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Preface 

Volume 6 of the Collected Works of Marx and Engels covers the 
period between the autumn of 1845 and March 1848, when the 
bourgeois-democratic revolutions in Europe were maturing, and the 
contents reflect the manifold theoretical studies and practical 
activities of Marx and Engels undertaken on the eve of the 
revolutions of 1848-49. In these activities Marx and Engels were 
mainly concerned with completing their working out of the general 
theoretical foundations of Marxism as the ideology of the working 
class, with taking the first steps towards the creation of a proletarian 
party based on the principles of scientific communism and 
proletarian internationalism, and with drawing up the programme 
and tactical platform of the international working-class movement. It 
was in this period that Marx and Engels founded the first 
international proletarian organisation — the Communist League, 
and produced Marxism's first programmatic statement—the Mani-
festo of the Communist Party. 

The volume begins with an article by Engels, "The Festival of 
Nations in London", in which the principles of proletarian 
internationalism are set forth in print for the first time. Here 
Engels stressed that "the proletarians in all countries have one 
and the same interest, one and the same enemy", that "only the 
proletarians can destroy nationality, only the awakening proletariat 
can bring about fraternisation between the different nations" (see 
this volume, p. 6). 

The idea of international proletarian solidarity is also expressed in 
the "Address of the German Democratic Communists of Brussels to 
Mr. Feargus O'Connor", a declaration of the German Communists' 
support for the British working men who had joined forces in the 
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Chartist Association which was effectively the first party of the 
working class. It was written for the Brussels Communist Correspon-
dence Committee, which Marx and Engels had initiated at the 
beginning of 1846 to promote unity of ideas and organisation among 
the leading figures of the proletarian and socialist movement. 

Of great importance among surviving papers of the Brussels 
Communist Correspondence Committee is the "Circular Against 
Kriege", a criticism of German "true socialism". Here Marx and 
Engels firmly opposed the views of the "true socialist" Kriege, 
who was at this time active in the United States. He was substituting a 
sentimental theory of universal love for communist ideas, and 
seeking at the same time to present the American democratic 
movement for agrarian reform, the progressive significance of which 
Marx and Engels fully recognised, as a struggle for the communist 
transformation of society. The "Circular" showed that there was no 
point in trying to give socialist doctrines a religious colouring and 
that the communist world outlook was incompatible with religion. 

On a more general plane, the "Circular Against Kriege" was also a 
blow against the views of Weitling and his supporters, who advocated 
egalitarian Utopian communism. Similar in many ways to the beliefs 
of the "true socialists", these views increased the ideological 
confusion among the working class and encouraged sectarian and 
dogmatic attitudes. 

Marx's "Declaration Against Karl Grün", Engels' unfinished "The 
Constitutional Question in Germany", his essays "German Socialism 
in Verse and Prose", and some other works, are also devoted to the 
criticism of "true socialism". In "The Constitutional Question in 
Germany" Engels takes issue with "true socialist" political views. He 
shows that, by ignoring the supremacy of the absolutist system in 
Germany and opposing progressive bourgeois reforms, the "true 
socialists" were playing into the hands of the absolutist feudal circles 
and acting in profound contradiction to the interests of the working 
people. After a searching analysis of the social and political situation 
in Germany Engels outlines the revolutionary tactics of the 
proletariat in the approaching bourgeois revolution, emphasising 
that the working class has an interest in the consistent realisation of 
the aims of such a revolution. 

In his essays "German Socialism in Verse and Prose" Engels then 
criticises the aesthetic ideals of "true socialism", as represented in the 
poetry and literary criticism of its supporters (the poet Karl Beck, the 
literary historian Karl Grün, and others). He censures their 
characteristically sentimental, merely philanthropic themes, their 
petty-bourgeois tastes and illusions and philistine moralising. 
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Progressive writers and poets should, he declares, bring to their 
readers the advanced ideas of their time and acclaim not a "cow-
ardly petty-bourgeois wretchedness", but a "proud, threatening, 
and revolutionary proletarian" (see this volume, p. 235). Here En-
gels arrives, too, at important principles of Marxist aesthetics and 
criteria for the appreciation of works of art. In contrast to Grün's 
extremely naive and thoroughly petty-bourgeois attitude to the work 
of such a great writer as Goethe, Engels shows that the critic's task is 
always to reveal the link between the writer's social environment and 
his world outlook and thoroughly to investigate its contradictions. 
He must be able to distinguish between elements of genuine artistic 
and social value in the work and those which express only a nar-
rowness of outlook on the writer's part. 

One of the most important theoretical works of Marxism — Marx's 
The Poverty of Philosophy. Answer to the "Philosophy of Poverty " by M. 
Proudhon—belongs to this period. Aimed against the growing trend 
of Proudhonism — a trend which was later to acquire considerable 
influence in the working-class movement and which Marx and his 
associates fought for decades — this book was compiled to meet the 
contemporary needs of the revolutionary struggle and to help make 
the proletariat theoretically and ideologically independent of the 
petty bourgeoisie. 

The Poverty of Philosophy was prompted by the publication of 
Proudhon's Systeme des contradictions économiques, ou Philosophie de la 
misère. Marx saw in Proudhon's ideas the embodiment of a 
petty-bourgeois mentality, the inconsistency and utopianism perme-
ating the outlook of a class which seeks at once to escape from the 
disastrous consequences of capitalist development and to preserve 
the economic foundation of the system — private ownership of the 
means of production and wage labour. Criticism of Proudhon's views 
was therefore fundamental for establishing among the workers a 
true understanding of the revolutionary aims of proletarian struggle 
and for exposing any attempts to replace these aims with the Utopian 
reformist idea of adapting the capitalist system to the interests of the 
working people. 

Marx's Poverty of Philosophy is one of the first works of mature 
Marxism. Besides criticising Proudhon, Marx expounds his own 
philosophical and economic views. Here, therefore, in print for the 
first time (though still in a somewhat polemical form) were 
formulated the scientific principles of historical materialism which 
Marx and Engels had worked out mainly in the process of writing 
The German Ideology. The Poverty of Philosophy was Marx's public début 
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as "an economist. It is the first published work to outline the 
fundamental propositions of Marx's economic theory which form 
the point of departure of Marxist political economy. Marx himself 
wrote in 1880: "...This book contains in embryo what after 
a labour of twenty years became the theory that was developed 
in Capital." The Poverty of Philosophy also enunciates a number of basic 
propositions about the working-class movement and its tactics. 

Marx first of all shows the weakness of Proudhon's basic approach. 
He had attempted to apply Hegelian dialectics'to political economy 
with no understanding of what dialectics really means. In Proudhon, 
dialectics is reduced to the artificial construction of contradictions. 
He accepted basic facts of economic production and exchange as 
given and unalterable, and then put forward the Utopian idea that 
their "bad" side could be eliminated, while preserving their "good" 
side. In this way, he thought, the capitalist system could be "puri-
fied" of all those consequences of its development that were inimical 
to the small producer—competition, concentration of production, 
the domination of big, particularly banking, capital, and so on. Marx 
stresses that Proudhon "has nothing of Hegel's dialectics but the lan-
guage" (see this volume, p. 168), and remains in practice a metaphysi-
cian. He shows that Proudhon adopts the idealist form of Hegel's 
theory of contradictions and deprives it.of its rational elements. 

Marx contrasts his own interpretation of the materialist character 
of dialectics to Hegel's idealist interpretation, drawing a clear line of 
distinction between his own scientific method and the Hegelian 
method. 

In The Poverty of Philosophy Marx expressed the essence of the 
materialist understanding of history in a clear and concise formula: 
"Social relations are closely bound up with productive forces. In 
acquiring new productive forces men change their mode of 
production; and in changing their mode of production, in changing 
the way of earning their living, they change all their social relations. 
The hand-mill gives you society with the feudal lord; the steam-mill, 
society with the industrial capitalist" (see this volume, p. 166). 
Defining the meaning of the term "productive forces", Marx 
states that it embraces not only the instruments of production 
but also the workmen themselves, and he thus arrives at the 
important proposition that "... the greatest productive power is 
the revolutionary class itself" (see this volume, p. 211). 

In the course of his studies in political economy from 1845 to 1846 
Marx had demonstrated the utopianism of the attempts of the 
English Ricardian socialists — Bray, Thompson and others — to 
deduce a socialist system from the postulates of classical political 
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economy, particularly, from the labour theory of value. In The 
Poverty of Philosophy he showed that Proudhon was repeating and 
aggravating this mistake by regarding the economic categories of 
bourgeois society as the foundation on which to build a new, "just" 
social order. Unlike the English socialists, however, whose goal was 
the radical transformation of society on socialist principles, Proud-
hon sought merely to save the small private producer. 

The Poverty of Philosophy describes English classical political 
economy in its most characteristic aspects and shows the important 
part it played in the development of economic thought. At the same 
time, although the criticism of the classical economists is not com-
plete, it shows its weaknesses. Even in this work, however, Marx is 
already basing his study of economic life on entirely new premises, 
fundamentally different from those of the classical economists. In 
contrast to Smith, Ricardo and other bourgeois economists who 
assumed the eternal and immutable nature of the economic laws of 
capitalism, Marx argues that the laws of bourgeois production are 
transient in character, just as the laws of the pre-capitalist 
social-economic formations were transient. There will inevitably 
come a time, he wrote, when the laws of bourgeois production will be 
superseded because the very system of bourgeois relations will 
disappear from the face of the earth. 

In his polemic with Proudhon and the bourgeois economists Marx 
took a new standpoint in analysing such categories of political 
economy as value, money, rent, and such economic phenomena as 
the division of labour and application of machinery, competition 
and monopoly. Here he still employs as in other economic works 
of this period (specifically, in the manuscript published in this vo-
lume under the title of "Wages") concepts borrowed from the 
classical economists—"labour as a commodity", "value of labour" 
and "price of labour"—but he gives these concepts a new mean-
ing which discloses the underlying exploitation in the relations 
between capital and wage labour. In contrast to Ricardo, who 
regarded labour as a commodity the same as any other, Marx sees 
it as a commodity of a special kind, the purchase and use of which 
leads to the enrichment of the capitalist and a worsening in the 
position of the owner of this commodity—the worker. Marx 
formulates, as yet in a general, rudimentary form, the universal 
law of capitalist accumulation. Under capitalism, he writes, "in the 
selfsame relations in which wealth is produced, poverty is pro-
duced also" (see this volume, p. 176). In The Poverty of Philosophy 
Marx singles out the industrial proletariat that came into being in 
the process of the development of machine production as the real 
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social force destined to resolve the contradictions of bourgeois 
society by its revolutionary transformation. 

Marx refuted Proudhon's contention that strikes and trade union 
organisation are of no use to the workers. He showed that the 
economic struggle, strikes and workers' combinations were essential 
for the unity and revolutionary education of the proletarian masses. 
The Poverty of Philosophy expresses the profound idea that the 
awareness of the fundamental contradiction between its own 
interests and the continuation of the capitalist system, which the 
proletariat acquires as an organised movement develops, plays a 
decisive role in converting it from a mass that is "already a class as 
against capital, but not yet for itself", into "a class for itself" (see this 
volume, p. 211). Here Marx also formulates one of the most 
important tactical principles of the revolutionary proletarian move-
ment— the unity of economic and political struggle and the decisive 
role of the political struggle for the emancipation of the proletariat. 

In the period leading up to the revolutions of 1848 Marx and 
Engels were extremely active as proletarian journalists, reacting to all 
contemporary events, especially those of a revolutionary nature. 
This volume includes a large number of their articles and reports 
published in the working-class and democratic press of the time, 
particularly in the Deutsche-Brusseler-Zeitung, which under their 
influence became the unofficial organ of the Communist League. 
The chief aim of Marx and Engels' writing for the press in this 
period was to explain to the working class its role and tasks in the 
imminent bourgeois revolution, to prepare the proletarian party that 
was beginning to take shape for the forthcoming battles, to spread 
the new revolutionary proletarian world outlook and to defend 
scientific communism from the attacks of its enemies. 

Continuing his contributions to the Chartist Northern Star, which 
he had begun in 1843, Engels wrote regular articles about the 
maturing revolutionary situation in Germany ("The State of 
Germany", "Violation of the Prussian Constitution", etc.) and the 
imminent revolutionary crisis in France ("Government and Opposi-
tion in France", "The Decline and Approaching Fall of Guizot.— Po-
sition of the French Bourgeoisie", "The Reform Movement in 
France", etc.). In October 1847 he made contact with the French 
democrats and socialists associated with the newspaper La Réforme, 
and became an active contributor. He sent the paper a series of 
articles on the Chartist movement in England ("The Agrarian 
Programme of the Chartists", "The Chartist Banquet in Connection 
with the Elections of 1847", etc.), and translated and published with 
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commentaries the major Chartist documents, reports of Chartist 
meetings, and so on. His contributions also included several articles 
on the national liberation movement in Ireland ("The Commercial 
Crisis in England.— The Chartist Movement.— Ireland", "The 
Coercion Bill for Ireland and the Chartists"). At the same time the 
Deutsche-Brüsseler-Zeitung published articles, mainly by Engels, on the 
revolutionary events in Switzerland, Italy, Germany, Austria and 
Denmark ("The Civil War in Switzerland", "The Movements of 
1847", "Three New Constitutions", etc.), Engels' article "Revolution 
in Paris" was a response to the events of February 1848 in France. 

The publication of these articles and reports helped to strengthen 
the international ties between the proletarian and democratic circles 
of the European countries and to evolve a common platform for the 
revolutionary forces. The same purpose was served by Marx and 
Engels' work in the Brussels Democratic Association, their friendly 
contacts with the London society of Fraternal Democrats, their 
growing ties with the leaders of Chartism, and their speeches at 
international meetings and conferences — as a number of the articles 
included in this volume bear witness (e.g. Marx's article "The Débat 
social of February 6 on the Democratic Association" and Engels' 
report "The Anniversary of the Polish Revolution of 1830"), and 
likewise the documents published in the Appendices. 

Many of the articles in this volume announce important proposi-
tions of the theory of Marxism and the tactics of proletarian 
revolutionary struggle. Prominent among these is the article "The 
Communism of the Rheinischer Beobachtef, which was aimed against 
the supporters of feudal socialism and their attempts to attribute a 
special social mission to the Prussian monarchy. This article gave the 
German working class a clear orientation in a situation of mounting 
revolution. 

To the moderate and conciliatory councils of the liberal opposition 
Marx counterposed the revolutionary overthrow of the absolute 
monarchy and drew up a programme of revolutionary-democratic 
reforms. The victory of the bourgeois revolution, he declared, 
would make it easier for the working class to achieve its own class 
aims. "The rule of the bourgeoisie does not only place quite new 
weapons in the hands of the proletariat for the struggle against the 
bourgeoisie, hut ... it also secures for it a quite different status, the 
status of a recognised party" (see this volume, p. 222). 

The idea that the working class should take an active part in the 
bourgeois-democratic revolution was further developed in the 
polemic that Marx and Engels conducted with the German democrat 
Karl Heinzen, who expressed the hostility to communism of a whole 
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group of German radical journalists. Engels' articles "The Commu-
nists and Karl Heinzen" and Marx's work "Moralising Criticism and 
Critical Morality" provide striking examples of how to answer 
anti-communism and expose its slanders of Communists. 

In reply to Heinzen's accusation that the Communists split the 
democratic camp, Marx and Engels demonstrate that, although their 
ultimate aims go far beyond establishing bourgeois-democratic 
freedoms, the Communists' immediate aim is to win democracy, 
and in this struggle they make common cause with the democrats. 

In what Marx and Engels wrote against Heinzen we find a draft of 
the proposition that the working class must lead the revolutionary 
movement. In contrast to Heinzen, who assigned the leading role in 
the impending revolution to the peasantry and urban petty 
bourgeoisie, Engels argued that not the peasantry but "the industrial 
proletariat of the towns has become the vanguard of all modern 
democracy; the urban petty bourgeoisie and still more the peasants 
depend on its initiative completely" (see this volume, p. 295). 

Marx and Engels regarded the bourgeois-democratic revolution as 
merely an intermediate stage in the proletariat's revolutionary 
struggle. The proletarians, Marx wrote, "can and must accept the 
bourgeois revolution as a precondition for the workers' revolution" (this 
volume, p. 333). With the victory of the democratic revolution the 
proletariat is confronted with the task of "becoming a power, in the 
first place a revolutionary power" in order to carry the struggle 
against the bourgeoisie itself to its ultimate conclusion (see this 
volume, p. 319). Thus in their polemic with Heinzen Marx and En-
gels approached the idea of uninterrupted revolution and regarded 
the working class' conquest of political power as its next stage. Here 
we have the first published formulation of the idea of the dictator-
ship of the proletariat as an instrument for the revolutionary 
reconstruction of society. 

