundity of the crisis
and the necessity of combating it, for defence of the theo-
retical basis of Marxism and its fundamental propositions,
that are being distorted from diametrically opposite sides
by the spread of bourgeois influence to the various “fel-
low-travellers” of Marxism.

The first three years awakened wide sections to a con-
scious participation in social life, sections that in many
cases are now for the first time beginning to acquaint
themselves with Marxism in real earnest. The bourgeois
press is creafing far more fallacious ideas on this score
than ever before, and is spreading them more widely.
Under these circumstances disintegration in the Marxist
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ranks is particularly dangerous. Therefore, to understand
the reasons for the inevitability of this disintegration at
the present time and to close their ranks for consistent
struggle against this disintegration is, in the most direct
and precise meaning of the term, the task of the day for
Marxists.

Zvezda No, 2, December 23, 1910 Collected Works, Vol. 17,
Signed: V. Hyin pp. 39-44

|
THE HISTORICAL DESTINY

OF THE DOCTRINE OF KARL MARX
|

The chief thing in the doctrine of Marx is that it brings
out the historic role of the proletariat as the builder of
socialist society. Has the course of events all over the
world confirmed this doctrine since it was expounded hy
Marx?

Marx first advanced it in 1844. The Communist Mani-
festo of Marx and Engels, published in 1848, gave an
integral and systematic exposition of this docirine, an
exposition which has remained the best to this day. Since
then world history has clearly been divided into three
main periods: (1) from the revolution of 1848 to the
Paris Commune (1871); (2) from the Paris Commune to
the Russian revolution (1905); (3) since the Russian revo-
lution.

Let us see what has been the destiny of Marx’'s doctrine
in each of these periods.

At the beginning of the first period Marx’s doctrine
by no means dominated. It was only one of the very nu-
merous groups or trends of socialism. The forms of social-
ism that did dominate were in the main akin to our Na-
rodism: incomprehension of the materialist basis of histor-
ical movement, inability to single out the role and signi-
ficance of each class in capitalist society, concealment of
the bourgeois nature of democratic reforms under diverse,
quasi-socialist phrases about the  “people”, “justice”,
“right”, and so on.
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The revolution ot 1848 struck a deadly blow at all these

supporters of order, wavering but occasionally between
workers’ democracy and bourgeois liberalism. All doc-
trines of non-class socialism and non-class politics

cratic Party.

11

The second period (1872-1904) was distinguished from
the first by its “peaceful” character, by the absence of
revolutions. The West had finished with bourgeois revo-
lutions. The East had not yet risen to them.

The West entered a phase of “peaceful” preparations
for the changes to come. Socialist parties, basically prole-
tarian, were formed everywhere, and learned lo use bour-
geois parliamentarism and to found their own daily press,
their educational institutions, their trade unions and their
co-operative societies. Marx’s doctrine gained a complete
victory and began to spread. The selection and mustering

16

of the forces of the proletariat and its preparation for the
coming battles made slow but steady progress.

The dialectics of history were such that the theoretical
viclory of Marxism compelled ils enemies to disguise
themselves as Marxists. Liberalism, rotten within, tried
to revive itself in the form of socialist opportfunism. They
interpreted the period of preparing the forces for great
battles as renunciation of these battles. Improvement of
the conditions of the slaves to fight against wage slavery
they took to mean the sale by the slaves of their right 1o
liberty for a few pence. They cravenly preached “social
peace” (i.e., peace with the slave-owners), renunciation
of the class struggle, etc. They had very many adherents
among socialist members of parliament, various officials
of the working-class movement, and the “sympathising”
intelligentsia.

11

However, t had scarcel
themselves on and on the
storms under hen a new
world storms sia. The Ru

was followed by revolutions in Turkey, Persia and China.

Certain people who were inattentive to the conditions

The fact that Asia, with its population of eight hundred
million, has been drawn into the struggle for these same
European ideals should inspire us with optimism and
not despair.
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The Asiatic revolutions have again shown us the spine-
lessness and baseness of liberalism, the exceptional im-
portance of the independence of the democratic masses,
and the pronounced demarcation between the proletariat
and the bourgeoisie of all kinds. After the experience both
of Europe and Asia, anyone who speaks of non-class poli-
tics and non-class socialism, ought simply 1o be put in a
cage and exhibited alongside the Australian kangaroo or
something like that.

After Asia, Europe has also begun to stir, although
not in the Asiatic way. The “peaceful” period of 1872-
1904 has passed, never to return. The high cost of living
and the tyranny of the trusis are leading to an unprece-
dented sharpening of the economic struggle, which has
set into movement even the British workers who have
been most corrupted by liberalism. We see a political cri-
sis brewing even in the most “diehard”, bourgeois-Jun-
ker® country, Germany. The frenzied arming and the poli-
cy of imperialism are turning modern Europe inlo a “so-
cial peace” which is more like a gunpowder barrel.
Meanwhile the decay of all the bourgeois parties and the
maturing of the proletariat are making steady progress.

Since the appearance of Marxism, each of the three
great periods of world history has broughl Marxism new
confirmation and new triumphs. But a still greater
triumph awaits Marxism, as the doctrine of the proleta-
riat, in the coming period of history.

Pravda No. 50, March 1, 1913 Collected Works, Vol. 18,
Signed: V. I. pp 582-85

|
THE THREE SOURCES AND THREE COMPONENT

PARTS OF MARXISM
u

Throughout the civilised world the teachings of Marx
evoke the utmost hostility and haired of all bourgeois

the profits of capital.

But this is not all. The history of philosophy and the
history of social science show with perfect clarity that
there is nothing resembling “sectarianism” in Marxism.
in the sense of its being a hidebound, petrified doctrine,
a doctrine which arose away from the high road of the

d the

hed
g nds
0 me-

diate continuation of the teachings of the greatest repre-
sentatives of philosophy, political economy and socialism.
The Marxist doctrine is omnipotent because it is true.

19



by German philosophy, English political economy and
French socialism.

It is these three sources of Marxism, which are also
its component parts, that we shall outline in brief.

The philosophy of Marxism is materialism. Throughout
the modern history of Europe, and especially at the end

hostile to superstition, cant and so forth. The enemies of
democracy have, therefore, always exerted all their efforts
to “refute”, undermine and defame materialism, and have
advocated various forms of philosophical idealism, which
always, in one way or another, amounts t{o the defence
or support of religion.

Marx and Engels defended philosophical materialism
in the most determined manner and repeatedly explained
how profoundly erroneous is every devialion from this
basis. Their views are most clearly and fully expounded
in the works of Engels, Ludwig Feuerbach and Anti-Diih-
ring, which, like the Communist Manifesto, are handbooks
for every class-conscious worker.

But Marx did not stop at eighteenth-ceniury material-
ism: he developed philosophy to a higher level. He en-
riched it with the achievements of German classical philos-
ophy, especially of Hegel’s system, which in i{s turn had
led to the materialism of Feuerbach. The main achieve-
ment was dialectics, i.e., the doctrine of development in
its fullest, deepest and most comprehensive form, the doc-
trine of the relativity of the human knowledge that pro-
vides us with a reflection of eternally developing matter.
The latest discoveries of natural science — radium, elec-
frons, the transmutation of elements — have heen &
remarkable confirmation of Marx’s dialectical materialism
despite the teachings of the bourgeois philosophers with
their “new” reversions to old and decadent idealism.

20

feudalism.

bourgeoisie over the proletariat.

Marx’s philosophy is a consummate philosophical ma-
terialism which has provided mankind, and especially the
working class, with powerful instruments of knowledge.

11

Having recognised that the economic system is the
foundation on which the political superstructure is erected,
Marx devoted his greatest attention to the study of this
economic system. Marx’s principal work, Capital, is de-
voted to a study of the economic system of modern, ie.,
capitalist, society.

Classical political economy, before Marx, evolved in
England, the most developed of the capitalist countries.
Adam Smith and David Ricardo, by their investigations
of the economic system, laid the foundations of the labour
theory of value. Marx continued their work; he provided
a proof of the theory and developed it consistenlly. He
showed that the value of every commodity is determined
by the quantity of socially necessary labour time spent
on its production.

21



Where the bourgeois economists saw a relation between
things (the exchange of one commodity for another)
Marx revealed a relation between people. The exchange
of commodities expresses the connection between indivi-

a commodity. The wage-worker sells his labour-power to
the owner of land, factories and instruments of labour.

The doctrine of surplus-value is the corner-stone of
Marx’s economic theory.
Capital, created by the labour of the worker, crushes

nique. The decline of small-scale production assumes
different forms in agriculiure, but the decline itself is an
indisputable fact,
small-scale production, capital leads
productivity of labour and to the crea-
ly position for the associations of big
ction itself becomes more and more

By increasing the dependence of the workers on capi-
22

tal, the capitalist system creates the great power of unit-
ed labour.