In "Moralising Criticism and Critical Morality" Marx laid the 
groundwork for the theory of the dialectical interrelationship 
between the economic basis and the political superstructure. It is not 
political power, he stressed, that determines property relations, as 
the bourgeois and petty-bourgeois democrats imagine, but, on the 
contrary, the character of political power itself depends on 
historically formed production relations (property relations) and the 
class structure of society thus created. At the same time, Marx points 
out that political power is an active factor in social life. In the hands 
of the rising class it accelerates progressive development; in the 
hands of the obsolete class it acts as a powerful brake on progress. 
The revolutionary supplanting of the old political superstructure is 



Preface XXIII 

therefore an essential condition for the victory of the new social 
system. 

Articles by Engels published in this volume—"The 'Satisfied' 
Majority...", "Louis Blanc's Speech at the Dijon Banquet", and 
Marx's "Remarks on the Article by M. Adolphe Bartels"—like the 
articles against Heinzen, show that while opposing sectarian isolation 
from the democratic movement and advocating an alliance with the 
democrats, Marx and Engels sought to build the relations between 
the proletarian party and the democratic organisations on a 
principled basis. They refused to condone democratic mistakes and 
illusions. Engels, in particular, spoke out against the Réforme party 
leaders on issues where their platform was unacceptable to the 
Communists—their notion of the special cosmopolitan role of 
France in world history and their nationalistic claims that French 
democracy should hold a leading position in the international 
democratic movement. "The union of the democrats of different 
nations does not exclude mutual criticism," Engels wrote. "It is 
impossible without such criticism. Without criticism there is no 
understanding and consequently no union" (this volume, p. 409). 

Marx and Engels' criticisms of the bourgeois free traders, for 
whom free trade was to become a blessing for the proletariat and a 
panacea for all social ills, provide a striking example of their struggle 
against ideology hostile to the working class. In the materials relating 
to the international congress of economists in Brussels, and in Marx's 
"Speech on the Question of Free Trade", the theory of free trade 
and its rival bourgeois economic system of protectionism are alike 
subjected to scientific criticism and given a specifically historical 
evaluation. In the conditions of the 1840s, Marx gave preference to 
the free-trade system as the more progressive of the two. "We are for 
Free Trade, because by Free Trade all economical laws, with their 
most astounding contradictions, will act upon a larger scale, upon 
a greater extent of territory, upon the territory of the whole earth; 
and because from the uniting of all these contradictions into a 
single group, where they stand face to face, will result the struggle 
which will itself eventuate in the emancipation of the proletarians" 
(see this volume, p. 290). 

Marx and Engels paid great attention to national liberation move-
ments. They realised the importance of the emancipation struggles 
of the oppressed peoples in the imminent bourgeois-democratic 
revolution, and in their articles "The Beginning of the End in 
Austria" and "A Word to the Riforma" and in their speeches 
at public meetings to mark the anniversaries of the Polish uprisings 
of 1830 and 1846, they sought to provide the working class with a 
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thoroughly argued position on the question of nationalities. Marx 
and Engels were emphatic that the proletariat must give full support 
to the national liberation movement of the oppressed peoples and 
urged proletarian groups to ally themselves with the revolutionary-
democratic wings of the national movements. They saw the 
guarantee of success for the latter in a combination of the struggle 
for national liberation with the demand for deep-going internal 
revolutionary-democratic changes. 

"A nation cannot become free," Engels wrote, "and at the same 
time continue to oppress other nations" (this volume, p. 389). He 
and Marx stressed that the nationalities question could be finally 
solved only after the proletariat's victory over the bourgeoisie, 
whose domination inevitably leads to the intensification of 
national antagonisms and colonial oppression. The proletarian 
revolution, they declared, is "the signal of liberation for all 
oppressed nations" (this volume, p. 388). 

Some of the judgments and conclusions reached by Marx and 
Engels in their articles and reports were still of a preliminary 
character and sometimes one-sided; they reflected the level of 
Marxist thought at the time and were later supplemented or clarified 
in the light of new historical experience and a more profound and 
comprehensive study of the subject. In their later works, for 
example, Marx and Engels gave a different, positive interpretation 
of the role of the peasant movements in the Middle Ages, as 
compared with what we find in the article "The Communists and 
Karl Heinzen". They also arrived at a rather different estimate of 
the struggle of the Swiss against Austrian domination in the 14th and 
15th centuries, and the character and results of the war waged by the 
USA against Mexico in 1846-48, and so on. 

The material in this volume shows the work of Marx and 
Engels as organisers and leaders of the Communist League and, 
above all, enables us to trace the stages in their working out of the 
programme and organisational principles of the League. 

This volume contains the "Draft of a Communist Confession of 
Faith", written by Engels for the First Congress of the Communist 
League (June 1847), Engels' manuscript of the Principles of 
Communism (October 1847) and the Manifesto of the Communist Par-
ty, written by Marx and Engels on the instructions of the Second 
Congress held at the end of November and beginning of December 
1847. The Appendices to the volume contain two versions of the 
Rules of the Communist League, which Marx and Engels took part 
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in compiling, and also other documents of the League, to which they 
contributed in some degree or other. 

The "Draft of a Communist Confession of Faith" (the so-called 
"Credo") which was discovered only in 1968, is the first version of 
the Marxist programme for the working-class movement. It defines 
the aims of the Communists and describes the proletariat as the class 
destined to bring about the socialist revolution. Engels shows that the 
communist transformation of society depends on historical condi-
tions and the laws of history, maps its paths and indicates the tasks 
of the working class after its conquest of political power in the 
conditions of the transitional period from capitalism to the new 
communist system. This document expresses some profound 
thoughts concerning the elimination of national differences and the 
overcoming of religious prejudices in the society of the future. 

The programmatic document the Principles of Communism, 
which is written on a broader, more comprehensive theoretical basis, 
was in effect the original draft of the Communist Manifesto. Verifying 
the formulations and deepening the arguments, Engels introduces a 
number of points that were absent from the "Draft of a Communist 
Confession of Faith" and substantially revises many of its proposi-
tions (for example, the description of the transitional period). He 
also defines communism as the theory of the emancipation of the 
proletariat, reveals the historical preconditions for the rise and 
development of the working-class movement and formulates its 
goals. The goal of the proletarian revolution, he writes, "absolutely 
necessitates a completely new organisation of society, in which 
industrial production is no longer directed by individual factory 
owners, competing one against the other, but by the whole of society 
according to a fixed plan and according to the needs of all" (see this 
volume, p. 347). 

In the Principles of Communism the answer to the question of the 
possible ways of abolishing capitalist private property is more clearly 
worded than in the "Draft of a Communist Confession of Faith". In 
contrast to the advocates of peaceful reforms (Cabet, Proudhon and 
the "true socialists"), and also the Blanquists, who thought 
communism could be established by means of conspiratorial action 
on the part of a select group of revolutionaries, Engels argues the 
necessity for a deep-going proletarian revolution carried out by the 
masses of the working people — a revolution which in the historical 
conditions obtaining at the time could be carried out only by force. 
At the same time Engels stressed that if there arose anywhere or at 
any stage of development a real possibility of achieving the 
revolutionary abolition of private property by peaceful means, "the 
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Communists certainly would be the last to resist it" (this volume, 
p. 349). 

The Principles of Communism touches upon the possibility of 
the victory of a communist revolution in one country. In reply to 
this question Engels developed the conception of revolution already 
expounded in The German Ideology. He indicated that the proletarian 
revolution could not be victorious in one country alone, but must 
take place more or less simultaneously in the developed capitalist 
countries. "It is a worldwide revolution and will therefore be 
worldwide in scope" (see this volume, p. 352). These notions of 
the forthcoming revolutionary process corresponded to the level 
of capitalist development that had been reached in those days. In 
the ensuing historical period, however, the transition to impe-
rialism made the development of the capitalist countries far more 
uneven. Lenin, who shared the general basic conceptions of Marx 
and Engels in the theory of world communist revolution, reached 
the fundamentally different conclusion that socialism could be 
victorious at first in a few capitalist countries or even in one alone. 

The description of communist society figures prominently in the 
Principles of Communism. With considerable scientific prevision 
Engels threw light on many important aspects of the future system 
and the changes that would ensue in production and consumption, 
in social relations and social consciousness. 

The summit of Marx and Engels' creative work before the 1848 
revolution is the Manifesto of the Communist Party, the first 
programmatic document of the international proletarian movement. 
It was the first document to expound the fundamentals of the Marx-
ist outlook in a comprehensive and systematic form that reflected the 
essential unity of all the components of Marx's teaching. "With the 
clarity and brilliance of genius," Lenin wrote of the Manifesto, "this 
work outlines a new world-conception, consistent materialism, which 
also embraces the realm of social life; dialectics, as the most com-
prehensive and profound doctrine of development; the theory of the 
class struggle and of the world-historic revolutionary role of the 
proletariat—the creator of a new, communist society" (V. I. Lenin, 
Collected Works, Vol. 21, p . 48). 

The Manifesto of the Communist Party armed the proletariat by 
proclaiming the scientific proof of the inevitability of the collapse of 
capitalism and the triumph of the proletarian revolution. "But not 
only has the bourgeoisie," states the Manifesto, "forged the weapons 
that bring death to itself; it has also called into existence the men who 
are to wield those weapons — the modern working class — the 
proletarians" (this volume, p. 490). Having demonstrated the role 
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of the class struggle in history, Marx and Engels went on to argue 
that the proletariat was the most revolutionary of all classes known 
in history, the class whose world-historic role was to perform a 
mission of liberation in the interests of the whole of toiling huma-
nity by ridding society for ever of all oppression and exploitation. 

The cornerstone of the Manifesto is the idea of the dictatorship of 
t h e proletariat—of a proletarian government which is democratic by 
its very nature, expresses the interests of the great majority of the 
people and relies on their support. Although they do not as yet use 
the term "dictatorship of the proletariat", Marx and Engels show 
how the proletarian state is needed in order to eliminate the 
exploiting classes, abolish the conditions for the existence of classes 
in general and ensure the final victory of the social relations of a 
classless society. 

The Manifesto described and predicted more fully the features of 
the future communist system outlined in the Principles of Commu-
nism—the abolition of all exploitation of man by man, of war, of 
social and national oppression, and of colonial enslavement; the true 
burgeoning of material production, the powerful development of 
the productive forces for the full and all-round satisfaction of the 
material and spiritual needs of all members of society; the 
elimination of the antithesis between mental and physical work and 
between town and country; genuine freedom of the individual, 
equality of women, and unity of personal and social interests. Marx 
and Engels emphasise that communism cannot be established all at 
once. It can be achieved only through the gradual transformation of 
the old society into the new, so that the proletarian state must carry 
out a number of measures that prepare the ground for this 
transformation. While presenting a programme of these measures, 
they do not treat them as self-sufficient; the specific conditions of the 
building of the new society would inevitably lead to their being 
amended. 

The Manifesto lays the foundations of the Marxist conception of 
the proletarian party as the organiser and leader of the working class 
and outlines the fundamentals of its tactics. The setting up of such a 
party, Marx and Engels stress, is absolutely essential if the proletariat 
is to win political power and bring about the socialist transformation 
of society. To perform its role as the vanguard of the proletariat, the 
party must be able to subordinate the immediate aims of the 
proletarian movement to its ultimate aims, maintain the unity of the 
national and international tasks of the proletariat, and support every 
revolutionary and progressive trend. 

Of fundamental importance is the section of the Communist 
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Manifesto which examines would-be socialist trends alien to the 
scientific outlook of the working class — feudal, Christian, petty-
bourgeois and bourgeois socialism. Revealing the class roots of these 
trends in bourgeois society, Marx and Engels showed the working 
class and its party how to recognise the anti-revolutionary direction 
of socialist theories that could lead the working class off the right 
path and how to combat and overcome them. In their analysis of the 
teaching of the great Utopian socialists, however, they pointed to its 
rational as well as its weak, anti-scientific sides, and warned against 
sectarian and dogmatic interpretations of the socialist ideological 
legacy. 

The communist movement must always be international in 
character, the Manifesto declared, and emphasised the tremendous 
importance of achieving unity of views and actions among the 
proletarians of various countries, the importance of international 
proletarian solidarity. In their great slogan "Working Men of All 
Countries, Unite!" Marx and Engels expressed for their own time 
and for the times to come the community of the class interests and 
aims of the workers of the whole world, the idea of proletarian 
internationalism as the principle of the international communist 
movement. 

Trie publication of the Communist Manifesto (February 1848) signi-
fied that the process of the formation of Marxism as an integrated 
revolutionary world outlook was basically complete. 

In the section of the volume headed "From the Preparatory 
Materials" the reader will find, among other documents, the draft 
plan for Section III of the Manifesto and the only extant page 
of the rough manuscript of the Manifesto. Appearing in English 
for the first time, they serve as an illustration of how Marx 
worked on the structure and text of this work. 

Besides the already mentioned documents on Marx's and Engels' 
activities in the Communist League and the Brussels Democratic 
Association, the Appendices also contain reports of their speeches at 
international meetings and conferences in London and Brussels, and 
biographical documents, including papers that illustrate the police 
action taken against Marx and other German revolutionaries. 

* * * 

A substantial portion of the works published in this volume appear 
in English translation for the first time. These include the "Circular 
Against Kriege" by Marx and Engels, "The Constitutional Question 
in Germany" and "German Socialism in Verse and Prose" by Engels, 
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the text of an undelivered speech by Marx at the congress of 
economists in Brussels, the articles by Engels "The Communists 
and Karl Heinzen", a number of his articles about the Chartist 
movement in England published in La Réforme, documents in the 
section "From the Preparatory Materials" and the bulk of the 
material in the Appendices. Information concerning complete or 
partial publication in earlier English translations of the works 
included in this volume is provided in the notes. In the present 
volume these works are published in new or thoroughly revised 
and amended translations. The translations from the French are 
noted at the end of each work, where it is also indicated which 
texts were originally written in English. 

The present edition notes more fully than was done in previous 
publications discrepancies between the authorised translations of 
certain works ("Speech on the Question of Free Trade", Manifesto of 
the Communist Party) and the texts of these works in the language of 
the original. 

The volume was compiled and the preface and notes written by 
Vera Morozova and edited by Lev Golman (CC CPSU Institute of 
Marxism-Leninism). The name index and the indices of quoted and 
mentioned literature and of periodicals were prepared by Irina 
Shikanyan (CC CPSU Institute of Marxism-Leninism), and the 
subject index by Marien Arzumanov and Boris Gusev. 

The translations were made by Jack Cohen, Michael Hudson, 
Catherine Judelson, Jonathan Kemp, Frida Knight, Hugh Rodwell, 
Barbara Ruhemann, Christopher Upward and edited by Robert 
Daglish, Richard Dixon, W. L. Guttsman, Frida Knight, Margaret 
Mynatt, and Alick West. 

The volume was prepared for the press by the editors Natalia 
Karmanova, Margarita Lopukhina and Galina Sandalneva for 
Progress Publishers, and Vladimir Mosolov, scientific editor for the 
Institute of Marxism-Leninism, Moscow. 
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Frederick Engels 

T H E FESTIVAL OF NATIONS IN LONDON 
(TO CELEBRATE THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE FRENCH REPUBLIC, 

SEPTEMBER 22, 1792) ' 

"What do the nations matter to us? What does the French 
Republic matter to us? Did we not long ago grasp the notion of 
nations and did we not determine the place of each of them; did we 
not assign to the Germans the sphere of theory, to the French that of 
politics, and to the English that of civil society? And the more so the 
French Republic! What is there to celebrate about a stage of 
development which has long been superseded, which has abolished 
itself as a result of its own consequences! If you want to give us some 
information about England it would be better if you described the 
latest phase that the socialist principle has reached there; tell us if 
one-sided English socialism still does not recognise how far it is below 
our principled heights and how it can claim to be only a phase [Ein 
Moment] and an obsolete one at that!" 

Keep calm, dear Germany. The nations and the French Republic 
matter a great deal to us. 

The fraternisation of nations, as it is now being carried out 
everywhere by the extreme proletarian party in contrast to the old 
instinctive national egoism and to the hypocritical private-egotistical 
cosmopolitanism of free trade, is worth more than all the German 
theories of true socialism put together. 

The fraternisation of nations under the banner of modern 
democracy, as it began from the French Revolution and developed 
into French communism and English Chartism, shows that the 
masses and their representatives know better than the German 
theoreticians how things stand. 

"But this has nothing whatever to do with what we are discussing. 
Who is talking about fraternisation, as it..., etc., about democracy, 
as it..., etc.? We are talking about the fraternisation of nations in and 

2-1826 
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for itself, about the fraternisation of nations, about Democracy, about 
democracy pure and simple, about democracy as such. Have you 
completely forgotten your Hegel?" 

"We are not Romans, we smoke tobacco."3 We are not talking 
about the anti-nationalist movement now developing in the world, we 
are talking about the abrogation of nationalities through the medium 
of pure thought — assisted by fantasy in the absence of facts — hap-
pening in our head. We are not talking about real democracy which 
the whole of Europe is hastening to embrace and which is a quite 
special democracy, different from all previous democracies. We are 
talking about a quite different democracy which represents the mean 
between Greek, Roman, American and French democracy, in short 
about the concept of democracy. We are not talking about the things 
which belong to the nineteenth century, and which are bad and 
ephemeral, but about categories which are eternal and which existed 
before "the mountains were brought forth". Briefly, we are not 
discussing what is being talked about but something quite different. 

To sum up: when English people, French people and those 
Germans who take part in the practical movement but are not 
theoreticians nowadays talk about democracy and the fraternisation 
of nations, this should not be understood simply in a political sense. 
Such fantasies still exist only among the German theoreticians and a 
few foreigners who don't count. In reality these words now have a 
social meaning in which the political meaning is dissolved. The 
Revolution itself was something quite different from a struggle for 
this or that form of State, as people in Germany still quite frequently 
imagine that it was. The connection of most insurrections of that 
time with famine, the significance which the provisioning of the 
capital and the distribution of supplies assumed already from 1789 
onwards, the maximum, the laws against buying up food supplies, the 
battle cry of the revolutionary armies — " Guerre aux palais, paix aux 
chaumières" b— the testimony of the Carmagnole2 according to which 
Republicans must have du painc as well as duferd and du coeure—and 
a hundred other obvious superficialities already prove, without any 
more detailed investigation of the facts, how greatly democracy 
differed at that time from a mere political organisation. As it is it is 
well known that the Constitution of 1793 and the terror 

a Heinrich Heine, "Zur Beruhigung".— Ed 
War to the palaces, peace to the cottages.— Ed. 

c Bread.— Ed 
d Arms.— Ed. 
e Heart (courage).— Ed. 
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originated with the party which derived its support from the 
insurgent proletariat, that Robespierre's overthrow signified the 
victory of the bourgeoisie over the proletariat, that Babeufs 
conspiracy for equality revealed the final consequences of the 
democracy of '93—insofar as these were at all possible at that time.3 

The French Revolution was a social movement from beginning to 
end, and after it a purely political democracy became a complete 
absurdity. 

Democracy nowadays is communism. Any other democracy can only 
still exist in the heads of theoretical visionaries who are not 
concerned with real events, in whose view it is not the men and the 
circumstances that develop the principles but the principles develop 
of themselves. Democracy has become the proletarian principle, the 
principle of the masses. The masses may be more or less clear about 
this, the only correct meaning of democracy, but all have at least an 
obscure feeling that social equality of rights is implicit in democracy. 
The democratic masses can be safely included in any calculation of 
the strength of the communist forces. And if the proletarian parties 
of the different nations unite they will be quite right to inscribe the 
word "Democracy" on their banners, since, except for those who do 
not count, all European democrats in 1846 are more or less 
Communists at heart. 

Despite the fact of the French Republic having been "supersed-
ed", the Communists of all countries are fully justified in celebrating 
it. Firstly, all the nations which were stupid enough to let themselves 
be used to fight against the Revolution have owed the French a 
public apology ever since they realised what a sottise2 they committed 
out of loyalty; secondly, the whole European social movement today 
is only the second act of the revolution, only the preparation for the 
dénouement of the drama which began in Paris in 1789, and now has 
the whole of Europe for its stage; thirdly, it is time, in our cowardly, 
selfish, beggarly, bourgeois epoch, to remember those great years 
when a whole people all at once threw aside all cowardice, selfishness 
and beggarliness, when there were men courageous enough to defy 
the law, who shrank from nothing and whose iron energy ensured 
that from May 31, 1793 to July 26, 17944 not a single coward, petty 
shopkeeper or stockjobber, in short, not a single bourgeois dared 
show his face in the whole of France. It is really necessary at a time 
when European peace is held together by a Rothschild, when a 
cousin Köchlin screams about protective tariffs, and a Cobden 

a Stupidity.— Ed. 
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about free trade, and when a Diergardt preaches the salvation of 
sinful humanity through associations for raising up the working 
classes5—in truth it is necessary to remember Marat and Danton, 
Saint-Just and Babeuf, and the joy over victories at Jemappes and 
Fleurus.6 If that mighty epoch, these iron characters, did not still 
tower over our mercenary world, then humanity must indeed 
despair and throw itself into the arms of a cousin Köchlin, a Cobden 
or a Diergardt. 

Finally, fraternisation between nations has today, more than ever, 
a purely social significance. The fantasies about a European 
Republic, perpetual peace under political organisation, have become 
just as ridiculous as the phrases about uniting the nations under the 
aegis of universal free trade, and while all such chimerical 
sentimentalities become completely irrelevant, the proletarians of all 
nations, without too much ceremony, are already really beginning to 
fraternise under the banner of communist democracy. And the 
proletarians are the only ones who are really able to do this; for the 
bourgeoisie in each country has its own special interests, and since 
these interests are the most important to it, it can never transcend 
nationality; and the few theoreticians achieve nothing with all their 
fine "principles" because they simply allow these contradictory 
interests — like everything else — to continue to exist and can do 
nothing but talk. But the proletarians in all countries have one and 
the same interest, one and the same enemy, and one and the same 
struggle. The great mass of proletarians are, by their very nature, 
free from national prejudices and their whole disposition and 
movement is essentially humanitarian, anti-nationalist. Only the 
proletarians can destroy nationality, only the awakening proletariat 
can bring about fraternisation between the different nations. 

The following facts will confirm everything I have just said. 
On August 10, 1845, a similar festival was held in London to 

celebrate a triple anniversary — that of the revolution of 1792, the 
proclamation of the Constitution of 1793, and the founding of the 
"Democratic Association" by the most radical wing of the English 
movement of 1838-39.7 

This most radical wing consisted of Chartists, proletarians as might 
be expected, but people who clearly grasped the aim of the Chartist 
movement and strove to speed it up. While the great mass of the 
Chartists was still concerned at that time only with the transfer of state 
power to the working class, and few had the time to reflect on the use 
of this power, the members of this Association, which played an 
important role in the agitation of that time, were unanimous in 
this:—they were first of all republicans, and moreover, republicans 
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who put forward as their creed the Constitution of '93, rejected all 
ties with the bourgeoisie, even with the petty bourgeoisie, and 
defended the principle that the oppressed have the right to use the 
same means against their oppressors as the latter use against them. 
But this was not all; they were not only republicans but Communists, 
and irreligious Communists at that. The Association's collapse 
followed that of the revolutionary agitation of 1838-39; but its 
effectiveness was not wasted and it greatly contributed to stimulating 
the energy of the Chartist movement and to developing its latent 
communist elements. Communist as well as cosmopolitan8 principles 
were already voiced at this festival of August 10; social as well as 
political equality were demanded and a toast to the democrats of all 
nations was taken up with enthusiasm. 

Efforts to bring together the radicals of different nations had 
already been made earlier in London. These attempts failed, partly 
because of divisions among the English democrats and the foreign-
ers' ignorance of them, pardy because of differences of principle 
between the party leaders of different nations. The obstacle to all 
unification, due to difference of nationality, is so great that even 
foreigners who had lived in London for years, no matter how much 
they sympathised with English democracy, knew little or nothing 
about the movement going on before their eyes, or of the real state of 
affairs, confused the radical bourgeois with the radical proletarians 
and wished to bring the most confirmed enemies together at the 
same meeting. The English were led to similar mistakes, partly 
because of this and partly because of national mistrust, mistakes all 
the more easily made since the success of such a discussion inevitably 
depended on the greater or lesser agreement amongst a few top 
committee members who were rarely personally acquainted. These 
individuals had been most unfortunately selected on the previous 
occasions and consequendy the matter had soon lapsed again. But 
the need for such fraternisation was too pressing. Every attempt that 
failed acted as a spur to new efforts. When some of the democratic 
spokesmen in London grew weary of the matter others took their 
places. Last August new approaches were made, which this time were 
not fruitless,9 and a celebration on September 22, organised by other 
people, was used to proclaim publicly the alliance of democrats of all 
nations living in London. 

Englishmen, Frenchmen, Germans, Italians, Spaniards, Poles and 
Swiss came together at this meeting. Hungary and Turkey, too, were 
represented by one-man contingents. The three greatest nations of 
civilised Europe — the English, German and French — provided the 
speakers and were very worthily represented. The Chairman was, of 
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course, an Englishman, Thomas Cooper "the Chartist" who served 
nearly two years in prison for his part in the insurrection of 1842 10 

and while in gaol wrote an epic poema in the style of Childe Harold 
which is highly praised by the English critics. The main English 
speaker of the evening was George Julian Harney, co-editor of The 
Northern Star for the past two years. The Northern Star is the Chartist 
paper established in 1837 by O'Connor, which has become in every 
way one of the best journals in Europe since it has been under the 
joint editorship of J. Hobson and Harney. I only know a few small 
Paris workers' papers such as the Union which can compare with it. 
Harney himself is a true proletarian who has been in the movement 
since his youth, one of the chief members of the Democratic 
Association of 1838-39 already mentioned (he presided at the 
Festival of August 10), and, with Hobson, undoubtedly one of the 
best English writers, a fact which I hope to demonstrate to the 
Germans some day. Harney is perfectly clear about the aim of the 
European movement and completely à la hauteur des principes* 
although he knows nothing about the German theories of true 
socialism. The main credit for the organisation of this cosmopolitan 
festival was his; he was tireless in bringing the various nationalities 
together, in removing misunderstandings and in overcoming 
personal differences. 

The toast proposed by Harney was: 
"The solemn memory of the honest and virtuous French Republicans of 1792: 

may that equality which they desired, and for which they lived, laboured, and died, 
have a speedy resurrection in France, and extend its reign throughout Europe." 

Harney, who was received with cheers, again and again 
renewed, said: 

"There was a time, [Mr. Chairman,] when the holding of such a celebration as 
this would have subjected the parties assembled not only to the scorn, the sneers, the 
abuse, and the persecution of the. privileged orders, but also to the violence of the 
ignorant and misguided people, who were led by their rulers and priests to regard the 
French Revolution as something terrible and hellish, to be looked back upon with 

. horror, and spoken of with execration. [Hear, hear.] Most present will remember that 
not long ago, whenever a demand was made in this country for the repeal of any bad 
law, or the enactment of any good one, forthwith the howl of 'Jacobinism!' was raised 
[by the opponents of all progress]. Whether it was proposed to reform the Parliament, 
reduce taxation, educate the people, or do anything else that at all savoured of 
progress, the 'French Revolution', 'Reign of Terror', and all the rest of the raw-head 
and bloody-bones phantasmagoria were sure to be brought out and duly exhibited to 
frighten the big babies in breeches, who as yet had not learned to think for themselves. 

a Th . Cooper, The Purgatory of Suicides.— Ed. 
b Abreast of principles.—Ed. 
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(Laughter and cheers.) That time is past; still, I question whether we have yet learned 
to read aright the history of that great revolution. It would be very easy for me in 
responding to this toast to mouth a few clap-trap sentiments about liberty, equality, 
the rights of man, the coalition of the European kings, and the doings of Pitt and 
Brunswick. I might dilate on all these topics, and possibly might win applause for what 
would probably pass muster as an exceedingly liberal speech. I might do all this, and 
yet very conveniently for myself shirk the grand question. The grand question, it 
appears to me, the solution of which the French Revolution had for its mission, was 
the destruction of inequality, and the establishment of institutions which should 
guarantee to the French people that happiness which the masses are, and ever have 
been strangers to. [Cheers.] Now, tried by this test, we have comparatively little 
difficulty in arriving at a fair estimate of the men who figured on the stage of the 
revolution. Take Lafayette, for instance, as a specimen of the Constitutionalists; and 
he, perhaps, is the most honest and best man of the whole party. Few men have 
enjoyed more popularity than Lafayette. In his youth we find him leaving his country, 
and generously embarking in the American struggle against English tyranny. The 
great work of American liberation being accomplished, he returned to France, and 
shortly afterwards we find him one of the foremost men in the revolution which now 
commenced in his own country. Again, in his old age, we see him the most popular 
man in France, called, after the 'three days',11 to the veritable dictatorship, and 
unmaking and making kings with a single word. Lafayette enjoyed, throughout 
Europe and America, a greater popularity than perhaps any other man of his time; 
and that popularity he would have deserved, if his conduct had been consistent with 
his first acts in the revolution. But Lafayette was never the friend of equality. (Hear, 
hear.) True, at the outset, he gave up his feudal privileges, and renounced his 
title — and thus far he did well. Placed at the head of the popular force, the idol of the 
middle class, and commanding the affection of even the working class, he was for a 
time regarded as the champion of the revolution. But he halted when he should have 
advanced. The working men soon found out that all that the destruction of the Bastille 
and the abolition of feudal privileges had accomplished, was the curbing of the power 
of the kinga and the aristocracy, and increasing the power of the middle class. But the 
people were not content with this — they demanded liberty and rights for themselves 
(cheers) — they wanted what we want—a veritable equality. (Loud cheers.) When 
Lafayette saw this, he turned Conservative, and was a revolutionist no longer. It was 
he who proposed the adoption of martial law, to authorise the shooting and sabring of 
the people, in the event of any tumult, at a time, too, when the people were suffering 
under absolute famine; and under this martial law, Lafayette himself superintended 
the butchery of the people when [they] assembled in the Champ de Mars, on the 17th 
of July, 1791, to petition the Assembly against the reinvestiture of the king with 
supreme power, after his shameful flight to Varennes. Subsequently Lafayette dared 
to menace Paris with his sword, and proposed to shut up the public clubs by armed 
violence. After the 10th of August he strove to excite the soldiers under his 
command to march against Paris, but they, better patriots than he was, refused, and he 
then fled, and renounced the revolution. Yet Lafayette was perhaps the best man of all 
the Constitutionalists, but neither he nor his party come within the compass of our 
toast, for they were not even republicans in name. They professed to recognise the 
sovereignty of the people, at the same time that they divided the citizens into active 
and inactive, confining to the payers of direct taxes, whom they called active citizens, 
the right of the suffrage. In short, Lafayette and the Constitutionalists were mere 
Whigs, but little, if anything, better than the men who humbugged us with the Reform 