Marx traced the development of capitalism from em-
bryonic commodity economy, from simple exchange, to its
highest forms, to large-scdle production.

And the experience of all capitalist countries, old and
new, year by year demonstrates clearly the truth of this
Marxian doctrine to increasing numbers of workers.

Capitalism has triumphed all over the world, but this
triumph is only the prelude to the triumph of labour
over capital.

111

When feudalism was overthrown and *“free” capitalist
society appeared in the world, it at once became apparent
that this freedom meant a new system of oppression and
exploitation of the working people. Various socialist
doctrines immediately emerged as a reflection of and
protest against this oppression. Early socialism, however,
was utopian socialism. It criticised capitalist society, it
condemned and damned it, it dreamed of its destruction,
it had visions of a better order and endeavoured to con-
vince the rich of the immorality of exploitation.

But utopian socialism could not indicate the real solu-
tion. It could not explain the real nature of wage-
slavery under capitalism, it could not reveal the laws of
capitalist development, or show what social force is
capable of becoming the creator of a new society.

Meanwhile, the stormy revolutions which everywhere
in Europe, and especially in France, accompanied the
fall of feudalism, of serfdom, more and more clearly re-
vealed the sfruggle of classes as the basis and the driv-
ing force of all development.

Not a single victory of political freedom over the
feudal class was won except against desperate resistance.
Not a single capitalist country evolved on a more or less
free and democratic basis except by a life-and-death
struggle between the various classes of capitalist so-
ciety.

The genius of Marx lies in his having been the first to
deduce from this the lesson world history teaches and

5 — 96! 23



to apply that lesson consistently. The deduction he made
is the doctrine of the class struggle.

Peorle always have been the foolish victims of decep-
tion and self-deception in politics, and they always
will be until they have learnt to seek out the interests
of some class or other behind all moral, religious, polit-
ical and social phrases, declarations and promises.
Champions of reforms and improvements will always be
fooled by the defenders of the old order until they real-
ise that every old institution, however barbarous and
rotten it may appear to be, is kept going by the forces
of certain ruling classes. And there is only one way of
smashing the resistance of those classes, and that is to
find, in the very society which surrounds us, the forces
which can — and, owing to their social position, must —
constitute the power capable of sweeping away the old
and creating the new, and to enlighten and organise
those forces for the struggle.

Marx’s philosophical materialism alone has shown the
proletariat the way out of the spiritual slavery in which
all oppressed classes have hitherto languished. Marx’s
economic theory alone has explained the true position of
the proletariat in the general system of capitalism.

Independent organisations of the proletariat are mul-

tiplying all over the world, from America to Japan and.

from Sweden to South Africa. The proletariat is be-
coming enlightened and educated by waging its class
struggle; it is ridding itself of the prejudices of
bourgeois society; it is rallying its ranks ever more
closely and is learning to gauge the measure of its
successes; it is steeling its forces and is growing
irresistibly.

Prosveshcheniye No. 3, Collected Works, Vol. 19,
March 1913 pp. 23-28
Signed: V. I.

|

KARL MARX

A Brief Biographical Sketch with an
Exposition of Marxism

Preface

This article on Karl Marx, which now appears in a
separate printing, was writlen in 1913 (as far as I can
remember) for the Granat Encyclopaedia.® A {airly
detailed bibliography of literature on Marx, mostly
foreign, was appended to the article. This has been
omitted in the present edition. The editors of the
Encyclopaedia, for their part, have, for censorship
reasons, deleted the end of the article on Marx, namely,
the section dealing with his revolutionary :actics.
Unfortunately, 1 am unable to reproduce that end,
because the draft has remained among my papers
somewhere in Cracow or in Switzerland. 1 only remember
that in the concluding part of the article I quoted,
among other things, the passage from Marx’s letter to
Engels of April 16, 1856, in which he wrote: “The whole
thing in Germany will depend on the possibility of
backing the proletarian revolution by some second edi-
tion of the Peasant War. Then the affair will be splendid.”
That is what our Mensheviks, who have now sunk to
utter betrayal of socialism and to desertion to the
bourgeoisie, have failed to understand since 1905.

N. Lenin
Moscow, May 14, 1918

Published in 1918 in the pamphlet:
N. Lenin, Karl Marx,
Priboi Publishers, Moscow
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Marx, Karl, was born on May 5, 1818 (New Style), in

doctoral thesis on the philosophy of Epicurus. At the time
Marx was a Hegelian idealist in his views. In Berlin, he
belonged to the circle of “Left Hegelians™ (Bruno Bauer
and others) who sought to draw atheistic and revolution-
ary conclusions from Hegel's philosophy.

After g ed t to
become a the of
the gover d Lu of
his chair How the

university in 1836, and in 1841 forbade young Professor
Bruno Bauer to lecture at Bonn, made Marx abandon the
idea of an academic career. Left Hegelian views were
making rapid headway in Germany at the time. Ludwig
Feuerbach began to criticise theology, particularly after
1836, and turn to materialism, which in 1841 gained the
ascendancy in his philosophy (The Essence of Christian-
ity). The year 1843 saw the appearance of his
Principles of the Philosophy of the Future. *"One must
oneself have experienced the liberating effect” of these
books, Engels subsequently wrote of these works of
Feuerbach. *“We [i. e.,, the Left Hegelians, including
Marx] all became at once Feuerbachians.” At that time,
some radical bourgeois in the Rhineland, who were in
touch with the Left Hegelians, founded, in Cologne, an
opposition paper called Rheinische Zeitung (the first
issue appeared on January 1, 1842). Marx and Bruno
Bauer were invited to be the chief contributors, and in
October 1842 Marx became editor-in-chief and moved
from Bonn to Cologne. The newspaper’'s revolutionary-
democratic trend became more and more pronounced
under Marx’s editorship, and the government first
imposed double and triple censorship on the paper, and
then on January 1, 1843, decided to suppress it. Marx
had to resign the editorship before that date, but his
resignation did not save the paper, which suspended

26

publication in March 1843. Of the major articles Marx
contributed to Rheinische Zeitung, Engels mnoles, in
addition to those indicated below (see Bibliography), an
article on the condition of peasant vinegrowers in the
Moselle Valley. Marx’s journalistic activilies convinced
him that he was insufficiently acquainted with political
economy, and he zealously set out to study it.

In 1843, Marx married, at Kreuznach, Jenny von
Westphalen, a childhood iriend he had become engaged
to while still a student. His wife came of a reactionary
family of the Prussian nobility, her elder brother being
Prussia’s Minister of the Interior during a most
reactionary period—1850-58. In the autumn of 1843, Marx
went to Paris in order to publish a radical journal
abroad, together with Arnold Ruge (1802-1880; Left
Hegelian; in prison in 1825-30; a political exile following
1848, and a Bismarckian after 1866-70). Only one issue

cated “merciless criticism of everything existing”, and in
particular the “criticism by weapon”,” and appealed to
the masses and to the proletariat.

In September 1844 Frederick Engels came to Paris
for a few days, and from that time on became Marx’s
closest friend. They both took a most active part in the
then seething life of the revolutionary groups in Paris
(of particular importance at the time was Proudhon’s
doctrine, which Marx pulled to pieces in his Poverty of
Philosophy, 1847); waging a vigorous struggle against
the various doctrines of petty-bourgeois socialism, they
worked out the theory and tactics of revolutionary
proletarian socialism, or communism (Marxism). See
Marx’s works of this period, 1844-48, in the Bibliography.
At the insistent request of the Prussian Government,
Marx was banished from Paris in 1845, as a dangerous
revolutionary, He went to Brussels. In the spring of 1847
Marx and Engels joined a secret propaganda society
called the Communist League; they took a prominent part
in the League’s Second Congress (London, November
1847), at whose request they drew up the celebrated
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Communist Manifesto, which appeared in February 1848.
With the clarity and brilliance of genius, this work out-
lines a new world-conception, consistent materialism,
which also embraces the realm of social life; dialectics,
as the most comprehensive and profound doctrine of
development; the theory of the class struggle and of the
world-historic revolutionary role of the proletariat—the
creator of a new, communist society.

On the outbreak of the Revolution uf February 1848,
Marx was banished from Belgium. He returned to Paris,
whence, after the March Revolution, he went to Cologne,
Germany, where Neue Rheinische Zeitung was published
from June 1, 1848 to May 19, 1849, with Marx as editor-
in-chief. The new theory was splendidly confirmed by the
course of the revolulionary events of 1848-49, just as it
has been subsequently confirmed by all proletarian and
democratic movements in all countries of the world. The
victorious counter-revolutionaries first instigated court
proceedings against Marx (he was acquitted on February
9, 1849), and then banished him from Germany (May 16,
1849). First Marx went to Paris, was again banished
after the demonstration of June 13, 1849, and then went
to London, where he lived till his death.