a Louis XVI.— Ed. 
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Bill. (Cheers.) Next come the Girondists; and this is the party generally upheld as the 
'honest and virtuous republicans', but I must differ with those who hold that opinion. 
It is impossible to refuse them the tribute of our admiration for their talents; the 
eloquence which distinguished the leaders of this party, accompanied in some 
instances by stern integrity, as in the case of Roland; by heroic devotion, as in the case 
of Madame Roland; and by fiery enthusiasm, as in the case of Barbaroux [....] And we 
cannot, at least I speak for myself— I cannot read of the shocking and untimely end of 
a Madame Roland, or the philosopher Condorcet, without intense emotion. Still the 
Girondists were not the men to whom the people could look to rescue them from 
social slavery. That there were good men amongst the Girondists, cannot be 
doubted — that they were honest to their own convictions, may be admitted. That 
many of them were ignorant rather than guilty, may be charitably believed, though to 
believe this we must believe it only of those who perished; for were we to judge of the 
party by those who survived what is commonly called the 'reign of terror', we should 
be forced to the conclusion that a baser gang never existed. These survivors of that 
party aided in destroying the constitution of '93, established the aristocratical 
constitution of '95, conspired with the other aristocratic factions to exterminate the 
real Republicans, and finally helped to place France under the tyranny of the military 
usurper Napoleon. (Hear, hear.) The eloquence of the Girondists has been highly 
lauded; but we stern and uncompromising Democrats cannot consent to admire them 
simply because they were eloquent. Indeed, if we were to do so, we should award the 
highest honours to the corrupt and aristocratical Mirabeau. When the people, rising 
for liberty, bursting the shackles of fourteen hundred years' slavery, abandoned their 
homes to combat against the domestic conspirator, and the foreign invader, they 
required something more than the eloquent speeches and fine woven theories of the 
Girondists to sustain them. 'Bread, steel, and equality', was the demand of the people. 
(Cheers.) Bread for their famishing families, steel with which to beat back the cohorts 
of the surrounding despots, and equality as the end of their labours and the reward of 
their sacrifices. (Great cheering.) The Girondists, however, regarded the people, to 
quote the words of Thomas Carlyle, as mere 'explosive masses to blow up bastilles 
with'a— to be used as tools and treated as slaves. They hesitated between Royalism and 
Democracy, vainly hoping to cheat eternal justice by a compromise.... They 
fell, and their fall was merited. The men of energy trampled them down — the people 
swept them away. Of the several sections of the party of the Mountain, I shall only say 
that I find none of them but Robespierre and his friends worthy of any 
commendation. (Great cheering.) The greater number of the Mountainists were 
brigands, who, only anxious to obtain for themselves the spoils of the Revolution, 
cared nothing for the people by whose toil, suffering, and courage the revolution had 
been achieved. These desperadoes, using the language of the friends of equality, and 
for a time siding with them against the Constitutionalists and the Girondists, so soon as 
they had acquired power, exhibited themselves in their true characters, and 
henceforth stood the avowed and deadly enemies of equality. By this faction 
Robespierre was overthrown and assassinated, and Saint-Just, Couthon, and all the 
leading friends of that incorruptible legislator were doomed to death. Not content 
with destroying the friends of equality, the assassins loaded their names with the most 
infamous calumnies, hesitating not to charge upon their victims the very crimes which 
they themselves had committed. I know it is unfashionableb as yet to regard 
Robespierre in any other light than as a monster [hear, hear]: but I believe the day is 
coming when a very different view will be taken of the character of that extraordinary 

a Th. Carlyle, The French Revolution: a History. In three volumes, Vol. III.— Ed. 
b The word "unfashionable" is given in English in the original.—Ed. 
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man. [Great cheering.] I would not deify Robespierre; I do not hold him up as having 
been all-perfect; but to me he appears to have been one of the very few leading charac-
ters of the Revolution who saw what were the means necessary to adopt to extirpate 
political and social wrong. I have no time to comment on the characters of the 
indomitable Marat, and that magnificent embodiment of republican chivalry St. Just. 
Nor have I time to speak of the excellent legislative measures that characterised the 
energetic rule of Robespierre. I have said the day will come when justice will be done 
to his name. (Cheers.) ... But, to me, the best proof of the real character of 
Robespierre, is to be found in the universal regret felt for his loss by the honest 
democrats who survived him — by those too amongst them, who, mistaking his 
intentions, had been seduced into favouring his destruction, but who, when too late, 
bitterly rued their folly. Babeuf was one of these, the originator of the famous 
conspiracy known by his name. That conspiracy had for its object the establishment of 
a veritable republic, in which the selfishness of individualism should be known no 
more—(cheers); in which, private property and money, the foundation and root of all wrong 
and evil, should cease to be—(cheers); and in which the happiness of all should be based 
upon the common labour and equal enjoyments of all. (Great cheering.) These glorious 
men pursued their glorious object to the death. Babeuf and Darthé sealed their belief 
with their blood, and Buonarroti, through years of imprisonment, penury and old 
age, persevered to the last in his advocacy of the great principles which we this night 
dare to vindicate. Nor should I omit mention of those heroic deputies Romme, 
Soubrany, Duroy, Duquesnoy and their compatriots, who, condemned to death by the 
traitor aristocrats of the Convention, heroically slew themselves in front of, and in 
contempt of their assassins, performing this self-tragedy with a single blade which they 
passed from hand to hand. So much for the first part of our toast. The second part 
demands but a few words from me, as it will be best spoken by the French patriots who 
are present. That the principles of equality will have a glorious resurrection, I cannot 
doubt; indeed, that resurrection they have already had, not merely in the shape of 
Republicanism, but Communism, for communist societies, I believe, cover France at 
the present day; but that I leave to my friend Dr. Fontaine and his fellow-countrymen 
to speak of. I rejoice much that those worthy patriots are here. They will witness 
tonight proofs of the absurdity of the tirades uttered against the English people by the 
war-party of France.13 (Cheers.) We repudiate these national antipathies. We loathe 
and scorn those barbarous clap-traps, 'natural enemies', 'hereditary foe'a and 
'national glory'. (Loud cheers.) We denounce all wars, except those into which nations 
may be forced against domestic oppressors or hostile invaders. (Applause). More than 
that, we repudiate the word 'foreigner'— it shall exist not in our democratic vocabulary. (Great 
cheering.) We may belong to the English, or French, or Italian, or German section 
of the European family, but Young Europe is our common designation, and under its 
banner we march against tyranny and inequality." (Long, enthusiastic applause.) 

After a German Communist b had sung the Marseillaise, Wilhelm 
Weitling proposed the second toast: 

"Young Europe. Repudiating the jealousies and national antipathies of the past, 
may the Democrats of all nations unite in a fraternal phalanx for the destruction of 
tyranny, and the universal triumph of equality." 

Weitling, who was received with great enthusiasm, read the 
following speech, since he does not speak fluent English: 

a The words "hereditary foe" were added by Engels.— Ed. 
b Joseph Moll.— Ed. 
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"Friends! This meeting is a testimony of that common feeling which warms every 
man's breast, the feeling of universal brotherhood. Yes! Though we are educated to 
differ one from the other in the use of sounds as the natural means to express and 
communicate this inner feeling to each other, though the exchange of this feeling is 
hindered by the differences of language, though thousands of prejudices are united 
and directed by our common adversaries rather to oppose than to promote a better 
understanding, an universal brotherhood; yet, notwithstanding all these obstacles, 
that strong, charitable, and salutary feeling cannot be extinguished. (Cheers.) That 
feeling that attracts the sufferer to his fellow-sufferer, the struggler for a better state 
of things to his fellow-struggler. (Cheers.) Those also were our fellow-strugglers whose 
revolution we this night commemorate; they also were animated by the same 
sympathies which bring us together, and which possibly may lead us to a similar, and 
let me hope, a more successful struggle. (Loud cheers.) In times of movement, when 
the privileges of our native adversaries run great risk, they cunningly try to lead our 
prejudices over the frontiers of our national fatherland, representing to us that the 
people there are opposed to our common interest. What a trick! What a fraud! But, 
reflecting coolly on the matter, we know very well that our nearest enemies are 
amongst ourselves in the midst of us. (Hear, hear, and cheers.) It is not the exterior 
enemy we have to fear; that poor enemy is dealt with like us; like us he is compelled to 
work for thousands of good-for-nothing fellows; like us he takes up arms against any 
human society because he is forced to do so by hunger, by law, or excited by his 
passions, nourished by ignorance [...]. National rulers represent our brethren as cruel 
and rapacious; but who are more rapacious than they who govern us to be instructed 
in the art of war, who for their own privileges excite and conduct us to war? (Cheers.) 
Is it really our common interest that necessitates war? Is it the interest of sheep to be 
led by wolves to fight against sheep likewise led by wolves? (Loud cheers.) They are 
themselves our most rapacious enemies; they have taken from us all that is ours, to 
dissipate it in pleasures and debauchery. (Applause.) They take from us what is ours, 
since all they use is produced by us and ought to pertain to those who produce it, and 
to their wives and children, their aged and their sick. (Loud cheers.) But see how by 
their cunning manoeuvres all is stolen from us, and accumulated for a crew of idle 
consumers. (Cheers.) Is it possible then to be more robbed by a foreign enemy than by 
our own home enemies? Is it possible then that the people can be more murdered by 
them than by our cruel money-men, who rob us by their stock-jobbing, money dealing 
and speculating; by their currency and bankruptcy, by their monopolies, church and 
land rents, who by all these means rob us of the necessaries of life, and cause the death 
of millions of our working fellow brethren, to whom they leave not even potatoes 
enough to live upon. (Great cheering.) Is it not, therefore, clear enough that those 
who are all by money and nothing without it, are really the enemies of the working 
people in all countries, and that there are amongst men no other enemies of the 
human race than the enemies of the labouring and working people. (Cheers.) Is it 
possible then that we could be more stolen from, and murdered in a time of political 
war, than we are now, in a so-called state of peace? National prejudices, bloodshed, 
and robberies are then encouraged by us only for the sake of military glory! What has 
our interest to gain from such stupid glory? (Cheers.) What in fact have we to do with 
it, when our interest and our better feelings are opposed to it? (Cheers.) Must we not 
at all times pay the costs? (Applause.) Must we not work and bleed for it? (Renewed 
applause.) What interest can we have in all such bloodshed and land robberies, except 
profiting by such occasions for turning around against the robbery and mur-
der— breeding aristocracy in all nations? (Enthusiastic cheering.) It is only this 
aristocracy — always this aristocracy — that systematically robs and murders. The poor 
people, led by them, are but their forced and ignorant instruments chosen from 
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amongst every nation — those the most filled with national prejudices, those wishing 
to see all nations overpowered by their own nation. But bring them here into this 
meeting, and they will understand each other, and shake hands with each other.... If 
before a battle the advocates of liberty and love were permitted to address the ranks of 
their brethren, there would be no slaughter; on the contrary, there would be a 
friendly meeting like ours. O! could we but have in a battle-field such a meeting, we 
should have soon done with all those blood and marrow sucking interests who now 
oppress and plunder us! (Great cheering.) Such, friends, are the sentiments of that 
universal feeling whose warmth, concentrated in the focus of universal brotherhood, 
kindles a fire of enthusiasm which will soon entirely melt away the hindering 
ice-mountains of prejudices which have too long kept brethren asunder." (Mr. 
Weitling resumed his seat amid long continued cheering.) 

Dr. Berrier-Fontaine, an old Republican who during the first 
years of bourgeois rule played a role in the Société des droits de l'homme 
in Paris, was involved in the trial of April 1834,14 escaped with the rest 
of the accused from Sainte Pélagie in 1835 (see Louis Blanc's 
Geschichte der 10 Jahre3), and later progressed with the further 
development of the revolutionary party in France and had friendly 
contact with Père Cabet, rose to speak after Weitling. He was greeted 
with stormy applause and said: 

"Citizens! My speech must be necessarily brief, as I cannot speak very good 
English. It gives me pleasure I cannot express to find the English Democrats meeting 
to commemorate the French Republic. I respond most heartily to the noble sentiments 
of Mr. Julian Harney. I assure you that the French people do not look upon the 
English people as their enemies. If some of the French journalists write against the 
English Government, they do not write against the English people. The Government 
of England is hateful throughout Europe, because it is the government of the English 
aristocracy, and not the English people. (Cheers.) The French Democrats, so far from 
being the enemies of the English people, really desire to fraternise with them. (Loud 
cheers.) The Republicans of France did not fight for France only, but for all mankind; 
they wished to establish equality, and extend its blessings throughout the world. (Great 
applause.) They regarded all mankind as brethren, and warred only against the 
aristocracies of other nations. (Cheers.) I can assure you, citizens, the principles of 
equality have sprung into renewed life. Communism is advancing with giant strides 
throughout France. Communist associations are extending all over that country, and I 
hope that we shall soon see a grand confederation of the Citizen Democrats of all 
nations, to make Republican Communism triumphant through the whole length and 
breadth of Europe." (Dr. Fontaine resumed his seat amidst long-protracted cheers.) 

After the toast to Young Europe had been taken with "three 
roof and rafter-ringing shouts" and "one cheer more", further 
toasts were proposed to Thomas Paine, to the fallen Democrats of all 
countries, and to those of England, Scotland and Ireland, to the 
deported Chartists Frost, Williams, Jones and Ellis, to O'Connor, 
Duncombe and the other propagandists of the Charter and finally 
three cheers for The Northern Star. Democratic songs in all languages 

a The reference is to the German translation of L. Blanc, Histoire de dix ans. 
1830-1840.—Ed. 
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were sung (I can only find no mention of German songs), and the 
Festival was brought to an end in the most fraternal atmosphere. 

Here was a meeting of more than a thousand democrats of nearly 
all the European nations who had united to celebrate an event 
seemingly completely alien to communism—the foundation of the 
French Republic. No special arrangements had been made to attract 
a particular kind of audience; there was nothing to indicate that 
anything would be expressed other than what the London Chartists 
understood by democracy. We can therefore certainly assume that 
the majority of the meeting represented the mass of the London 
Chartist proletarians fairly well. And this meeting accepted com-
munist principles, the word communism itself, with unanimous 
enthusiasm. The Chartist meeting was a communist festival and, as 
the English themselves admit, "the kind of enthusiasm which 
prevailed that evening has not been seen in London for years". 

Am I right when I say that democracy nowadays is communism? 

Written at the end of 1845 Printed according to the journal 

First published in the journal Rheinische Published in full in English for the 
Jahrbücher zur gesellschaftlichen Reform first time 
Bd. II, 1846 
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THE STATE OF GERMANY 

LETTER I 
TO THE EDITOR OF THE NORTHERN STAR 

[The Northern Star No. 415, October 25, 1845] 

Dear Sir,— In compliance with your wish, I commence by this 
letter a series of articles on the present state of my native country. In 
order to make my opinions on the subject plainly understood, and to 
justify the same as being well founded, I shall have to trace with a few 
words the history of Germany from the event which shook modern 
society to its very foundation — I mean to say, from the French 
Revolution. 

Old Germany was at that time known by the name of The Holy 
Roman Empire,15 and consisted of God knows how many little states, 
kingdoms, electorates, dukedoms, arch and grand dukedoms, 
principalities, counties, baronies, and free Imperial cities — every 
one independent of the other, and only subjected to the power (if 
there was any, which however, for hundreds of years, had not been 
the case) of the Emperor and Diet. The independence of these little 
states went so far, that in every war with "the arch-enemy" (France, 
of course), there was a part of them allied to the French king, and in 
open war with their own Emperor. The Diet, consisting of the 
deputations from all these little states, under the presidency of the 
Imperial one, being intended to check the power of the Emperor, 
was always assembled without ever coming to any, even the most 
insignificant, results. They killed their time with the most futile 
questions of ceremony, whether the embassy of Baron so-and-so 
(consisting, perhaps, of the tutor of his son and an old livery-servant, 
or worn-out game-keeper) ought to have precedency before the 
embassy of Baron so-and-so — or whether the deputy from one 
Imperial city ought to salute the deputy of another without waiting 
for his salute, etc. Then there were so many hundreds of thousands 
of little privileges, mostly burthensome to the privileged themselves, 
but which were considered as points of honour, and, therefore, 



16 Frederick Engels 

quarrelled about with the utmost obstinacy. This and similar 
important things took up so much of the time of the wise Diet, that 
this honourable assembly had not a minute to spare for discussing 
the weal of the empire. In consequence of this, the greatest possible 
disorder and confusion was the order of the day. The empire, 
divided within itself in time of war as well as peace, passed through a 
series of internal wars from the time of the Reformation down to 
1789, in every one of which France was allied to the party opposed to 
the weak and easily vanquished party of the Emperor, and took, of 
course, its lion's share in the plunder — first, Burgundy; then the 
three bishoprics, Metz, Toul, and Verdun; then the rest of Lorraine; 
then parts of Flanders and Alsace — were in this manner separated 
from the Holy Roman Empire and united to France. Thus 
Switzerland was allowed to become independent from the empire; 
thus Belgium was made over to the Spaniards by legacy of Charles V; 
and all these countries fared better after their separation from 
Germany. To this progressive external ruin of the empire, was 
joined the greatest possible internal confusion. Every little prince 
was a blood-sucking, arbitrary despot to his subjects. The empire 
never cared about the internal concerns of any states except by 
forming a court of law (Imperial Court Chamber at Wetzlar16) for 
attending to suits of subjects against their superiors, but that 
precious court attended so well to these actions, that not one of them 
has ever been heard of as having been settled. It is almost incredible 
what cruelties and arbitrary acts were committed by the haughty 
princes towards their subjects. These princes, living for pleasure and 
debauchery only, allowed every despotic power to their ministers 
and government officers, who were thus permitted, without any risk 
of punishment, to trample into the dust the unfortunate people, on 
this condition only, that they filled their master's treasury and 
procured him an inexhaustible supply of female beauty for his 
harem. The nobility, too, such as were not independent but under 
the dominion of some king, bishop, or prince, used to treat the 
people with greater contempt than they bestowed upon dogs, and 
squeezed as much money as they possibly could out of the labour of 
their serfs — for servitude was quite a common thing, then, in 
Germany. Nor was there any sign of liberty in those emphatically, 
so-called, free Imperial cities; for here a burgomaster and self-
elected senate, offices which, in the course of centuries, had become 
as hereditary as the Imperial crown, ruled with greater tyranny still. 
Nothing can equal the infamous conduct of these petty-bourgeois 
aristocrats of the towns, and, indeed, it would not be believed that 
such was the state of Germany fifty years ago, if it was not in the 
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memory still of many who remember that time, and if it was not 
confirmed by a hundred authorities. And the people! What did they 
say to this state of things? What did they do? Why, the middle classes, 
the money-loving bourgeois, found, in this continued confusion, a 
source of wealth; they knew that they could catch the most fish in the 
troubled waters; they suffered themselves to be oppressed and 
insulted because they could take a revenge upon their enemies 
worthy of themselves; they avenged their wrongs by cheating their 
oppressors. United to the people, they might have overthrown the old 
dominions and refounded the empire, just as the English middle 
classes had partly done from 1640 to 1688, and as the French 
bourgeois were then about to do. But, no, the German middle classes 
had not that energy, never pretended to that courage; they knew 
Germany to be nothing but a dunghill, but they were comfortable in 
the dung because they were dung themselves, and were kept warm 
by the dung about them. And the working people were not worse off 
than they are now, except the peasantry, who were mostly serfs, and 
could do nothing without the assistance of the towns, hired armies 
being always quartered on them, who threatened to stifle in blood 
every attempt at revolt. 

Such was the state of Germany towards the end of the last century. 
It was all over one living mass of putrefaction and repulsive decay. 
Nobody felt himself at ease. The trade, commerce, industry, and 
agriculture of the country were reduced to almost nothing; 
peasantry, tradesmen and manufacturers felt the double pressure of 
a blood-sucking government and bad trade; the nobility and princes 
found that their incomes, in spite of the squeezing of their inferiors, 
could not be made to keep pace with their increasing expenditure; 
everything was wrong, and a general uneasiness prevailed through-
out the country. No education, no means of operating upon the 
minds of the masses, no free press, no public spirit, not even an 
extended commerce with other countries — nothing but meanness 
and selfishness — a mean, sneaking, miserable shopkeeping spirit 
pervading the whole people. Everything worn out, crumbling down, 
going fast to ruin, and not even the slightest hope of a beneficial 
change, not even so much strength in the nation as might have 
sufficed for carrying away the putrid corpses of dead institutions. 

The only hope for the better was seen in the country's literature. 
This shameful political and social age was at the same time the great 
age of German literature. About 1750 all the master-spirits of 
Germany were born, the poets Goethe and Schiller, the philosophers 
Kant and Fichte, and, hardly twenty years later, the last great 
German metaphysician,17 Hegel. Every remarkable work of this time 
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breathes a spirit of defiance, and rebellion against the whole of 
German society as it then existed. Goethe wrote Goetz von 
Berlichingen, a dramatic homage to the memory of a rebel. Schiller, 
the Robbers, celebrating a generous young man, who declares open 
war against all society. But these were their juvenile productions; 
when they grew older they lost all hope; Goethe restrained himself to 
satire of the keenest order, and Schiller would have despaired if it 
had not been for the refuge which science, and particularly the great 
history of ancient Greece and Rome, afforded to him. These, too, 
may be taken as examples of the rest. Even the best and strongest 
minds of the nation gave up all hope as to the future of their country. 

All at once, like a thunderbolt, the French Revolution struck into 
this chaos, called Germany. The effect was tremendous. The people, 
too little instructed, too much absorbed in the ancient habit of being 
tyrannised over, remained unmoved. But all the middle classes, and 
the better part of the nobility, gave one shout of joyful assent to the 
national assembly and the people of France. Not one of all the 
hundreds of thousands of existing German poets failed to sing the 
glory of the French people. But this enthusiasm was of the German 
sort, it was merely metaphysical, it was only meant to apply to the 
theories of the French revolutionists. As soon as theories were 
shuffled into the background by the weight and bulk of facts; as soon 
as the French court and the French people could in practice no 
longer agree, notwithstanding their theoretical union, by the 
theoretical constitution of 1791 ; as soon as the people asserted their 
sovereignty practically by the " 10th of August" : and when, moreover, 
theory was entirely made silent on the 31st of May, 1793,18 by the 
putting down of the Girondists — then this enthusiasm of Germany 
was converted into a fanatic hatred against the revolution. Of course 
this enthusiasm was meant to apply to such actions only as the night 
of the 4th of August, 1789, when the nobility resigned their 
privileges,19 but the good Germans never thought of such actions 
having consequences in practice widely differing from those 
inferences which benevolent theorists might draw. The Germans 
never meant to approve of these consequences, which were rather 
serious and unpleasant to many parties, as we all know well. So the 
whole mass, who in the beginning had been enthusiastic friends to 
the revolution, now became its greatest opponents, and getting, of 
course, the most distorted news from Paris by the servile German 
press, preferred their old quiet holy Roman dunghill to the 
tremendous activity of a people who threw off vigorously the chains 
of slavery, and flung defiance to the faces of all despots, aristocrats, 
and priests. 
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But the days of the Holy Roman Empire were numbered. The 
French revolutionary armies walked straight into the very heart of 
Germany, made the Rhine the frontier of France, and preached 
liberty and equality everywhere. They drove away by shoals 
noblemen, bishops, and abbots, and all those little princes that for so 
long a time had played in history the part of dolls. They effected a 
clearing, as if they were settlers advancing in the backwoods of the 
American Far West; the antediluvian forest of "Christian-Germanic" 
society disappeared before their victorious course, like clouds before 
the rising sun. And when the energetic Napoleon took the 
revolutionary work into his own hands, when he identified the 
revolution with himself; that same revolution which after the ninth 
Thermidor 179420 had been stifled by the money-loving middle 
classes, when he, the democracy with "a single head", as a French 
author termed him, poured his armies again and again over 
Germany, "Christian-Germanic" society was finally destroyed. 
Napoleon was not that arbitrary despot to Germany which he is said 
to have been by his enemies; Napoleon was in Germany the 
representative of the revolution, the propagator of its principles, the 
destroyer of old feudal society. Of course he proceeded despotically, 
but not even half as despotically as the deputies from the Convention 
would have done, and really did, wherever they came; not half so 
much so as the princes and nobles used to do whom he sent 
a-begging. Napoleon applied the reign of terror, which had done its 
work in France, to other countries, in the shape of war— and this "reign 
of terror" was sadly wanted in Germany. Napoleon dissolved the 
Holy Roman Empire, and reduced the number of little states in 
Germany by forming large ones. He brought his code of laws with 
himself into the conquered countries, a code infinitely superior to all 
existing ones, and recognising equality in principle. He forced the 
Germans, who had lived hitherto for private interests only, to work at 
the carrying out of a great idea of some overwhelming public 
interest. But that was just what aroused the Germans against him. He 
offended the peasantry by the very same measures that relieved 
them from the oppression of feudalism, because he struck at the 
roots of their prejudices and ancient habits. He offended the middle 
classes by the very means that laid the foundation of German 
manufacturing industry: the prohibition of all English goods and the 
war with England21 was the cause of their beginning to manufacture 
for themselves, but, at the same time, it made coffee and sugar, 
tobacco and snuff, very dear; and this, of course, was sufficient to 
arouse the indignation of the German patriotic shopkeepers. 
Besides, they were not the people to understand any of the great 
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plans of Napoleon. They cursed him because he led their children 
away into wars, got up by the money of the English aristocracy and 
middle classes; and hailed as friends those same classes of 
Englishmen who were the real cause of the wars, who profited by 
those wars, and who duped their German instruments not only 
during, but also after the war. They cursed him, because they 
desired to remain confined to their old, miserable sort of life, where 
they had nothing but their own little interest to attend to, because 
they desired to have nothing to do with great ideas and public 
interest. And at last, when Napoleon's army had been destroyed in 
Russia, they took that opportunity of shaking off the iron yoke of the 
great conqueror. 

The "glorious liberation war" of 1813-14 and 15, the "most 
glorious period of German history", etc., as it has been called, was a 
piece of insanity such as will drive the blood into the cheeks of every 
honest and intelligent German for some time to come.22 True, there 
was great enthusiasm then, but who were these enthusiasts? Firstly, 
the peasantry, the most stupid set of people in existence, who, 
clinging to feudal prejudices, burst forth in masses, ready to die 
rather than cease to obey those whom they, their fathers and 
grandfathers, had called their masters; and submitted to be trampled 
on and horse-whipped by. Then the students and young men 
generally, who considered this war as a war of principle, nay, as a war 
of religion; because not only they believed themselves called upon to 
fight for the principle of legitimacy, called their nationality, but also 
for the Holy Trinity and existence of God; in all poems, pamphlets, 
and addresses of that time, the French are held up as the 
representatives of atheism, infidelity, and wickedness, and the 
Germans as those of religion, piety, and righteousness. Thirdly, 
some more enlightened men, who mixed up with these ideas some 
notions about "liberty", "constitutions", and a "free press"; but 
these were by far the minority. And fourthly, the sons of tradesmen, 
merchants, speculators, etc., who fought for the right of buying in 
the cheapest market, and of drinking coffee without the admixture 
of chicory; of course, disguising their aims under the expressions of 
the enthusiasm of the day, "liberty", "great German people", 
"national independence", and so forth. These were the men, who, 
with the assistance of the Russians, English and Spaniards, beat 
Napoleon. 

In my next letter I shall proceed to the history of Germany since 
the fall of Napoleon. Let me only add, in qualification of the opinion 
above given of this extraordinary man, that the longer he reigned, 
the more he deserved his ultimate fate. His ascending the throne I 
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will not reproach him with; the power of the middle classes in 
France, who never cared about public interests, provided their pri-
vate ones went on favourably, and the apathy of the people, who saw 
no ultimate benefit [for] themselves from the revolution, and were 
only to be roused to the enthusiasm of war, permitted no other 
course; but that he associated with the old anti-revolutionary 
dynasties by marrying the Austrian Emperor's daughter,3 that he, 
instead of destroying every vestige of Old Europe, rather sought to 
compromise with it — that he aimed at the honour of being the first 
among the European monarchs, and therefore assimilated his court 
as much as possible to theirs — that was his great fault. He descended 
to the level of other monarchs — he sought the honour of being their 
equal — he bowed to the principle of legitimacy — and it was a matter 
of course, then, that the legitimists kicked the usurper out of their 
company. 

I am, sir, yours respectfully, 
Your German Correspondent 

October 15th, 1845 

LETTER II 
TO THE EDITOR OF THE NORTHERN STAR 

[The Northern Star No. 417, November 8, 1845] 

Dear Sir,— Having in my first letter described the state of 
Germany before and during the French Revolution, as well as during 
the reign of Napoleon; having related how the great conqueror was 
overthrown, and by what parties, I now resume the thread of my 
narrative to show what Germany made of herself after this "glorious 
restoration" of national independence. 

The view I took of all these events was diametrically opposed to 
that in which they generally are represented; but my view is, to a 
letter, confirmed by the events of the following period of German 
history. Had the war against Napoleon really been a war of liberty 
against despotism, the consequence would have been, that all those 
nations which Napoleon had subdued, would, after his downfall, 
have proclaimed the principles and enjoyed the blessings of equality. 
But quite the contrary was the case. With England, the war had been 
commenced by the frightened aristocracy, and supported by the 
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moneyocracy, who found a source of immense profit in the repeated 
loans, and the swelling of the National Debt; in the opportunity 
afforded them to enter into the South American markets, to cram 
them with their own manufactures, and to conquer such French, 
Spanish and Dutch colonies as they thought proper, for the better 
filling of their purses; to make "Britannia rule the waves"a despotic, 
that they might harass to their heart's pleasure the trade of any other 
nation, whose competition threatened to endanger the progress of 
their own enrichment; and lastly, to assert their right of making 
enormous profits, by providing the European markets, in opposition 
to Napoleon's continental system. Such were the real causes of the 
long war on the part of those classes in whose hands the Government 
of England was then deposited; and as to the pretext, that the 
fundamental principles of the English Constitution were en-
dangered by the French Revolution, it only shows what a precious 
piece of workmanship this "perfection of human reason" must have 
been. As to Spain, the war had commenced in defence of the 
principle of legitimate succession, and of the inquisitorial despotism 
of the priesthood. The principles of the constitution of 1812 23 were 
introduced later, in order to give the people some inducement to 
continue the struggle, being themselves of French origin. Italy never 
was opposed to Napoleon, having received nothing but benefits from 
his hands, and having to thank him for her very existence as a nation. 
The same was the case with Poland. What Germany was indebted for 
to Napoleon I have related in my first letter. 

By all and each of the victorious powers the downfall of Napoleon 
was considered as the destruction of the French Revolution, and the 
triumph of legitimacy. The consequences were, of course, the 
restoration of this principle at home, first under the disguise of such 
sentimentalities as "Holy Alliance",24 "eternal peace", "public weal", 
"confidence between prince and subject", etc., etc., afterwards 
undisguised by the bayonet and the dungeon. The impotency of the 
conquerors was sufficiently shown by this one fact, that, after all, the 
vanquished French people, with a hated dynasty forced upon them, 
and maintained by 150,000 foreign muskets, yet inspired such awe in 
the breasts of their victorious enemies, that they got a tolerably 
liberal constitution, while the other nations, with all their exertions, 
and all their boasting of liberty, got nothing but fine words first, and 
hard bullets afterwards. The putting down of the French Revolution 
was celebrated by the massacres of Republicans in the south of 
France; by the blaze of the inquisitorial pile and the restoration of 
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native despotism in Spain and Italy, and by the gagging-bills and 
"Peterloo" in England.25 We shall now see that in Germany things 
took a similar course. 

The Kingdom of Prussia was the first of all German states to 
declare war against Napoleon. It was then governed by Frederick 
William III, nicknamed "The Just", one of the greatest blockheads 
that ever graced a throne. Born to be a corporal and to inspect the 
buttons of an army; dissolute, without passion, and a morality-
monger at the same time, unable to speak otherwise but in the 
infinite tense, surpassed only by his son3 as a writer of proclama-
tions; he knew only two feelings — fear and corporal-like imperious-
ness. During the first half of his reign his predominating state of 
mind was the fear of Napoleon, who treated him with the generosity 
of contempt in giving him back half his kingdom, which he did not 
think worth the keeping. It was this fear which led him to allow a 
party of half-and-half reformers to govern in his stead, Hardenberg, 
Stein, Schön, Scharnhorst, etc., who introduced a more liberal 
organisation of municipalities, abolition of servitude, commutation 
of feudal services into rent, or a fixed sum of twenty-five years 
purchase, and above all, the military organisation, which gives the 
people a tremendous power, and which some time or other will be 
used against the Government. They also "prepared" a constitution 
which, however, has not yet made its appearance. We shall soon see 
what turn the affairs of Prussia took after the putting down of the 
French Revolution. 