His life as a political exile was a very hard one, as
the correspondence between Marx and Engels (published
in 1913) clearly reveals. Poverty weighed heavily on
Marx and his family; had it not been for Engels’s constant
and selfless financial aid, Marx would not only have been
unable to complete Capital but would have inevitably
been crushed by want. Moreover, the prevailing doctrines
and trends of petty-bourgeois socialism, and of non-
proletarian socialism in general, forced Marx to wage a
continuous and merciless struggle and sometimes to repel
the most savage and monstrous personal attacks (Herr
Vogt). Marx, who stood aloof from circles of political
exiles, developed his materialist theory in a number of
historicai works (see Bibliography), devoting himself
mainly to a study of political economy. Marx revolution-
ised this science (see “The Marxist Doctrine”, below) in
his Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy
(1859) and Capital (Vol. 1, 1867).

The revival of the democratic movements in the late
fifties and in the sixties recalled Marx to practical
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activity. In 1864 (September 28) the International
Workingmen's Association—the celebrated First Interna-
tional—was founded in London. Marx was the heart and
soul of this organisation, and author of its first Address
and of a host of resolutions, declarations and manifestos.
In uniting the labour movement of various countries,
striving to channel into joint activity the various forms
of non-proletarian, pre-Marxist socialism (Mazzini,
Proudhon, Bakunin, liberal trade-unionism in Britain,
Lassallean vacillations to the right in Germany, etc.), and
in combating the theories of all these sects and schools,
Marx hammered out a uniform tactics for the proletarian
struggle of the working class in the various countries.
Following the downfall of the Paris Commune (1871) —
of which Marx gave such a profound, clear-cut, brilliant,
effective and revolutionary analysis (The Civil War in
France, 1871) — and the cleavage caused by the Bakuni-
nists in the International, the latter organisation could
no longer exist in Europe. After the Hague Congress of
the International (1872), Marx had the General Council
of the International transferred to New York. The First
International had played its historical part, and now
made way for a period of a far greater development of
the labour movement in all couniries in the world, a
period in which the movement grew in scope, and mass
socialist working-class parties in individual national
states were formed.

Marx's health was undermined by his strenuous work
in the International and his still more strenuous theoreti-
cal occupations. He continued work on the refashioning
of political economy and on the completion of Capital,
for which he collected a mass of new material and studied
a number of languages (Russian, for instance). However,
ill-health prevented him from completing Capital.

His wife died on December 2, 1881, and on March 14,
1883, Marx passed away peacefully in his armchair. He
lies buried next to his wife at Highgate Cemetery in
London. Of Marx’s children some died in childhood in
London, when the family were living in destitute
circumstances. Three daughters married English and
French socialists: Eleanor Aveling, Laura Lafargue and
Jenny Longuet. The latter’s son is a member of the
French Socialist Party.
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The Marxist Doctrine

Marxism is the system of Marx’s views and teachings.
Marx was the genius who continued and consummated
the three main ideological currents of the nineteenth
century, as represented by the three most advanced
countries of mankind: classical German philosophy,
classical English political economy, and French socialism
combined with French revolutionary doctrines in general.
Acknowledged even by his opponents, the remarkable
consistency and integrity of Marx’s views, whose totality
constifutes modern materialism and modern scientific
socialism, as the theory and programme of the working-
class movement in all the civilised countries of the world,
make it incumbent on us to present a brief outline of his
world-conception in general, prior to giving an exposition
of the principal content of Marxism, namely, Marx's
economic doctrine.

Philosophical Materialism

Beginning with the years 1844-45, when his views took
shape, Marx was a materialist and especially a follower
of Ludwig Feuerbach, whose weak points he subsequently

saw only in his materialism being insufficiently consistent’

and comprehensive. To Marx Feuerbach’s historic and
“epoch-making™ significance lay in his having resolutely
broken with Hegel’s idealism and in his proclamation of
materialism, which already “in the eighteenth century,
particularly French materialism, was not only a struggle
against the cxisting political institutions and against. ..
religion and theology, but also... against all metaphysics”
(in the sense of “drunken speculation” as distinct from
“sober philosophy”). (The Holy Family, in Literarischer
Nachlass.) “To Hegel...” wrote Marx, ‘“the process of
thinking, which, under the name of ‘the Idea’, he even
transforms into an independent subject, is the demiurgos
(the creator, the maker) of the real world.... With me, on
the contrary, the ideal is nothing else than the material
world reflected by the human mind, and translated into
forms of thought” (Capital, Vol. 1, Afterword to the
Second Edition). In full conformity with this materialist
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philosophy and natural science...” “Motion is the mode
of existence of matter. Never anywhere has there been
matter without motion, or motion without matter, nor
can there be.... But if the... question is raised: what
thought and consciousness really are, and where they

products of Nature, do not contradict the rest of Na-
ture’s interconnections but are in correspondence with
them. . ..

“Hegel was an idealist, that is to say, the thoughts
within his mind were to him not the more or less abstract
images [Abbilder, reflections; Engels sometimes speaks
of “imprints”] of real things and processes, but, on the

and their development were to him only
e real, of the ‘Idea’ existing somewhere
he world existed.” In his Ludwig Feuer-
ounded his own and Marx’s views on
Feuerbach’s philosophy, and was sent to the printers
after he had re-read an old manuscript Marx and himself
had written in 1844-45 on Hegel, Feuerbach and the

the primacy of spirit to Nature and, therefore, in the last
instance, assumed world creation in some form or other. ..
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also the views — especially widespread in our day — of
Hume and Kant, agnosticism, criticism, and positivism in
their various forms; he considered that philosophy a “re-

for agnosticism, for Humism. It is particularly important
to note Marx’s view on the relation between freedom and
necessity: “Freedom is the appreciation of necessity.
‘Necessity is blind only insofar as it is not understood’”
(Engels in Anti-Diihring). This means recognition of the
rule of objective laws in Nature and of the dialectical
transformation of necessity into freedom (in the same
manner as the transformation of the uncognised but
cognisable “thing-in-itself” into the “thing-for-us”, of
the “essence of things” into ‘“phenomena”). Marx and
Engels considered that the “old” materialism, including
that of Feuerbach (and still more the “vulgar” material-
ism of Biichner, Vogt and Moleschott), contained the
following major shortcomings: (1) this materialism was
“predominantly mechanical”, failing to take account of
the latest developments in chemistry and biology (today
it would be necessary to add: and in the electrical theory
of matter); (2) the old materialism was non-historical
and non-dialectical (metaphysical, in the meaning of
anti-dialectical), and did not adhere consistently and
comprehensively to the standpoint of development; (3) it
regarded the “human essence” in the abstract, not as the
“complex of all” (concretely and historically determined)
“social relations™, and therefore merely “interpreted” the
world, whereas it was a question of ‘“changing” it, i. e,
it did not understand the importance of “revolutionary
practical activity™.
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Dialectics

As the most comprehensive and profound docirine of
development, and the richest in content, Hegelian
dialectics was considered by Marx and Engels the
greatest achievement of classical German philosophy.
They thought that any other formulation of the principle
of development, of evolution, was one-sided and poor in
content, and could only distort and mutilate the actual
course of development (which often proceeds by leaps,
and via catastrophes and revolutions) in Nature and
in society. “Marx and 1 were pretly well the only people
to rescue conscious dialectics [from the destruction of
idealism, including Hegelianism] and apply it in the
materialist conception of Nature.... Nature is the proof
of dialectics, and it must be said for modern natural
science that it has furnished extremely rich [this was
written before the discovery of radium, electrons, the
transmutation of elements, etc.!] and daily increasing
materials for this test, and has thus proved that in the
last analysis Nature’s process is dialectical and not
metaphysical.

“The great basic thought,” Engels writes, “thal the
world is not to be comprehended as a complex of ready-
made things, but as a complex of processes, in which the
things apparently stable no less than their mind images
in our heads, the concepts, go through an uninterrupted
change of coming into being and passing away... this
great fundamental thought has, especially since the time
of Hegel, so thoroughly permeated ordinary consciousness
that in this generality it is now scarcely ever conira-
dicted. But to acknowledge this fundamental thought in
words and to apply it in reality in detail to each domain
of investigation are two different things. ... For dialectical
philosophy nothing is final, absolute, sacred. It reveals
the transitory character of everything and in everything;
nothing can endure before it except the uninterrupted pro-
cess of becoming and of passing away, of endless ascen-
dency from the lower to the higher. And dialectical philos-
ophy itself is nothing more than the mere reflection of
this process in the thinking brain.” Thus, according to
Marx, dialectics is “the science of the general laws of
motion, both of the external world and of human thought”.
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This revolutionary aspect of Hegel’s philosophy was
adopted and developed by Marx. Dialectical materialism
“does not need any philosophy standing above the other
sciences”. From previous philosophy there remains “the
science of thought and its laws — formal logic and dialec-
tics”. Dialectics, as understood by Marx, and also in con-
formity with Hegel, includes what is now called the theo-
ry of knowledge, or epistemology, which, too, must regard
its subject matter historically, studying and generalising
the origin and development cf knowledge, the transition
from non-knowledge to knowledge.

In our times the idea of development, of evolution, has
almost completely penetrated social consciousness, only
in other ways, and not through Hegelian philosophy. Still,
this idea, as formulated by Marx and Engels on the basis
of Hegel’s philosophy, is far more comprehensive and far
richer in content than the current idea of evolution is.
A development that repeals, as it were, stages that have
already been passed, but repeats them in a different way,
on a higher bhasis (“the negation of negation™), a de-
velopment, so to speak, that proceeds in spirals, not in
a straight line; a development by leaps, catastrophes, and
revolutions: “breaks in continuity™; the transformation of
quantity into quality; inner impulses towards develop-
ment, imparted by the contradiction and conflict of the
various forces and tendencies acting on a given body, or
within a given phenomenon, or within a given society;
the interdependence and the closest and indissoluble con-
nection between all aspects of any phenomenon (history
constantly revealing ever new aspects), a connection that
provides a uniform, and universal process of motion, one
that follows definite laws — these are some of the features
of dialectics as a doctrine of development that is richer
than the conventional one. (Ci. Marx’s letter to Engels of
January 8, 1868, in which he ridicules Stein’s “wooden tri-
chotomies”, which it would be absurd to confuse with ma-
terialist dialectics.)

The Materialist Conception of History

A realisation of the inconsistency, incompleteness, and
one-sidedness of the old materialism convinced Marx of
the necessity ol “bringing the science of society... into
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harmony with the materialist foundation, and ol reconstruct-
ing it thereupon”. Since materialism in general explains
consciousness as the outcome of being, ar not conversely,
then materialism as applied to the social life of mankind
has 1o explain social consciousness as the outcome of
social being. “Technology,” Marx writes (Capital, Vol. 1),
“discloses man’s mode of dealing with Nature, the imme-
diate process of production by which he sustains his life,
and thereby also lays bare the mode of formation of his
social relations, and of the mental conceptions that fiow
from them.” In the preface to his Contribution fo the Cri-
lique of Political Economy, Marx gives an integral formu-
lation of the fundamental principles of materialism as
applied to human sociely and its history, in the following
words:

“In the social production of their life, men enler into
definite relations that are indispensable and independent
of their will, relations of production which correspond {o
a definite stage of development of their material produc-
tive forces.

“The sum total of these relations of produclion consti-
tutes the economic structure of society, the real founda-
tion, on which rises a legal and political superstructure
and to which correspond definite forms of social conscious-
ness. The mode of production of material life conditions
the social, political and intellectual life process in general.
It is not the consciousness of men that determines their
being, but, on the contrary, their social being that deter-
mines their consciousness. At a certain stage of their
development, the material produciive forces of society
come in conflict with the existing relations oi production,
or — what is but a legal expression for the same thing —
with the property relations, within which they have been at
work hitherto. From forms of development of {he produc-
tive forces these relalions {urn into their fetters. Then
begins an epoch of social revolution. With the change of
the economic foundation the entire immense superstruc-
ture is more or less rapidly (ransformed. In considering
such iransformations a distinction should always be made
between the material {ransformation of the economic con-
ditions of production, which can be deiermined with the
precision of natural science, and the legal, political, reli-
gious, aesthetic or philosophic — in short, ideological
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forms in which men become conscious of this conflict and
fight it out.

“Just as our opinion of an individual is not based on
what he thinks of himself, so we cannot judge of such a
period of transformation by its own consciousness; on the
contrary, this consciousness must be explained rather from
the contradictions of material life, from the existing con-

tion™).

Thg discovery of the materialist conception of history,
or more correctly, the consistent continuation and exten-
sion of malerialism into the domain of social phenomena,
removed the two chief shortcomings in earlier historical
theories. In the first place, the latter at best examined
only the ideological motives in the historical activities of
human beings, without investigating the origins of those
motives, or ascertaining the objective laws governing the
development of the system of social relations, or seeing
the roots of these relations in the degree of development

reached by material production; in the second place, the,

carfier theories did not embrace the activities of the
masses of the population, whereas historical materialism
made it possible for the first time to study with scientific
accuracy the social conditions of the life of the masses,
and the changes in those conditions. At best, pre-Marxist
“sociology” and historiography brought forth an accumu-
lation of raw facts, collected at random, and a description
of individual aspects of the historical process. By exam-
ining the fotality of opposing tendencies, by reducing them
to precisely definable conditions of life and production of
the various classes of society, by discarding subjectivism
and arbitrariness in the choice of a particular “dominant”
idea or in its interpretation, and by revealing that,
without exception, all ideas and all the various tendencies
stem from the condition of the material forces of produc-
tion, Marxism indicated the way to an all-embracing and
comprehensive study of the process of the rise, development,
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and decline of socio-economic systems. People make their
own history, but what determines the motives of people, of
the mass of people, i.e., what gives rise to the clash of con-
flicting ideas and strivings? What is the sum total of all
these clashes in the mass of human societies? What are the
objective conditions of production of material life that
form the basis of all of man’s historical activity? What is
the law of development of these conditions? To all these
Marx drew attention and indicated the way to a scientific
study of history as a single process which, with all its
immense variety and contradicforiness, is governed by
definite laws.

The Class Struggle

It is common knowledge that, in any given society, the
strivings of some of its members conflict with the strivings
of others, that social life is full of contradicticns, and
that history reveals a struggle between nations and so-
cieties, as well as within nations and societies, and, be-
sides, an alternation of periods of revolution and reaction,
peace and war, stagnation and rapid progress or decline.
Marxism has provided the guidance, i. e., the theory of
the class struggle, for the discovery of the laws governing
this seeming maze and chaos. It is only a study of the
sumn of the strivings of all the members of a given society
or group of societies that can lead to a scientific definition
of the result of those strivings. Now the conflicting striv-
ings stem from the difference in the position and mode
of life of the classes into which each society is divided.
“The history of all hitherto existing society is the history
of class struggles,” Marx wrote in the Communist Mani-
festo (with the exception of the history of the primitive
community, Engels added subsequently). “Freeman and
slave, patrician and plebeian, lord and serf, guild-master
and journeyman, in a word, oppressor and oppressed, stood
in constant opposition to one another, carried on an un-
interrupted, now hidden, now open fight, a fight that each
time ended, either in a revolutionary reconstitution of so-
ciety at large, or in the common ruin of the contending
classes. ... The modern bourgeois society that has sprouted
from the ruins of feudal society has not done away with
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class antagonisms. It has but established new classes, new
conditions of oppression, new forms of struggle in place
of the old ones. Qur epoch, the epoch of the bourgeoisie,
possesses, however, this distinctive feature: it has simpli-
fied the class antagonisms. Society as a whole is more
and more splitting up into two great hostile camps, into
two great classes directly facing each other: Bourgeoisie
and Proletariat.” Ever since the Great French Revolution,
European history has, in a number of countries, tellingly
revealed what actually lies at the bottom of events — the
struggle of classes. The Restoration period® in France
already produced a number of historians (Thierry, Guizot,
Mignet, and Thiers) who, in summing up what was taking
place, were obliged to admit that the class struggle was
the key to all French history. The modern period — that of
the complete victory of the bourgeoisie, representative
institutions, extensive (if not universal) sufirage, a cheap
daily press, that is widely circulated among the masses,
etc., a period of powerful and ever-expanding unions of
workers and unions of employers, etc. —has shown even
more strikingly (though sometimes in a very oné-sided,
“peaceful”, and “constitutional” form) the class struggle
as the mainspring of events. The following passage from
Marx’s Communist Manifesto will show us what Marx
demanded of social science as regards an objective analy-
sis of the position of each class in modern society, with
reference to an analysis of each class’s conditions of de-
velopment: “Of all the classes that stand face to face
with the bourgeoisie today, the proletariat alone is a real-
ly revolutionary class. The other classes decay and finally
disappear in the face of Modern Industry; the proletariat
is its special and essential producl. The lower middle
class, the small manufacturer, the shop-keeper, the arti-
san, the peasant, all these fight against the bourgeoisie,
to save from extinction their existence as fractions of the
middle class. They are therefore not revolutionary, but
conservative. Nay more, they are reactionary, for they try
to roll back the wheel of history. If by chance they are
revolutionary, they are so only in view of their impending
transfer into the proletariat; they thus defend not their
present, but their future interests; they desert their own
standpoint to place themselves at that of the proletariat.”
In a number of historical works® (see Bibliography),
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Marx gave brilliant and profound examples of materialist
historiography, of an analysis of the position of each indi-
vidual class, and sometimes of various groups or strata
within a class, showing plainly why and how “every class
struggle is a political struggle”. The above-quoted passage
is an illustration of what a complex network of social
relations and {ransitional stages from one class to another,
from the past to the future, was analysed by Marx
so as to determine the resultant of historical development.