The "Corsican monster" being got into safe custody, there was 
immediately a great congress of great and petty despots held at 
Vienna, in order to divide the booty and the prize-money, and to see 
how far the ante-revolutionary state of things could be restored. 
Nations were bought and sold, divided and united, just as it best 
suited the interests and purposes of their rulers. There were only 
three states present who knew what they were about — England, 
intending to keep up and extend her commercial supremacy, to 
retain the lion's share out of the colonial plunder, and to weaken all 
the remainder — France, not to suffer too much, and weaken all 
others — Russia, to get increase of strength and territory, and to 
weaken all others; the remainder were directed by sentimentalities, 
petty egotism, and some of them even by a sort of ridiculous 
disinterestedness. The consequence was, that France spoiled the job 
for the great German states; that Russia got the best part of Poland; 
and England extended her maritime power more by the peace than 
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by the war, and obtained the superiority in all continental 
markets — of no use for the English people, but means of enormous 
enrichment to the English middle classes. The German states, who 
thought of nothing but of their darling principle of legitimacy, were 
cheated once more, and lost by the peace everything they had won by 
the war. Germany remained split up into thirty-eight states, whose 
division hinders all internal progress, and makes France more than a 
match for her; and who, continuing [to be] the best market for 
English manufactures, served only to enrich the English middle 
classes. It is all well for this section of the English people to boast of 
the generosity which prompted them to send enormous sums of 
money to keep up the war against Napoleon; but, if we even suppose 
that it was them, and not the working people, who in reality had to 
pay these subsidies — they only intended, by their generosity, to 
re-open the continental markets, and in this they succeeded so well 
that the profits they have drawn since the peace, from Germany 
alone, would repay those sums at least six times over. It is really 
middle-class generosity which first makes you a present in the shape 
of subsidies, and afterwards makes you repay it six-fold in the shape 
of profits. Would they have been so eager to pay those subsidies, if at 
the end of the war, the reverse had been likely to be the case, and 
England been inundated with German manufactures, instead of 
Germany being kept in manufacturing bondage by a few English 
capitalists? 

However, Germany was cheated on all hands, and mostly by her 
own so-called friends and allies. This I should not much care for 
myself, as I know very well that we are approaching to a 
reorganisation of European society, which will prevent such tricks on 
the one hand, and such imbecilities on the other; what I want to show 
is, first, that neither the English people, nor any other people 
profited by cheating the German despots, but that it all was for the 
benefit of other despots; or of one particular class, whose interest is 
opposed to the people; and second, that the very first act of the 
German restored despots showed their thorough incapacity. We now 
turn to the home affairs of Germany. 

We have seen who were the parties that, with the aid of English 
money and Russian barbarism, put down the French Revolution. 
They were divided into two sections; first, the violent partisans of old 
"Christian-Germanic" society, the peasantry and the enthusiastic 
youth, who were impelled by the fanaticism of servitude, of 
nationality, of legitimacy and religion; and second, the more sober 
middle-class men, who wished "to be let alone", to make money and 
to spend it without being bothered with the impudent interference 
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of great historical events. The latter party were satisfied as soon as 
they had obtained the peace, the right to buy in the cheapest market, 
to drink coffee without admixture of chicory, and to be excluded 
from all political affairs. The "Christian Germanics", however, now 
became the active supporters of the restored governments, and did 
everything in their power to screw history back to 1789. As to those 
who wished to see the people enjoy some of the fruits of their 
exertions, they had been strong enough to make their watchwords 
the battle-cry of 1813, but not the practice of 1815. They got some 
fine promises of constitutions, free press, etc., and that was all; in 
practice everything was carefully left as it had been previously. The 
Frenchified parts of Germany were purged, as far as possible, from 
the traces of "foreign despotism", and those provinces only which 
were situated on the left of the Rhine retained their French 
institutions. The Elector of Hesse3 went so far as to restore even the 
pig-tails of his soldiers, which had been cut off by the impious hands of 
the French. In short, Germany, as well as every other country, 
offered the picture of a shameless reaction which was only 
distinguished by a character of timidity and weakness; it did not even 
elevate itself to that degree of energy with which revolutionary 
principles were combated in Italy, Spain, France and England. 

The cheating system to which Germany had been subjected at the 
Congress of Vienna, now commenced to be practised between the 
different German states themselves. Prussia and Austria, in order to 
weaken the power of the different states, forced them to give some 
sort of mongrel constitutions, which weakened the governments, 
without imparting any power to the people, or even the middle 
classes. Germany being constituted a confederacy of states, whose 
embassies, sent by the governments alone, formed the diet, there was 
no risk that the people might become too strong, as every state was 
bound by the resolutions of the diet, which were law for all Germany, 
without being subject to the approval of any representative assembly. 
In this diet it was a matter of course that Prussia and Austria ruled 
absolutely; they only had to threaten the lesser princes to abandon 
them in their struggle with their representative assemblies, in order 
to frighten them into implicit obedience. By these means, by their 
overwhelming power, and by their being the true representatives of 
that principle from which every German prince derives his power, 
they have made themselves the absolute rulers of Germany. 
Whatever may be done in the small states is without any effect in 
practice. The struggles of the Liberal middle classes of Germany 
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remained fruitless as long as they were confined to the smaller 
southern states; they became important as soon as the middle classes 
of Prussia were aroused from their lethargy. And as the Austrian 
people can hardly be said to belong to the civilised world, and, in 
consequence, submit quietly to their paternal despotism, the state 
which may be taken as the centre of German modern history, as the 
barometer of the movements of public opinion, is Prussia. 

After the downfall of Napoleon, the King of Prussia spent some of 
his happiest years. He was cheated, it is true, on every hand. England 
cheated him; France cheated him; his own dear friends, the 
Emperors of Austria and Russia,3 cheated him over and over again; 
but he, in the fulness of his heart, did not even find it out; he could 
not think of the possibility of there being any such scoundrels in the 
world who could cheat Frederick William III, "The Just". He was 
happy. Napoleon was overthrown. He had no fear. He pressed 
Article 13 of the Fundamental Federative Act of Germany, which 
promised a constitution for every state. He pressed the other article 
about the liberty of the press.26 Nay, on the 22nd of May, 1815, he 
issued a proclamation commencing with these words — words in 
which his benevolent happiness was beautifully blended with his 
corporal-like imperiousness— "There shall be a representation of the 
people!" He went on to order that a commission should be named to 
prepare a constitution for his people; and even in 1819, when there 
had been revolutionary symptoms in Prussia, when reaction was 
rifest all over Europe, and when the glorious fruit of the Congresses 
was in its full blossom, even then he declared that, in future, no 
public loan should be contracted without the assent of the future 
representative assemblies of the kingdom. 

Alas! this happy time did not last. The fear of Napoleon was but 
too soon replaced in the king's mind by the fear of the revolution. But 
of that in my next. 

I have only one word to add. Whenever in English democratic 
meetings the "patriots of all countries" are toasted, Andreas Hof er is 
sure to be amongst them. Now, after what I have said on the enemies 
of Napoleon in Germany, is Hofer's name worthy to be cheered by 
democrats? Hofer was a stupid, ignorant, bigoted, fanatical peasant, 
whose enthusiasm was that of La Vendée,27 that of "Church and 
Emperor". He fought bravely — but so did the Vendéans against the 
Republicans. He fought for the paternal despotism of Vienna and 
Rome. Democrats of England, for the sake of the honour of the 
German people, leave that bigot out of the question in future. 
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Germany has better patriots than him. Why not mention Thomas 
Münzer, the glorious chief of the peasant insurrection of 1525, who 
was a real democrat, as far as possible, at that time? Why not glorify 
George Forster, the German Thomas Paine, who supported the 
French Revolution in Paris up to the last, in opposition to all his 
countrymen, and died on the scaffold? Why not a host of others, who 
fought for realities, and not for delusions? 

I am, dear Sir, yours respectfully, 
Your German Correspondent 

L E T T E R III 
TO T H E EDITOR OF THE NORTHERN STAR 

[The Northern Star No. 438, April 4, 1846] 

Dear Sir,— I really must beg of you and your readers to excuse my 
apparent negligence in not continuing sooner the series of letters on 
the above subject which I commenced writing for this paper. You 
may, however, rest assured that nothing but the necessity of devoting 
some weeks to the German movement exclusively could detain me 
from the pleasant task I have undertaken, of informing the English 
democracy of the state of things in my native country. 

Your readers will, perhaps, have some recollection of the 
statements made in my first and second letters. I there related how 
the old, rotten state of Germany was rooted up by the French armies 
from 1792 to 1813; how Napoleon was overthrown by the union of 
the feudalists, or aristocrats, and the bourgeois, or trading middle 
classes of Europe; how, in the subsequent peace arrangements the 
German princes were cheated by their allies, and even by vanquished 
France; how the German Federative Act, and the present political 
state of Germany was brought about; and how Prussia and Austria, 
by inducing the lesser states to give constitutions, made themselves 
the exclusive masters of Germany. Leaving Austria, as a half-
barbarian country, out of the question, we come to the result that 
Prussia is the battle-field on which the future fate of Germany is to be 
decided. 

We said in our last, that Frederick William III, King of Prussia, 
after being delivered from the fear of Napoleon, and spending a few 
happy, because fearless years, acquired another bugbear to frighten 
him — "the revolution". The way in which "the revolution" was 
introduced into Germany we shall now see. 
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After the downfall of Napoleon, which I must repeat again, by the 
kings and aristocrats of the time, was totally identified with the 
putting down of the French Revolution, or, as they called it, the 
revolution, after 1815, in all countries, the anti-revolutionary party 
held the reins of government. The feudalist aristocrats ruled in all 
cabinets from London to Naples, from Lisbon to St. Petersburg. 
However, the middle classes, who had paid for the job and assisted in 
doing it, wanted to have their share of the power. It was by no means 
their interest which was placed in the ascendant by the restored 
governments. On the contrary, middle-class interests were neglected 
everywhere, and even openly set at nought. The passing of the 
English Corn Law of 181528 is the most striking example of a fact 
which was common to all Europe; and yet the middle classes were 
more powerful then than ever they had been. Commerce and 
manufactures had been extending everywhere, and had swelled the 
fortunes of the fat bourgeois; their increased well-being was 
manifested in their increased spirit of speculation, their growing 
demand for comforts and luxuries. It was impossible, then, that they 
should quietly submit to be governed by a class whose decay had 
been going on for centuries — whose interests were opposed to those 
of the middle classes — whose momentary return to power was the 
very work of the bourgeois. The struggle between the middle classes 
and the aristocracy was inevitable; it commenced almost immediately 
after the peace. 

The middle classes being powerful by money only, cannot acquire 
political power but by making money the only qualification for the 
legislative capacity of an individual. They must merge all feudalistic 
privileges, all political monopolies of past ages, in the one great 
privilege and monopoly of money. The political dominion of the 
middle classes is, therefore, of an essentially liberal appearance. They 
destroy all the old differences of several estates co-existing in a 
country, all arbitrary privileges and exemptions; they are obliged to 
make the elective principle the foundation of government — to 
recognise equality in principle, to free the press from the shackles of 
monarchical censorship, to introduce the jury, in order to get rid of a 
separate class of judges, forming a state in the state. So far they 
appear thorough democrats. But they introduce all the improve-
ments so far only, as thereby all former individual and hereditary 
privileges are replaced by the privilege of money. Thus the principle 
of election is, by property qualifications for the right of electing and 
being elected, retained for their own class. Equality is set aside again 
by restraining it to a mere "equality before the law", which means 
equality in spite of the inequality of rich and poor — equality within 
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the limits of the chief inequality existing—which means, in short, 
nothing else but giving inequality the name of equality. Thus the 
liberty of the press is, of itself, a middle-class privilege, because 
printing requires money, and buyers for the printed productions, 
which buyers must have money again. Thus the jury is a middle-class 
privilege, as proper care is taken to bring none but "respectables" 
into the jury-box. 

I have thought it necessary to make these few remarks upon the 
subject of middle-class government in order to explain two facts. 
The first is, that in all countries, during the time from 1815 to 1830, 
the essentially democratic movement of the working classes was 
more or less made subservient to the liberal movement of the 
bourgeois. The working people, though more advanced than the 
middle classes, could not yet see the total difference between 
liberalism and democracy — emancipation of the middle classes and 
emancipation of the working classes; they could not see the 
difference between liberty of money and liberty of man, until money 
had been made politically free, until the middle class had been made 
the exclusively ruling class. Therefore the democrats of Peterloo 
were going to petition, not only for Universal Suffrage, but for Corn 
Law repeal at the same time; therefore, the proletarians fought in 
1830 in Paris, and threatened to fight in 1831 in England, for the 
political interest of the bourgeoisie. In all countries the middle 
classes were, from 1815 to 1830, the most powerful component, and, 
therefore, the leaders of the revolutionary party. The working 
classes are necessarily the instruments in the hands of the middle 
classes, as long as the middle classes are themselves revolutionary or 
progressive. The distinct movement of the working classes is, 
therefore, in this case always of a secondary importance. But from 
that very day when the middle classes obtain full political 
power — from the day on which all feudal and aristocratic interests 
are annihilated by the power of money—from the day on which the 
middle classes cease to be progressive and revolutionary, and become 
stationary themselves, from that very day the working-class move-
ment takes the lead and becomes the national movement. Let the 
Corn Laws be repealed today, and tomorrow the Charter is the leading 
question in England—tomorrow the Chartist movement will exhibit that 
strength, that energy, that enthusiasm and perseverance which ensures 
success. 

The second fact, for the explanation of which I ventured to make 
some few remarks on middle-class government, refers to Germany 
exclusively. The Germans being a nation of theorists, and little 
experienced in practice, took the common fallacies brought forward 
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by the French and English middle classes to be sacred truths. The 
middle classes of Germany were glad to be left alone to their little 
private business, which was all in the "small way"; wherever they had 
obtained a constitution, they boasted of their liberty, but interfered 
little in the political business of the state; wherever they had none, 
they were glad to be saved the trouble of electing deputies and 
reading their speeches. The working people wanted that great lever 
which in France and England aroused them — extensive manufac-
tures— and the consequence of it, middle-class rule. They, there-
fore, remained quiet. The peasantry in those parts of Germany 
where the modern French institutions had been again replaced by 
the old feudal regime, felt oppressed, but this discontent wanted 
another stimulus to break out in open rebellion. Thus, the 
revolutionary party in Germany, from 1815 to 1830, consisted of 
theorists only. Its recruits were drawn from the universities; it was 
made up of none but students. 

It had been found impossible in Germany to re-introduce the old 
system of 1789. The altered circumstances of the time forced the 
governments to invent a new system, which has been peculiar to 
Germany. The aristocracy was willing to govern, but too weak; the 
middle classes were neither willing to govern nor strong 
enough — both, however, were strong enough to induce the 
government to some concessions. The form of government, 
therefore, was a sort of mongrel monarchy. A constitution, in some 
states, gave an appearance of guarantee to the aristocracy and 
middle classes; for the remainder there was everywhere a bureaucra-
tic government—that is, a monarchy which pretends to take care 
of the interests of the middle class by a good administration, 
which administration is, however, directed by aristocrats, and 
whose proceedings are shut out as much as possible from the 
eyes of the public. The consequence is the formation of a sepa-
rate class of administrative government officers, in whose hands 
the chief power is concentrated, and which stands in opposition 
against all other classes. It is the barbarian form of middle-class 
rule. 

But this form of government satisfied neither the "Aristocrats", 
"Christian Germanics", "Romantics", "Reactionaries", nor the 
"Liberals". They, therefore, united against the governments, and 
formed the secret societies of the students. From the union of those 
two sects — for parties they cannot be called — arose that sect of 
mongrel Liberals, who in their secret societies dreamt of a German 
Emperor wearing crown, purple, sceptre, and all the remainder of 
that sort of apparatus, not to forget a long grey or red beard, 
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surrounded by an assembly of estates in which clergy, nobility, 
burgesses, and peasants should be duly separated. It was the most 
ridiculous mixing up of feudal brutality with modern middle-class 
fallacies that could be imagined. But that was just the thing for the 
students, who wanted enthusiasm, no matter for what, nor at what 
price. Yet these ridiculous idiosyncrasies, together with the revolu-
tions in Spain, Portugal and Italy, the movements of the Carbonari in 
France, and the Reformation in England,29 frightened the monarchs 
almost out of their wits. Frederick William III got his bugbear, "the 
revolution" — under which name all these different and partly 
discordant movements were comprised. 

A number of incarcerations and wholesale prosecutions quashed 
this "revolution" in Germany; the French bayonets in Spain, and the 
Austrian in Italy, secured for a while the ascendancy of legitimate 
kings and rights divine. Even the right divine of the Grand Turk to 
hang and quarter his Grecian subjects was for a while maintained by 
the Holy Alliance; but this case was too flagrant, and the Greeks were 
allowed to slip from under the Turkish yoke.30 

At last, the three days of Paris31 gave the signal for a general 
outbreak of middle-class, aristocratic, and popular discontent 
throughout Europe. The aristocratic Polish revolution was put 
down; the middle classes of France and Belgium succeeded in 
securing to themselves political power32; the English middle classes 
likewise obtained this end by the Reform Bill; the partly popular, 
partly middle-class, partly national insurrections of Italy, were 
suppressed; and in Germany numerous insurrections and move-
ments betokened a new era of popular and middle-class agita-
tion. 