Marx’s economic doctrine is the most profound, com-
prehensive and detailed confirmation and application of
his theory.

Marx’s Economic Doctrine

“It is the ultimate aim of this work to lay bare the
economic law of motion of modern society”, i. ¢., capital-
ist, bourgeois society, says Marx in the preface to Capi-
tal. An investigation into the relations of production in
a given, historically defined society, in their inception, de-
velopment, and decline — such is the content of Marx’s
economic doctrine. In capitalist society the production of
commodities is predominant, and Marx’s analysis, there-
fore, begins with an analysis of commodity.

Vaiue

A commodity is, in the first place, a thing that satisfies
a human want; in the second place, it is a thing that can
be exchanged for another thing. The utility of a thing
makes it a use-value. Exchange-value (or simply, value)
is first of all the ratio, the proportion, in which a certain
number of use-values of one kind can be exchanged for
a certain number of use-values of another kind. Daily
experience shows us that millions upon millions of such
exchanges are constantly equating with one another every
kind of use-value, even the most diverse and incompara-
ble. Now, what is there in common between these various
things, things constantly equated with one another in a
definite system of social relalions? Their common fealure
is that they are products of labour. In exchanging prod-

39



labour of one
bour — human
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values of all

them. We are not aware of this, nevertheless we do it.”
As one of the earlier economists said, value is a relation
between two persons; only he should have added: a rela-
tion concealed beneath a material wrapping. We can
understand what value is only when we consider it from
the standpoint of the system of social relations of produc-
tion in a particular historical type of society, moreover,
of relations that manifest themselves in the mass pheno-

goes on to analyse the form of value and money. Here,
Marx’s main task is to study the origin of the money
form of value, to study the historical process of the devel-
opment of exchange, beginning with individual and inci-
dental acts of exchange (the “elementary or accidental
form of value”, in which a given quantity of one commo-
dity is exchanged for a given quantity of another), pass-
ing on to the universal form of value, in which a num-
ber of different commodities are exchanged for one and
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money, point, according to the extent and relative prepon-
derance of the one function or the other, to very difterent
stages in the process of social production” (Capital,
Vol. I).

Surplus Value

At a certain stage in the development of commodity
production money becomes transformed into capital. The
formula of commodity circulation was C—M—C (com-
modity—money—commodity), i.e., the sale of one
commodity for the purpose of buying another. The gen-
eral formula of capital, on the contrary, is M—C—M, i.e,
purchase for the purpose of selling (at a profit). The
increase over the original value of the money that is put
into circulation is called by Marx surplus value. The fact
of this “growth” of money in capitalist circulation is com-
mon knowledge. Indeed, it is this “growth” which trans-
forms money into capital, as a special and historically
determined social relation of production. Surplus value
cannot arise out of commodity circulation, for the latter
knows only the exchange of equivalents; neither can it
arise out of price increases, for the mutual losses and
gains of buyers and sellers would equalise one another,
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whereas what we have here is not an individual phenom-
enon but a mass, average and social phenomenon. To
obtain surplus value, the owner of money “must... find...
in the market a commodity, whose use-value possesses
the peculiar property of being a source of value” — a com-
modity whose process of consumption is at the same time
a process of the creation of value. Such a commodity
exists — human labour power. Its consumption is labour,
and labour creates value. The owner of money buys
labour power at its value, which, like the valuc of every
other commodity, is determined by the socially necessary
labour time requisite for its production (i. e., the cost of
maintaining the worker and his family). Having bought
labour power, the owner of money is entitled to use it,
that is, to set it to work for a whole day — twelve hours,
let us say. Yet, in the course of six hours (“necessary”
labour time) the worker creates product sufficient to
cover the cost of his own maintenance; in the course of
the next six hours (“surplus” labour time), he creates
“surplus” product, or surplus value, for which the capi-
talist does not pay. Therefore, from the standpoint of the
process of production, two parts must be distinguished in
capital: constant capital, which is expended on means
of production (machinery, tools, raw materials, etc.),
whose value, without any change, is transferred (imme-
diately or part by part) to the finished product; secondly,
variable capital, which is expended on labour power. The
value of this latter capital is not invariable, but grows
in the labour process, creating surplus value. There-
fore, to express the degree of capital’'s exploitation of
labour power, surplus value must be compared, not with
the entire capital but only with the variable capital.
Thus, in the example just given, the rate of surplus
value, as Marx calls this ratio, will be 6:6, i.e., 100 per
cent.

There were two historical prerequisites for capital to
arise: first, the accumulation of certain sums of money in
the hands of individuals under conditions of a relatively
high level of development of commodity production in
general; secondly, the existence of a worker who is “free”
in a double sense: free of all constraint or restriction on
the sale of his labour power, and freed from the land and
all means of production in general, a free and unattached
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labourer, a “proletarian”, who cannot subsist except by
selling his labour power.
There are two main ways of increasing surplus value:

has provided a wealth of new facts amplifying this

ing the firs entioned stages. The revolution-
ising effect machine industry, as described
by Marx in aled itself in a number of “new”
countries ( etc.), in the course of the hali-

century that has since elapsed.
To continue. New and important in the highest degree

rapid growth of the constant capital share (of the total
capital) as compared with the variable capital share.
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By speeding up the supplanting of workers by machin-
ery and by creating wealth at one extreme and poverty
at the other, the accumulation of capital also gives rise
to what is called the “reserve army of labour”, to the

production, th asants off the land, the
stealing of co system of colonies and
national debts and the like. “Primitive
accumulation” proletarian at one ex-

treme, and the owner of money, the capitalist, at the other.
The “historical tendency of capitalist accumulation” is
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instruments of labour only usable in common, the econo-

mising of all n by their use as the
means of pro socialised labour, the
entanglement net of the world mar-
ket, and with 1 character of the capi-

talistic regime. Along with the constantly diminishing
number of the magnates of capital, who usurp and monop-
olise all advantages of this process of transformation,

under, it. Centralisation of the means of production and
socialisation of labour at last reach a point where they
become incompatible with their capitalist integument.
This integument is burst asunder. The knell of capitalist
privaie property sounds. The expropriators are expropri-
ated” (Capital, Vol. 1).

Also new and important in the highest degree is the
analysis Marx gives, in Volume Two of Capital, of the
reproduction of aggregate social capital. Here, too, Marx
deals, not with an individual phenomenon but with a
mass phenomenon; not with a fractional part of the econ-
omy of society, but with that economy as a whole. Cor-
recting the aforementioned error of the classical econo-
mists, Marx divides the whole of social production into
two big sections: (1) production of the means of produc-
tion, and (I1) production of articles of consumption, and
examines in detail, with numerical examples, the circu-
lation of the aggregate social capital — both when repro-
duced in its former dimensions and in the case of accu-
mulation. Volume Three of Capital solves the problem
of how the average rate of profit is formed on the basis
of the law of value. The immense stride forward made by
economic science in the person of Marx consists in his
having conducted an analysis, from the standpoint of mass
economic phenomena, of the social economy as a whole,
not from the standpoint of individual cases or of the ex-
ternal and superficial aspects of competition, to which
vulgar political economy and the modern *‘theory of mar-



of all commodities coincides with the sum total of prices.
However, the equating of (social) value to (individual)
prices does not take place simply and directly, but
in a very complex way. It is quite natural that in
a society of separ commodities, who are
united only by th ormity to law can be
only an average, nifestation, with indi-
vidual devialions n mutually compensa-

ing to deal with the extremely interesting sections of
Volume Three of Capital devoted to usurer’s capital, com-
mercial capital and money capital, we must pass on to

46

the most important section — the theory of ground rent.
Since the area of land is limited and, in capitalist coun-
tries, the land is all held by individual private owners,
the price of produc oducts is deter-
mined by the cost soil ol average
quality but on the average condi-
tions but under the elivery of prod-
uce to the market. The difference between this price and
the price of production on better soil (or in better condi-
tions) constitutes differential rent. Analysing this in de-
tail, and showing how it arises out of the difference in
fertility of different plots of land, and out of the difference
in the amount of capital invested in land, Marx fully
reveals (see also Theories of Surplus Value, in which the
criticism of Rodbertus is most noteworthy) the error of
Ricardo, who considered that differential rent is derived
only when there is a successive transition from better
land to worse. On the contrary, there may be inverse
transitions, land may pass from one category into others

agricultural techniques, the growth

and the notorious “law of dimin-

charges Nature with the defects,

ictions of capitalism, is profoundly
erroneous. Further, the equalisation of profit in all
branches of industry and the national economy in general

presupposes compl and the
free flow of capital However,
the private owners ly, which
hinders that free poly, the

capitalism, but absolute rent can —for instance, by the
nationalisation of the land, by making it stale property.
That would undermine the monopoly of private landowners.
and would mean the more consistent and full operation of
{reedom of competition in agriculture. That is why, as
Marx points out, bourgeois radicals have again and again
in the course of history advanced this progressive bour-
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the home market” (Capital, Vol. 1, p. 778). In their turn,

the soil himself to see how he can extract his wages”
(The Eighteenth Brumaire). As a rule the peasant cedes
to capitalist society, i. e, to the capitalist class, even a
part of the wages, sinking “to the level of the Irish tenant
farmer — all under the preténce of being a private pro-

* Quit-rent. — Ed.
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end of Chapter 13).