The new and violent character of liberal agitation in Germany, 
from 1830 to 1834, showed that the middle classes had now taken up 
the question for themselves. But Germany being divided into many 
states, almost each of which had a separate line of customs and 
separate rates of duty, there was no community of interest in these 
movements. The middle classes of Germany wanted to become 
politically free, not for the purpose of arranging public matters in 
accordance with their interest, but because they were ashamed of 
their servile position in comparison to Frenchmen and Englishmen. 
Their movement wanted the substantial basis which had ensured the 
success of Liberalism in France and England; their interest in the 
question was far more theoretical than practical; they were, upon an 
average, what is called disinterested. The French bourgeois of 1830 
were not. Laffitte said, the day after the revolution: "Now we, the 
bankers, will govern"; and they do up to this hour. The English 
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middle classes, too, knew very well what they were about when they 
fixed the ten-pound qualification33; but the German middle classes 
being, as aforesaid, men in a small way of business, were mere 
enthusiasts — admirers of "liberty of the press", "trial by jury", 
"constitutional guarantees for the people", "rights of the people", 
"popular representation", and such like, which they thought not 
means, but ends; they took the shadow for the substance, and 
therefore got nothing. However, this middle-class movement was 
sufficient to bring about several dozens of revolutions, of which two 
or three contrived somehow to succeed; a great number of popular 
meetings, a deal of talk and newspaper-boasting, and a very slight 
beginning of a democratic movement among students, working men, 
and peasants. 

I shall not enter into the rather tedious details of this blustering 
and unsuccessful movement. Wherever somewhat important had 
been won, as liberty of the press in Baden, the German Diet stepped 
in and put a stop to it. The whole farce was concluded by a repetition 
of the wholesale imprisonments of 1819 and 1823, and, by a secret 
league of all German princes, concluded in 1834, at a Conference 
of delegates at Vienna, to resist all further progress of Liberal-
ism.34 The resolutions of this Conference were published some 
years ago.3 

From 1834 to 1840, every public movement in Germany died out. 
The agitators of 1830 and 1834 were either imprisoned or scattered 
in foreign countries, where they had fled. Those who had kept much 
of their middle-class timidity during the times of agitation, continued 
to struggle against the growing rigour of the censor, and the growing 
neglect and indifference of the middle classes. The leaders of 
Parliamentary opposition went on speechifying in the Chambers, but 
the governments found means to secure the votes of the majorities. 
There appeared no further chance of bringing about any public 
movement whatsoever in Germany; the governments had it all their 
own way. 

In all these movements the middle classes of Prussia took almost no 
part. The working people uttered their discontent throughout that 
country in numerous riots, having, however, no defined purpose, 
and therefore no result. The apathy of the Prussians was the 
principal strength of the German confederacy. It showed that the 
time for a general middle-class movement in Germany was not yet 
come. 

a C. Th. Welcker, Wichtige Urkunden für den Rechtszustand der deutschen Nation, 
Mannheim, 1844.— Ed. 
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In my next,3 I shall pass to the movement of the last six years, 
unless I can bring together the necessary materials for characterising 
the spirit of the German governments by some of their own doings, 
in comparison to which tlose of your precious Home Secretary0 are 
pure and innocent.35 

I am, in the meantime, dear Sir, 
respectfully, 

Your German Correspondent 

Febr. 20th,36 1846 

Written between October 15, 1845 and Reprinted from the newspaper 
February 20, 1846 

First published in The Northern Star 
Nos. 415, 417, 438, October 25, Novem-
be r s , 1845 and April 4, 1846 

a Engels' letter did not appear in the following numbers.—Ed. 
b Sir James Robert George Graham.—Ed. 
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STATEMENT 

According to the Rheinischer Beobachter of January 18, issue No. 18, 
the Trier'sche Zeitung contains an announcement by the Editorial 
Board according to which, among a number of writers, Marx also is 
named as a contributor to this newspaper. In order to prevent any 
confusion I state that I have never written a single line for this paper, 
whose bourgeois philanthropic, by no means communist tendencies 
are entirely alien to me. 
Brussels, January 18, 1846 

Karl Marx 

First published in Trier'sche Zeitung No. 26, 
January 26, 1846 

Printed according to the newspaper 

Published in English for the first 
time 



Karl Marx and Frederick Engels 

[CIRCULAR AGAINST KRIEGE]37 

At a meeting attended by the undermentioned Communists: 
Engels, Gigot, Heilberg, Marx, Seiler, Weitling, von Westphalen and 
Wolff, the following resolutions concerning the New York German-
language journal 

"Der Volks-Tribun" edited by Hermann Kriege 
were passed unanimously — with the single exception of Weitling 
"who voted against". The appendix explains the motives behind the 
resolutions. 

Resolutions: 

1. The line taken by the editor of the Volks-Tribun, Hermann 
Kriege, is not communist. 

2. Kriege's childish pomposity in support of this line is com-
promising in the highest degree to the Communist Party, both in 
Europe and America, inasmuch as he is held to be the literary 
representative of German communism in New York. 

3. The fantastic emotionalism which Kriege is preaching in New 
York under the name of "communism" must have an extremely 
damaging effect on the workers' morale if it is adopted by them. 

4. The present resolutions, together with the grounds for them, 
shall be communicated to the Communists in Germany, France and 
England. 

5. One copy shall be sent to the editors of the Volks-Tribun with 
the request that these resolutions together with the grounds for them 
should be printed in the forthcoming issues of the Volks-Tribun. 

Brussels, May 11, 1846 Engels, Phil. Gigot, 
Louis Heilberg, K. Marx, 

Seiler, von Westphalen, Wolff 



SECTION ONE 

HOW COMMUNISM BECAME LOVE-SICK 

No. 13 of the Volks-Tribun contains an article entitled: "An die 
Frauen". 

1) "Women, priestesses of love.'" 
2) "It is love that has sent us." 
3) "Apostles of love." 
a) Literary interlude: "The flaming eyes of humanity", "the 

sounds of truth". 
b) Woman's hypocritical and ignorant captatio benevolentiae3: 

"Even in the attire of a queen you cannot deny your femininity... nor 
have you learned to speculate upon the tears of the unhappy; you 
are too soft-hearted to let a mother's poor child starve so that you may 
profit." 

4) "The future of the beloved child." 
5) "Beloved sisters." 
6) "O give ear to us, you are betraying love if you do not do so." 
8) "Of love." 
8) "Of love." 
9) "For the sake of love." 

10) "The most sacred labour of love which we entreat of you" 
(whimper). 

c) Literary-biblical platitude: "Woman is destined to bear the son 
of man", whereby the fact is proclaimed that men do not bear 
children. 

11) "The holy spirit of community must evolve from the heart of 
LOVE." 

a Thirst for approval.—Ed. 
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d) Interpolated Ave Maria: "Blessed, thrice blessed are you women, 
being chosen to pronounce the first consecration of the long-promised 
kingdom of bliss." 

12) "Beloved sisters." 
13) "Not love but hatred" (contrasting bourgeois and communist 

society). 
14) "You loved ones." 
15) "Raise love on to the throne." 
16) "Active people in loving community." 
17) "True priestesses of love." 
e) Aesthetic parenthesis: "If your trembling soul has not yet 

forgotten the flight sublime" — (a feat whose feasibility has yet to be 
demonstrated). 

18) "The world of love." 
19) "The kingdom of hatred and the kingdom of love." 
f) An attempt to hoodwink women: "And therefore you have a 

most mighty voice in politics too. You but need to use your influence, 
and all the old kingdom of hatred will fall in ruins to make way for 
the new kingdom of love." 

g) Philosophical fanfare to drown reflection: "The ultimate goal 
of their activity is that all mankind should take an ever-joyful delight 
in itself." 

20) "Your love." At this point women are required to be 
"unstinting" in their love so that it may "embrace all mankind with 
equal surrender". A demand that is as indecent as it is extravagant. 

h) Fugue: "That thousands and yet more thousands of deserted 
orphans are abandoned to the fearful massacre of circumstances." 
What does this "fearfulness" consist in? In the "orphans" massacr-
ing the "circumstances" or the "circumstances" massacring the 
"orphans"? 

i) Unveiling of the neo-communist policy: "We have no wish to lay 
hands on the private property of any man; what the usurer now has, 
let him keep; we merely wish to forestall the further pillaging of the 
people's assets and prevent capital from continuing to withhold from 
labour its rightful property." This purpose is to be achieved as 
follows: "Every poor man ... will instantly become a useful member 
of human society as soon as he is offered the opportunity of produc-
tive work." (According to this no one is more deserving in respect of 
"human society" than the capitalists, including those in New York 
against whom Kriege thunders so mightily.) "And this opportunity is 
assured him for ever, as soon as society gives him a piece of land on 
which he can produce food for himself and his family.... If this vast 
area of land" (the 1,400 million acres of the American state lands) "is 
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withdrawn from commerce and ensured to labour in limited quantities, at 
one stroke all the poverty in America will have been eliminated; for 
each man will be given the opportunity to establish with his own 
hands an inviolable home for himself." That it does not lie in the 
legislators' power to decree either that the patriarchal system desired 
by Kriege shall not evolve into an industrial system or that the 
industrial and commercial states of the east coast of the United States 
shall revert to patriarchal barbarism — one had a right to expect that 
this would be realised. Meanwhile, for the day when the paradise 
just described will have arrived, Kriege prepares the following 
country-parson utterance: "And then we can teach men to live 
together in peace, to lighten for each other the burden and toil of 
their life and: 

21) build the first dwelling-places on earth for celestial love" (each 
one 160 acres in area). 

Kriege concludes his address to married women as follows: "Turn 
first to 

22) the men of your love, 
ask them ... to turn their backs on the politics of old,... show them 
their children, implore them in their name" (who are without reason) 
"to adopt reason." Secondly, to the "virgins": 

23) "For your lovers 
let the liberation of the land be the touchstone of their human worth and 
have no faith in 

24) their love 
until they have sworn fealty to mankind." (What is that supposed to 
mean?) If the virgins behave in this manner, he guarantees them that 
their children 

25) "will become as loving 
as they themselves" (that is, "the birds of heaven") and concludes 
this cant with another round of 

26) "true priestesses of love", "great kingdom of community" and 
"consecration". 

No. 13 of the Volks-Trib[un]:—"Antwort an Sollta." 
27) "It" (the great spirit of community) "flashes from fraternal 

eyes as the fire of love." 
28) "What is a woman without the man whom she can love, to 

whom she can surrender her trembling soul?" 
29) "To join all mankind in love." 
30) "Mother-love".... 
31) "Love of mankind".... 
32) "All the first sounds of love".... 
33) "The radiance of love." 
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k) The purpose of communism is to "subject the whole life of 
mankind to its" (the sentient heart's) "beating". 

34) "The sound of love flees before the rattle of money." 
35) "Everything may be achieved by love and surrender." 
In this one issue, then, we have love in approximately thirty-five 

shapes. It is in perfect accordance with this amorous slobbering that 
Kriege, in his "Antwort an Sollta" and elsewhere, presents 
communism as the love-imbued opposite of selfishness and reduces a 
revolutionary movement of world-historical importance to the few 
words: love — hate, communism — selfishness. Part and parcel of it is 
likewise the cowardice with which he here panders to the usurer by 
promising to let him keep what he already has and with which 
further on he assures that he does not want "to destroy the cherished 
sentiments of family life, of belonging to one's native land and people" 
but "only to fulfil them". This cowardly, hypocritical presentation of 
communism not as "destruction" but as "fulfilment" of existing evils 
and of the illusions which the bourgeoisie have about them, is found 
in every issue of the Volks-Tribun. This hypocrisy and cowardice are 
matched by the attitude which he adopts in discussions with 
politicians. He declares it (No. 10a) a sin against communism to attack 
political visionaries like Lamennais and Börne who dabble in 
Catholicism, with the result that men like Proudhon, Cabet, Dézamy, 
in short all the French Communists, are just men "who call 
themselves Communists". The fact that the German Communists 
have left Börne as far behind as the French have Lamennais, is 
something Kriege could have discovered back in Germany, Brussels 
and London. 

We leave Kriege to reflect for himself on the enervating effect this 
love-sickness cannot fail to have on both sexes and the mass hysteria 
and anaemia it must produce in the "virgins". 

SECTION TWO 

THE VOLKS-TRIBUNS POLITICAL ECONOMY 
AND ITS ATTITUDE TOWARDS YOUNG AMERICA38 

We fully recognise that the American national Reformers' 
movement is historically justified. We know that this movement has 
set its sights on a goal which, although for the moment it would 

a Hermann Kriege an Harro Harring.—Ed. 
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further the industrialism of modern bourgeois society, nevertheless, 
as the product of a proletarian movement, as an attack on landed 
property in general and more particularly in the circumstances 
obtaining in America, will by its own inner logic inevitably press on to 
communism. Kriege, who has joined the Anti-Rent movement along 
with the German Communists in New York, pastes over this plain 
fact with his customary communist and extravagant phrases, without 
ever going into the positive substance of the movement, thereby 
proving that he is quite unclear in his own mind about the 
connection between Young America and circumstances prevailing in 
America. In addition to the individual passages which in passing we 
have already quoted, we would give another example of how his 
humanitarianising quite smothers the issue of land-distribution to 
the small farmer on an American scale. 

In No. 10, "Was wir wollen", we read: 

"They" — that is, the Americ[an] National Reformers — "call the soil the communal 
heritage of all mankind ... and want the legislative power of the people to take steps to 
preserve as the inalienable communal property of all mankind the 1,400 millfion] acres of 
land which have not yet fallen into the hands of rapacious speculators." 

In order communally to "preserve for all mankind" this 
"communal heritage", this "inalienable communal property", he adopts 
the plan of the National Reformers: "to place 160 acres of American 
soil at the command of every farmer, from whatever country he may 
hail, so that he may feed himself", or, as it is put in No. 14, 
"Antwort" to Conze: 

"Of this as yet untouched property of the people no one shall take more than 160 
acres into his possession, and that only if he farms it himself." 

So in order that the soil shall remain "inalienable communal 
property", for "all mankind" to boot, a start must be made without 
delay on dividing it up; Kriege here imagines he can use the law to 
forbid the necessary consequences of this division, that is, concentra-
tion, industrial progress, etc. He considers 160 acres of land as an 
ever-constant measure, as if the value of such an area did not vary 
according to its quality. The "farmers" will have to exchange, if not 
their land itself, then at least the produce of their land, with each 
other and with third parties, and when this juncture has been 
reached, it will soon become apparent that one "farmer", even 
though he has no capital, will, simply by his work and the greater 
initial productivity of his 160 acres, reduce his neighbour to the 
status of his farm labourer. And is it not then immaterial whether "the 
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land" or the produce of the land "falls into the hands of rapacious 
speculators"? 

Let us for the moment take Kriege's present to mankind seriously. 
1,400 million acres are to be "preserved as the inalienable 

communal property of all mankind". Specifically, 160 acres are to be 
the portion of each "farmer". From this we can calculate the size of 
Kriege's "all mankind"—exactly 8s/4 million "farmers", each of 
whom as head of family represents a family of five, a sum total 
therefore of 433/4 million people. We can likewise calculate how long 
"all eternity" will last, for the duration of which "the proletariat in its 
capacity as humanity" may "claim" "the whole earth" — at least in 
the United States. If the population of the United States continues to 
grow at the same rate as hitherto (i.e., if it doubles in 25 years), this 
"all eternity" will not last out 40 years; within this period the 1,400 
mill[ion] acres will be settled, and there will be nothing left for future 
generations to "claim". But since the release of the land would 
greatly increase immigration, Kriege's "all eternity" might well be 
foreclosed even earlier. The more so when one considers that land 
for 44 million would not even suffice to channel off the now 
existing pauper-population of Europe, where every tenth man is a 
pauper and the British Isles alone supply 7 million. Similar economic 
naivety is to be found in No. 13, "An die Frauen", in which Kriege 
says that if the city of New York were to release its 52,000 acres on 
Long Island, this would suffice to relieve New York "at one stroke" 
of all its pauperism, poverty and crime for all time. 