Socialism

From the foregoing it is evident that Marx deduces
the inevitability of the transformation of capitalist society
into socialist society wholly and exclusively from the
cconomic law of the development of contemporary so-
ciety. The socialisation of labour, which is advancing
cver more rapidly in thousands of forms and has mani-
fested itself very strikingly, during the half-century since
the death of Marx, in the growth of large-scale produc-

tion, s, synd ts, as well as
in th ase in and power of
finan ides th terial founda-
tion le adve . The intellec-

tual and moral motive force and the physical executor
of this transformation is the proletariat, which has been

of society, to the ‘“‘expropriation of the expropriators”.
A tremendous rise in labour productivity, a shorter work-
ing day, and the replacement of the remnants, the ruins,
of small-scale, primitive and disunited production by
collective and improved labour — such are the direct
consequences of this transformation. Capitalism breaks
for all time the ties between agriculture and industry, but
at the same time, through its highest development, it
prepares new elements of those ties, a union between
industry and agriculture based on the conscious applica-
tion of science and the concentration of collective labour,
and on a redistribution of the human population (thus
putting an end both to rural backwardness, isolation and
barbarism, and to the unnatural concentration of vast
masses of people in big cities). A new form of family,
new conditions in the status of women and in the up-
bringing of the younger generation are prepared by the
highest forms of present-day capitalism: the labour of
women and children and the break-up of the patriarchal
family by capitalism inevitably assume the most terrible,
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the civilised countries at least, “is one of the first con-
ditions for the emancipation of the proletariat” (Comrmu-
nist Manifesto). The state, which is organised coercion,
inevitably came into being at a definite stage in the
development of society, when the latter had split into ir-
reconcilable classes, and could not exist without an
“authority” ostensibly standing above society, and to
a certain degree separate from society. Arising out of
class contradictions, the state becomes ¢...the state of
the most poweriul, economically dominant class, which,
through the medium of the state, becomes also the polit-
ically dominant class, and thus acquires new means of
holding down and exploiting the oppressed class. Thus,
the state of antiquily was above all the state of the siave-
owners for the purpose of holding down the slaves,
as the feudal state was the organ of the nobility for hold-
ing down the peasant serfs and bondsmen, and the
modern representative state is an instrument of exploita-
tion of wage labour by capital” (Engels, The Origin of
the Family, Private Property and the State, a work in
which the writer expounds his own views and Marx’s),
Even the democratic republic, the freest and most pro-
gressive form of the bourgeois state, does not eliminate
this fact in any way, but merely modifies its form (the
links between the government and the stock exchange,
the corruption — direct and indirect — of officialdom and
the press, etc.). By leading to the abolition of classes,
socialism will thereby lead to the abolition of the state
as well. “The first act,” Engels writes in Anti-Dihring,

duction on the basis of a free and equal association of
the producers will put the whole machinery of state
where it will then belong: into the Museum of Antiquities,
by the side of the spinning wheel and the bronze axe”
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(Engels, The Origin of the Family, Private Property and

Tactics of the Class Struggle
of the Proletariat

# See Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Moscow, 1958, Vol II,
n 133.
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emphasising that Marx justly considered that, without
this aspect, materialism is incomplete, one-sided, and
lifeless. The fundamental task of proletarian tactics was
defined by Marx in strict conformity with all the postu-
lates of his materialist-dialectical Weltanschauung. Only
an objective consideration of the sum total of the rela-
tions between absolutely all the classes in a given sociely,
and consequently a consideration of the objective stage
of development reached by the society and of the re-
lations between it and other societies, can serve as a
basis for ‘the correct tactics ol an advanced class. At the
same time, all classes and all countries are regarded,
not statically, but dynamically, i.e., not in a state of
immobility, but in motion (whose laws are defermined
by the economic conditions of existence of each class).
Motion, in its turn, is regarded from the standpoint, not
only of the past, but also of the future, and that not in
the vulgar sense it is understood by the “evolutionists”,
who see only slow changes, but dialectically: “...in de-
velopments of such magnitude twenty years are no more
than a day,” Marx wrote to Engels, “though later on
there may come days in which twenty vears are embo-
died” (Briefwechsel, Vol. 3, p. 127). At each stage ol

towards the “ullimate aim” of that class’s advance, to-
wards creating in it the ability to find practical solutions
for great tasks in the great days, in which “twenty years
are embodied”. Two of Marx's arguments are of special
importance in this connection: one ol
in The Poverty of Philosophy and con
struggle and economic organisations
the other is contained in the Commu
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rests of the working class; but in the movement of the
present, they also represent and take care of the fufure
of that movement.” That was why, in 1848, Marx support-
ed the party of the “agrarian revolution” in Poland,
“that party which brought about the Cracow insurrec-
tion in 1846”". In Germany, Marx, in 1848 and 1849,
supported the extreme revolutionary democrats, and sub-
sequently never retracted what he had then said about
tactics. He regarded the German bourgeoisie as an ele-
ment which was “inclined from the very beginning to
hetray the people” (only. an alliance with the peasantry
could have enabled the bourgeoisie 1o completely achieve
its aims) “and compromise with the crowned representa-
tives of the old society”. Here is Marx’s summing-up of
the German bourgeoisie’s class position in the period of
the bourgeois-democratic revolution — an analysis which,
incidentally, is a sample of a materialism that examines
society in motion, and, moreover, not only from the
aspect of a motion that is backward: “Without faith in
itself, without faith in the people, grumbling at those
above, trembling before those below ... intimidated by the
world storm ... no energy in any respect, plagiarism in
every respect ... without initiative ... an execrable old
man who saw himself doomed to guide and deflect the
first youthful impulses of a robusl people in his own
senile interests....” (Neue Rheinische Zeitung, 1848; see
Literarischer Nachlass, Vol. 3, p. 212.) About twenty
years later, Marx declared, in a letter to Engels (Brief-
wechsel, Vol. 3, p. 224), that the Revolution of 1848 had
failed because the bourgeoisie had preferred peace with
slavery to the mere prospect of a fight for freedom. When
the revolutionary period of 1848-49 ended, Marx opposed
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Marx focussed every attention, in the tactics of the so-
cialist proletariat, on developi
of the peasantry. He held th
“objectively ... a betrayal of
ment to Prussia” (Vol. 3, p.
Lassalle was tolerant of the
tionalism. “In a predominantly agricultural country,”
Engels wrote in 1865, in exchanging views with Marx

on their forthcoming joint declaration in the press, “oLlit
is dastardly to make an ' the bour-
geoisie in the name of the but never
to devote a word to the on of the
rural proletariat under the la udal aris-
tocracy” (Vol. 3, p. 217). Fr when the

period of the consummation of the bourgeois-democratic
revolution in Germany was coming to an end, a pe-
riod in which the Prassian and Austrian exploiting

classes w olution in one
way or a rebuked Las-
salle, wh but also cor-
rected Li lapsed into “Austrophilism”

and a defence of particularism'?; Marx demanded
revolutionary tactics which would combat with equal
ruthlessness both Bismarck and the Austrophiles, tactics
which would not be adapted to the “victor” —the Prus-

hailed the revolutionary ini

were “storming heaven” (Marx’s letter to Kugelmann).
From the standpoint of Marx’s dialectical materialism,
the defeat of revolutionary action in that situation, as
in many others, was a general course
and outcome of the pr than the aban-
donment of a position than surrender
without battle. Such d have demora-
lised the proletariat and weakened its militancy. While
fully appreciating the use of legal means of struggle
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during periods of politica the domina-

tion of bourgeois legality, nd 1878, fol-
lowing the passage of the w, 3 sharply
condemned Most’s ‘“‘revo s”; no less

sharply, if not more so, did he attack the opportunism
that had for a time come over the official Social-Democrat-
not at once display resoluteness,
ry spirit and a readiness to resort to
n response to the Anti-Socialist Law

, pp. 397, 404, 418, 422, 424; ci. also
letters to Sorge).

Written in July-November 1914 CCoflected Works, Vol. 21
First published, in abbreviated form, pp. 43-79 '
in 1915, in the Granat Encyclopaedia,

Seventh edition, Vol. 28, over the sig-

nalure of V. Ilyin



|
FREDERICK ENGELS

What a (orch of reason ceased lo burn,
What a heart has ceased to beat! 4

struggle is a political struggle.
These views of Marx and Engels
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have now been
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high-school studies, was forced by family circumstances
to enter a commercial house in Bremen as a clerk. Com-

* Marx and ed out that in their intellectual
development th to the great German philoso-
phers, particular German philosophy.” Engels
says, “‘scientific have come into being.”
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On the development of the productive forces depend the
relations into which men enter with one another in the
production of the things required for the satisfaction of
human needs. And in these relations lies the explanation
of all the phenomena of

ideas and laws. The deve

creates social relations b

now we see that this sa

tive forces deprives the majority of their property and
concentrates it in the hands of an insignificant minority.
It abolishes property, the basis of the modern social
order, it itself strives towards the very aim which the
socialists have set themselves. All the socialists have to
do is to realise which social force, owing to its position
in modern society, is -interested in bringing socialism
about, and to impart to this force the consciousness of
its interests and of its historical task. This force is the

proletariat. Engels got to kn n Eng-
land, in the centre of English , where
he settled in 1842, entering t mercial
firm of which his father was Engels

of the British working class and carefully studied all
the official documents he could lay his hands on. The
fruit of these studies and observations was the book,
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es the aim of the political

s. Such are the main ideas

of the working class in

een adopted by all think-

but which at that time

were set out in a book

written in absorbing style and filled with most authentic

and shocking pictures of the misery of the English prole-

tariat. The book was a terrible indictment oi.capltal}sm

and the bourgeoisie and created a profound impression.

Engels’ book began to be quoted everywhere as present-

ing the hest picture of the condition of the modern pro-

letariat. And, in fact, neither before 1845 nor after has

there appeared so striking and truthful a picture ofi the
misery of the working class.

It was not until he came to England that Engels be-

came a socialist. In Manchester he established contacts

4 socialist. Here the friends

the greater part of which
the foundations of revo-
sm, the main ideas of which
we have expounded above. “The holy family” is a face-
tious nickname for the Bauer brothers, the philosophers,
and their followers. These g
which stood above all reali
which rejected all pra
“critically” contemplate
events going on within
looked down on the p
Marx and Engels vigorou
harmful tendency. In the na
the worker, trampled down
state — they demanded, not
for a better order ol socie
the proletariat as the force
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struggle and that is interested in it. Even before the ap-
pearance of The Holy Family, Engels had published in
Marx’s and Ruge’s Deutsche Franzosische Jahrbiicher his
“Critical Essays on Political Economy”, in which he
examined the principal phenomena of the contemporary
economic order from a socialist standpoint, regarding
them as necessary consequences of the rule of private
property. Contact with Engels was undoubtedly a factor
in Marx’s decision to study political economy, the science
in which his works have produced a veritable revolution.

IFrom 1845 to 1847 Engels lived in Brussels and Paris,
combining scientific work with practical activities among
the German workers in Brussels and Paris. Here Marx
and Engels established contact with the secret German
Communist League, which commissioned them to expound
the main principles of the socialism they had worked out.
Thus arose the famous Manifesto of the Communist Party
of Marx and Engels, published in 1848. This little booklet
is worth whole volumes: o this day its spirit inspires and
guides the entire organised and fighting proletariat of the
civilised world.

The revolution of 1848, which broke out first in France
and then spread to other West-European countries,
brought Marx and Engels back to their native country.
Here, in Rhenish Prussia, they took charge of the demo-
cratic Neue Rheinische Zeilung published in Cologne. The
two friends were the heart and soul of all revolutionary-
democratic aspirations in Rhenish Prussia. They fought
to the last ditch in defence of freedom and of the interests
of the people against the forces ol reaction. The latter,
as we know, gained the upper hand. The Neue Rheinische
Zeitung was suppressed. Marx, who during his exile had
lost his Prussian citizenship, was deported; Engels took
part in the armed popular uprising, fought for liberty
in three battles, and after the defeat of the rebels fled,
via Switzerland, to London.

Marx also settled in London. Engels soon became a
clerk again, and then a shareholder, in the Manchester
commercial firm in which he had worked in the forties.
Until 1870 he lived in Manchester, while Marx lived in
London, but this did not prevent their maintaining a most
lively interchange of ideas: they corresponded almost
daily. In this correspondence the two friends exchanged
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views and discoveries and continued to collaborate in
working out scientific socialism. In 1870 Engels moved
to London, and their joint intellectual life, of the most
strenuous nature, continued w

Its fruit was, on Marx’s side

on political economy ol our

a number of works both lar

on the analysis of th

economy. Engels, in s

lemical character, dea

lems and with diverse pheno

in the spirit of the material

Marx’s economic theory. Of

tion: the polemical \gflork age

highly important problems in o
nagtursgl scpience agld the social sciences),* The Origin

of yperty and the State (translated
int | St. Petersburg, 3rd ed., 1895),
Lu sian translation and notes by

article on the foreign
(translated into Rus-

okrat, Nos. 1 and 2),
question, and finally, two

es on Russia’s economic
{s on Russia, translated into

pc;licy of the Russian Gov
sian in the Geneva Sot

rich and instructive book. Unfortunately,
containing a historical outline of the de-
been tramslated into Russian (The Develop-
ond ed., Geneva, 1892).
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of two men: Marx and Engels. Old legends contain va-
rious moving instances of friendship. The European pro-
letariat may say that its science was created by two
scholars and fighters, whose relationship to each other
moving stories of the ancients about
Engels always — and, on the whole,
ed himself after Marx. “In Marx’s
to an old friend, “I played second
fiddle.” His love for the living Marx, and his reverence
for the memory of the dead Marx were boundless. This
stern fighter and austere thinker possessed a deeply
loving soul.

After the movement of 1848-49, Marx and Engels in
exile did not confine themselves to scientific research.
In 1864 Marx founded the International Working Men’s
Association, and led this society for a whole decade.
Engels also took an active part in its affairs. The work
of the International Association, which, in accordance
with Marx’s idea, united proletarians of all countries,
was of tremendous significance in the development of the
working-class movement. But even with the closing
down of the International Association in the seventies,
the unifying role of Marx and Engels did not cease. On
the contrary, it may be said that their importance as the
spiritual leaders of the working-class movement grew
continuously, because the movement itseli grew uninter-
ruptedly. Aiter the death of Marx, Engels continued alone
as the counsellor and leader of the European socialists.
His advice and directions were sought for equally by the
German socialists, whose strength, despite government
persecution, grew rapidly and steadily, and by represen-
tatives of backward countries, such as the Spaniards,
Rumanians and Russians, who were obliged to ponder
and weigh their first steps. They all drew on the rich store
of knowledge and experience of Engels in his old age.

Marx and Engels, who both knew Russian and read
Russian books, took a lively interest in the country, fol-
lowed the Russian revolutionary movement with sympathy
and maintained contact with Russian revolutionaries.
They both became socialists after being democrats, and
the democratic feeling of hatred for political despotism
was exceedingly strong in them. This direct political
feeling, combined with a profound theoretical understand-
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government evoked a most sympathetic echo in the hearts
of these tried revolutionaries. On the other hand, the

itself” — Marx and Engels constantly taught. But in
order to fight for its economic emancipation, the prole-
tariat must win itself certain political rights. Moreover,
Marx and Engels clearly saw that a political revolution
in Russia would be of tremendous significance to the

tionaries have lost their best friend.
Let us always honour the memory of Frederick Engels,

a great fighter and teacher of the proletariat!

Written in autumn 1895 Collected Works, Vol. 2,
First published in 1896 pp. 15-27

in the miscellany

Rabotnik No. 1-2

NOTES

U The Duma — a representative body in Russia (1906-17). set up
by the tsarist government to distract the people from the revolution.
Formally a legislative body, the Duma had no actual powers. The
elections to the Duma were neither direct, equal nor universal. The
editorial rights of the working people and non-Russian nationalities
were greatly curtailed. The bulk of the workers and peasanis had
no franchise at all.

2 The Vekhi followers — publicists, representatives of counter-revo-
lutionary liberal bourgeoisie, who issued in Moscow in the spring
of 1909 a collection of articles entitled Vekhi. In the articles about
the Russian intellectuals the Vekhi followers tried to discredit the
revolutionary-democratic traditions of the liberation movement in
Russia, the views and activities of the nineteenth-ceniury outstand-
ing revolutionary democrats V. G. Belinsky, N. A. Dobrolyubov,
N. G. Chernyshevsky and D 1. Pisarev. They degraded the 1905
revolutionary movement and thanked the tsarist government for
saving the bourgeoisie “from the popular fury” with “its bayonets
and prisons.” p. 11

3 Diehards — the name used in the Russian political literature to
denote the extreme Right-wing representatives of the reactionary land-
owning nobility.

¢ Otzovism (from  the word “otozval” —recall) —an opporiunist
trend which arose among the Bolsheviks afler the defeat of the
1905-07 revolution.  The ofzovists believed that under reaction
the Party should carry on only illegal work, demanded that the
Duma Social-Democratic deputies be recalled, and refused to parti-
cipate in workers' trade unions and other mass legal and semi-legal
organisations. Such a policy was bound to separate the Parly from
the masses and turnit into a sectarian organisation. p 13

5 Junkers — Prussian landowning nobility. p. 18

8 This arlicle was written in 1914 for the Encyclopaedic Dictionary
of the Granat Brothers and published in 1915 in Vol. 28 over the
signature of V. I. Ilyin and supplemented hy “Bibliography of Marx-



ism”. Because of the censorship the editors omitted two chapters,
“Socialism” and “Tactics of the Class Struggle of the Proletariat”,
and introduced some changes in the text.
The article was first published in full according to the manuscripl
in 1925.
This edition gives the article without the “Bibliography”. p. 25

7 x's “On the Critique

ction™: “The weapon
by weapon, material
but theory, too, be-
the masses.” p. 27

® The Restoration — the period between 1814 and 1830. in France
when the Bourbons, overthrown by the great French Revolution of
1792, restored their power. p. 38

9 Reference is to Marx’s Class Struggles in France 1848-50, The
Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte, The Civil War in France,
and Engels’s Revolution and Counter-revolution in Germany,
etc.

12 particularism — the striving of separate parts and regions of a

state to get as independent as possible of the central authorities
and to have inviolable local rights, privileges and customs. p. 58

14 Quoied from a poem by the 19th-ceniury Russian poet Nekrasov
in memory of N. A. Dobrolyubov, a Russian literary critic and
publicist. p. 60
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Adler, -Victor (1852-1918) —
one of the founders of the
Austrian Social-Democratlic
Parly; subsequently, a re-
formist leader in the Second
International—66

Aveling, Eleanor (1855-
[898)-—Marx’s youngest
daughter, wife of the English
socialist Edward Aveling, took
an active part in the English
and international  working-
class movement in the 1880s-
1890s-—29

Bakunin, Mikhail  Alexandro-
vich (1814-1876) —a found-
er and ideologist of anar-
chism; a rabid opponent of
Marxism in the First Inlerna-
tional—29 ‘

Bauer, Bruno (1809-1882) —
German idealist philosopher, a
prominent  young Hegeli-
an—26, 64

Bauer, Edgar  (1820-1886) —
German historian and idealist
philosopher—64

Bismarck, Otto Eduard Leopold
(1815-1898) — Prussian and
German statesman and diplo-
mat; worked to forcibly bring
together the disunited small
German slates into a single
Germany  under the dom-
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ination of Junkers' Prussia;
Chancellor of the @German
Empire from 1871 to 1890; pur-
sued a policy of an alliance
belween the Junkers and big
bourgeoisie—b8

Biichner, Ludwig (1824-1899)—
German philosopher and phy-
siologist, vulgar materialist—
2

Dihring, Eugen (1883-1921)—-
German vulgar materialist,
positivist, representative of the
reactionary petty-bourgeois
“equalitarian”  socialism—66

Engels, Frederick (1820-1895)—-
9, 20, 25, 26, 27, 28, 31-33; 34,
36, 37, 48, 53-58, 60-68

Epicurus (c. 341-270 B. C)—
ancient  Greek materialist
philosopher—26

Feuerbach, Ludwig (1804-
1872) —great German ma-
terialist philosopher of the pre-
Marxian period—20, 26, 30,
31, 32

Guizot, Frangois Pierre Guil-
laume (1787-1874)— French
bourgeois historian and sla-
{esman—38

Hegel, Georg Wilhelmn Friedrich
(1770-1831) —great German

philosopher, objective idealist;
elaborated idealist  dialec-
lics—20, 26, 31, 33, 34, 34,
62-63

Holyoake, George Jacob (1817-
1906) -- English  socialist and
prominent figure in the co-
operative movement—>56

Hume, David (1711-1766) —
English philosopher, subjective
idealist, agnostic—31

Huxley, Thomas Henry (1825-
1895)—English naturalist and
philosopher, follower and
iriend of Darwin-—32

Kant, Immanuel (1724-1804)—

outstanding German philos-
opher, founder of German
idealism in the late eigh-
teenth-early nineteenth centu-
ry—32

Kugelmann,  Ludwig  (1830-
1902) —German physician,
participant in the 1848-49 rev-
olution, member of the First
International—>58

Lafargue, Laura (1845-1911)—
Marx’s  second daughter,
wife of the French socialist
Paul Lafargue—29

Lebknecht, Withelm {1826~
1864) —German socialist, fo-
under of the General Asso-

Liebknecht, Withelm (1826-
1900) —a founder and leader
of the German Social-De-
mocratic Party and the Sec-
ond International—58

Longuet, Jenny (1844-1883)—
Marx’s eldest daughter,
wife of the French socialist
Charles Longuet—29

Marx, Jenny (née von Westpha-
len (1814-1881)—Marx’s wi-
fe—27, 29

Marx, Karl (1818-1883) —
15, 16, 19-24, 25-59, 60-68

Mazzini, Giuseppe (1805-
1872) —Italian revolutiona-
ry, bourgeois democrat; a
leader and ideologist of the

bour aund capital”—29

Mignet,  Frangois Auguste
(1796-1884) —French historian
of liberal leanings—38

Moleschott, Jacob (1822-1893)—
German physiologist, vulgar
materialist-—32

Most, Johann (1846-1906) —
German Social-Democrat,
supporter of Diihring’s vulgar
ruaterialist philosophy, later
anarchist—>59

Plekhanov, Georgy Valentinovich
(1856-1918) —prominent figu-
re in the Russian and inter-
national working-class move-
ment, first propagandisl of
Marxism in Russia. Lenin had
high opinion of Plekhanov's
philosophical works and his
role in disseminating Marxism
in Russia, but he sharply cri-
ticised Plekhanov for his de-
viations from Marxism and
serious mistakes in political
activity—66
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Proudhon, Pierre Joseph (1809 —
1865) —French economist,
petty-bourgeois ideologist, one
of the founders of anar-
chism—27, 29

Ricardo, David (1772-1823)—

English economist, one of
the great representatives of
the classical bourgeois politi-
cal economy—21, 47

Rodbertus-lageizow, Johann
Karl (1805-1875) —Cerman
economist, theoretician of the
Prussian Junker “state socia-
lism"—47

Ruge, Arnold (1802-1880) —
German publicist—27, 63

Schapper, Karl (c. 1812-1870—
prominent figure in the Ger-
man and international work-
ing-class movement, a leader
of the League of the Just,
member of the Central
Committee of the Communist
League, one of the leaders of
the  “Left-wing”  sectarian
group during the split in the
League in 1850, in 1856 once
again became close to Marx —
57

Smith, Adam (1723-1790) —
English economist, one of the
great representatives of the
classical bourgeois political
economy—21, 43

Sorge, Friedrich Albert (1828-
1906—German Marxist, out-
standing figure of the inter-
national working-class move-
ment—59

Stein, Lorenz von (1815-1890)—
German  bourgeois lawyer,
economist and historian—34

Thierry, Augustin (1795-1856) —
French liberal historian—38

Thiers, Adolphe (1797-1877)—
French bourgeois historian
arfd statesman. headed the
bloody suppression of the Pa-
ris Commune—38

Vogt, Karl (1817-1895) —

German vulgar materialist, ra-
bid opponent of the working-
class and communist move-
ment—32

Willich, August (1810-1878)—
Prussian officer, commander
of a volunteers’ corps dur-
ing the 1849 uprising in Ba-
den, member of the C. C. of
the Communist League in
London, head of the *“Leit-
wing” faction opposing
Marx—57

Zasulich, Vera Ivanovna (1851-
1919) —member of the Eman-
cipation of labour group, the
first Russian Marxist group
in the eighties of the last cen-
tury—66
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