If Kriege had seen the free-land movement as a first, in certain 
circumstances necessary, form of the proletarian movement, as a 
movement which because of the social position of the class from 
which it emanates must necessarily develop into a communist 
movement, if he had shown how communist tendencies in America 
could, to begin with, only emerge in this agrarian form which 
appears to be a contradiction of all communism, then no objection 
could have been raised. As things are, however, he declares what is 
after all a still subordinate form of movement of real specific people 
to be a matter for mankind in general, presents it, against his better 
knowledge, as the ultimate, supreme goal of all movement in 
general, and thereby transforms the specific aims of the movement 
into sheer, extravagant nonsense. 

In the same essay (No. 10) he however continues his paean 
unperturbed, as follows: 

"In this way, therefore, the old dreams of the Europeans at last came true, on this 
side of the ocean a plot was prepared for them which they needed only to settle and 
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make fruitful with the labour of their hands, and they would be able proudly to 
proclaim to all the tyrants of the world: 

This is my hut 
Which you did not build, 
This is my hearth 
Whose fire you envy me ." a 

He could have added: This is my midden, which I and my wife, 
child, farm labourer, maid-servant and cattle have produced. Who 
are these Europeans then, whose "dreams" here come true? Not the 
communist workers, but bankrupt shopkeepers and master-
craftsmen or ruined cottagers striving for the bliss of becoming petty 
bourgeois and peasants once more in America. And what kind of 
"wish" is this which the 1,400 million acres are to make reality? None 
other than that everybody should be turned into a private-property-
owner, a wish that is just as practicable and communist as that 
everybody should be turned into an emperor, king or pope. The 
following sentence shall serve as a final sample of Kriege's insight 
into communist revolutionary movements and economic conditions: 

"Every man should at least learn enough of every trade to be able to stand on his own 
feet for a while if necessary, if misfortune should sever him from human society."b 

It is of course much easier to "gush" "love" and "surrender" than 
to concern oneself with the development of real conditions and 
practical questions. 

SECTION THREE 

METAPHYSICAL TRUMPETINGS 

No. 13 of the Volks-Trib[un]: "Antwort an Sollta". 
1) Kriege here asserts he is "not accustomed to performing on a 

logical tight-rope in the barren desert of theory". That he is walking 
on a "tight-rope", not a logical one, it is true, but one spun from 
philosophical and love-besotted phrases, is clear from every issue of 
the Volks-Tribun. 

2) The proposition that "each separate person lives individually" 
(which is itself nonsense) is expressed by Kriege as he walks the 
following illogical "tight-rope": "as long as the human species 
continues to find its representation in individuals at all", 

3) "putting an end to the present state of things" is supposed to 
depend on the "pleasure" of the "creative spirit of mankind", which 
does not exist anywhere. 

a A paraphrased stanza from Goethe's Prometheus.— Ed. 
b H. Kriege, "Antwort an Cattanio".—Ed. 
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4) The following is the ideal of the communist man: "He bears the 
stamp of the species" (and who does not do so by the mere fact of his 
existence?), "determines his own goals according to the goals of the 
species" (as if the species were a person who could have goals) "and 
seeks to be completely his own, solely in order to dedicate himself to 
the species with everything that he is and is capable of becoming" 
(total self-sacrifice and self-abasement before a vaporous fantasy-
concept). 

5) The relationship of the individual to the species is also 
described in the following extravagant nonsense: "All of us and 
our particular activities are but symptoms of the great movement 
which is afoot in the inner depths of mankind." "In the inner 
depths of mankind"—where is that? According to this proposi-
tion, then, real people are only "symptoms", features of a "move-
ment" that is afoot "in the depths" of a phantom conjured up by 
thinking. 

6) This country parson transforms the struggle for a communist 
society into "the search for that great spirit of community". He 
pictures this "great spirit" "foaming full and fine from the cup of 
communion" and as "the holy spirit flashing from fraternal eyes". 

Now that the revolutionary communist movement has thus 
been transformed into the "search" for the holy spirit and 
holy communion, Kriege can of course also assert that this spirit 
"needs only to be recognised for all men to be joined together in 
love". 

7) This metaphysical conclusion is preceded by the following 
confusion of communism with communion: "The spirit that conquers 
the world, the spirit that commands the storm and the thunder and 
lightning (!!!!), the spirit that heals the blind and the lepers, the spirit 
that offers all men to drink of one wine" (we prefer a variety of kinds) 
"and to eat of one bread" (the French and English Communists are 
rather more demanding), "the spirit that is eternal and omnipresent, 
that is the spirit of community." If this "spirit" is "eternal and 
omnipresent", it is quite beyond comprehension how, according to 
Kriege, private property has managed to exist for so long. But, true 
enough, it has not been "recognised" and was thus "eternal and 
omnipresent" solely in his own imagination. 

Kriege is therefore here preaching in the name of communism the 
old fantasy of religion and German philosophy which is the direct 
antithesis of communism. Faith, more specifically, faith in the "holy 
spirit of community" is the last thing required for the achievement of 
communism. 
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SECTION FOUR 

FLIRTATIONS WITH RELIGION 

It is self-evident that Kriege's amorous slobberings and his 
antithesis to selfishness are no more than the inflated utterances of a 
mind that has become utterly and completely absorbed in religion. 
We shall see how Kriege, who in Europe always claimed to be an 
atheist, here seeks to foist off all the infamies of Christianity under 
the signboard of communism and ends, perfectly consistently, with 
man's self-desecration. 

In No. 10, "Was wir wollen" and "H[ermann] Kriege an Harro 
Harring" define the purpose of the communist struggle in the 
following terms: 

1) "To make a truth of the religion of love and a reality of the long 
yearned-for community of the blessed denizens of heaven." Kriege 
merely overlooks the fact that these obsessions of Christianity are 
only the fantastic expression of the existing world and that their 
"reality" therefore already exists in the evil conditions of this existing 
world. 

2) "We demand in the name of that religion of love that the hungry 
should be given food, the thirsty be given drink and the naked 
clothed." — A demand which has been reiterated ad nauseam for 
1,800 years already, without the slightest success. 

3) "We teach the practice of love" in order to 
4) "receive love". 
5) "In their realm of love there is no room for devils." 
6) "It is his" (man's) "most sacred need to merge his own person 

and whole individuality in the society of loving beings, towards whom 
he can retain nothing but 

7) his boundless love." One might think that with this boundless-
ness the theory of love had reached its highest peak, a peak so 
high that one can think of nothing higher; and yet the ascent con-
tinues. 

8) "This hot outpouring of love, this surrender to all, this divine 
urge towards community — what else is this but the Communists' 
innermost religion which is only lacking in the appropriate external 
world to express itself in the fulness of human life." The present 
"external world" however seems to be quite sufficient for Kriege to 
lend the most lavish "expression" to his "innermost religion", his 
"divine urge", his "surrender to all" and his "hot outpouring" in the 
"fulness" of his own "human life". 
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9) "Do we not have the right to take the long pent-up desires of 
the religious heart seriously and march into battle in the name of the 
poor, the unhappy, and the rejected, for the final realisation of the 
sublime realm of brotherly love?" Kriege marches into battle, then, 
in order to take seriously the desires not of the real and the secular, 
but of the religious heart, not those of the heart made bitter by real 
need but those of the heart inflated by a fantasy of bliss. He 
forthwith offers proof of his "religious heart" by marching into 
battle as a priest, in the name of others, that is, in the name of the 
"poor", and in such a manner as to make it absolutely plain that he 
does not need communism for himself, he would have it that he is 
marching into battle in a spirit of pure, generous, dedicated, effusive 
self-sacrifice for the "poor, the unhappy and the rejected" who are 
in need of it — a feeling of elation which swells the heart of this 
worthy man in times of isolation and dejection, and outweighs all the 
troubles of this evil world. 

10) Kriege concludes his pompous prating: "Any man who does 
not support such a party can with justice be treated as an enemy of 
mankind." This intolerant sentence appears to be in contradiction to 
"surrender to all", and the "religion of love" towards all. It is 
however a perfectly consistent conclusion of this new religion, which 
like every other mortally detests and persecutes all its enemies. The 
enemy of the party is quite consistently turned into a heretic, by 
transforming him from an enemy of the actually existing party who is 
combated, into a sinner against humanity—which ,only exists in the 
imagination — who must be punished. 

11) In the letter to Harro Harring we read: "Our aim is to make 
all the poor of the world rebel against Mammon, under whose 
scourge they are condemned to work themselves to death, and when 
we have toppled the fearsome tyrant from his ancient throne, our 
aim will be to unite mankind by love, our aim will be to teach men to 
work communally and enjoy communally until the long-promised 
kingdom of joy finally comes about." In order to work up a fury 
against the present-day sovereignty of money, he first has to 
transform it into the idol Mammon. This idol is toppled — how, we 
do not discover; the revolutionary movement of the proletariat of all 
countries shrinks to no more than a rebellion — and when this 
toppling is complete, then the prophets— "we" —appear to "teach" 
the proletariat what is to be done next. These prophets "teach" their 
disciples, who here appear in remarkable ignorance of their own 
interests, how they are "to work and enjoy communally", not, 
indeed, for the sake of "working and enjoying communally" 
but rather just so that the scriptures shall be fulfilled and a 
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number of visionaries shall not have prophesied in vain 1,800 years 
ago.—This prophetical manner is found elsewhere as well, for 
example: 

In No. 8, "Was ist das Proletariat?" and "Andreas Dietsch", with 
a) "Proletarians,... the hour of your redemption has come." 
b) "A thousand hearts beat joyfully in anticipation of the 

promised time" — in other words, "of that great realm of love ... for 
the long yearned-for realm of love." 

c) In No. 12, "Antwort an Koch, den Antipfaffen", 
"Already the gospel of the infinite redemption of the world goes 

quivering from eye to eye" and — even — "from hand to hand". 
This miracle of the "quivering gospel", this nonsense about the 
"infinite redemption of the world" is in perfect accordance with 
another miracle, namely that the long-abandoned prophecies of the 
old evangelists are unexpectedly fulfilled by Kriege. 

12) Seen from this religious point of view, the answer to all real 
questions can only consist in a few images of extravagant religiosity 
which befog all sense, in a few high-sounding catchwords, such as 
"mankind", "humanity", "species", etc., and in turning every real 
action into a fantastic phrase. This is particularly evident in the essay 
"Was ist das Proletariat?" (No. 8). The answer given to this 
title-question is: "The proletariat is mankind",—a deliberate lie, 
according to which the Communists are aiming at the abolition of 
mankind. This answer, "mankind", is supposed to be the same as 
the one Sieyès gave to the question: What is the tiers-état?39 Proof 
enough of how Kriege befuddles historical facts. He then forthwith 
provides more proof of this in his bigoted presentation of the 
American Anti-Rent movement: "And how would it be in the end if 
this proletariat, in its capacity as mankind" (a necessary character-
mask for its appearance on the scene — a moment ago the proletariat 
was mankind, now mankind is only a capacity of the proletariat), 
"laid claim to the whole earth as its undisputed property for all 
eternity?" One observes how even an extremely simple, practical 
movement is transformed into empty phrases like "mankind", 
"undisputed property", "all eternity", etc., and for that reason rests 
content with a mere "claim".— Apart from the usual catchwords 
such as "outcast", etc., which is joined by the religious "accursed", all 
Kriege's statements about the proletariat amount to no more than 
the following mythological-biblical images: 

"Prometheus bound", 
"the Lamb of God which bears the sins of the world", 
"the Wandering Jew", 
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and finally he brings up the following remarkable question: "Is 
mankind to wander for ever, then, a homeless vagabond, about the 
earth?" Meanwhile it is precisely the exclusive settlement of a 
part of "mankind" on the land which is his particular bugbear! 

13) The real point about Kriege's religion is revealed in the 
following passage: "We have other things to do than worry about our 
miserable selves, we belong to mankind." With this shameful and 
nauseating grovelling before a "mankind" that is separate and 
distinct from the "self" and which is therefore a metaphysical and in 
his case even a religious fiction, with what is indeed the most utterly 
"miserable" slavish self-abasement, this religion ends up like any 
other. Such a doctrine, preaching the voluptuous pleasure of 
cringing and self-contempt, is entirely suited to valiant—monks, but 
never to men of action, least of all in a time of struggle. It only 
remains for these valiant monks to castrate their "miserable selves" 
and thereby provide sufficient proof of their confidence in the ability 
of "mankind" to reproduce itself! — If Kriege has nothing better to 
offer than these sentimentalities in pitiful style, it would indeed be 
wiser for him to translate his "Père Lamennais" again and again in 
each issue of the Volks-Tribun. 

What the practical consequences are of Kriege's religion of infinite 
mercy and boundless surrender, is shown by the pleas for work 
which feature in almost every issue of the Volks-Tribun. We read, for 
instance, in No. 8: 

"Arbeit! Arbeit! Arbeit!" 

"Is there no one amongst all the wise3 gentlemen who does not consider it a waste 
of effort to provide sustenance for deserving families and preserve helpless young 
people from poverty and despair? Firstly there is Johann Stern from Mecklenburg, 
still without work, and he is only asking to work himself to skin and bone for the 
benefit of some capitalist and at the same time earn enough bread as will suffice 
to sustain him for his work,—is that asking too much, then, in civilised society?—And 
then Karl Gescheidtlç from Baden, a young man of the most excellent qualities and 
not without higher education—he looks so trustworthy and good, I guarantee 
he is honesty itself.... And an old man, too, and several other young people are 
begging for occupation for their hands, for their daily bread.—Let any person 
who can help delay no longer, or his conscience will one day rob him of his sleep 
when he most needs it. It is true you might say: There are thousands crying out in 
vain for work, and we certainly can't help all of them—you could, no doubt, 
but you are slaves of selfishness and have no heart to do anything. But for as long 
as you will not help all, at least show that you have left still a vestige of human feeling 
and help as many individuals as is in your power." 

a In Volks-Tribun No. 8: rich.— Ed. 
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Of course, if they wished, they could help more than is in their 
power. That is how it is in practice, that is the real implementation of 
the self-abasement and degradation which this new religion teaches. 

S E C T I O N F I V E 

KRIEGES PERSONAL STAND 

The nature of Kriege's personal stand in his journal cannot fail to 
be evident from the above quotations; we will therefore only single 
out a small number of points. 

Kriege appears as a prophet and therefore necessarily also as an 
emissary from a secret league of Essenes,40 the "League of Justice". 
Hence, when he is not speaking in the name of the "oppressed", he 
is speaking in the name of "justice", which is not ordinary justice, 
however, but the justice of the "League of Justice". He not merely 
envelops himself in a fog of mystery, but history too. He envelops the 
real historical development of communism in the various countries 
of Europe, which he is not acquainted with, in a fog of mystery, by 
ascribing the origin and progress of communism to fabulous, 
novelettish and fictitious intrigues by this league of Essenes. There is 
evidence of this in every issue, especially in the reply to Harro 
Harring, which also contains the most absurd fantasies about the 
power of this league. 

As a true apostle of love Kriege addresses himself firstly to women, 
whom he cannot believe to be so depraved as to resist a heart beating 
with love, secondly, to the newly discovered agitators "filially and 
conciliatorily",— as a "son" — as a "brother" — as "brother of the 
heart" — and finally as a human being to the rich. Hardly has he 
arrived in New York when he sends out circulars to all rich German 
merchants, presses the popgun of love to their chests, takes very 
good care not to say what he wants of them, signs variously as "A 
Human Being", "A Friend of Man" or "A Fool" — and, "would you 
believe it, my friends?", nobody responds to his high-falutin' 
tomfoolery. This can surprise no one but Kriege himself.— The 
familiar phrases of love we have already quoted are occasionally 
spiced with ejaculations like (No. 12, "Antwort an Koch"): "Hurrah! 
Long live community, long live equality, long live love!" Practical 
questions and doubts (cf. No. 14, "Antwort" to Conze) he can only 
explain to himself as deliberate malice and obtuseness. As a true 
prophet and exponent of love, he expresses all the hysterical 
irritation which a sensitive soul who has been snubbed feels towards 
the mockers, the unbelievers and those people in the old world 
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whom the sweet warmth of his love fails to transmute into "the 
blessed denizens of heaven". It is in such a mood of sulky 
sentimentality that he cries out to them in No. 11, under the heading, 
"Frühling": "Therefore, you who mock us now, you shall soon have 
faith, for you shall know, spring is coming." 

Written between April 20 Printed according to the litho-
and May 11, 1846 graphic circular 

First published as a lithographic circular Published in English for the first 
in May 1846 time 

Signed: Engels, K. Marx and others 
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VIOLATION OF THE PRUSSIAN CONSTITUTION 4 1 

There exists a law in Prussia, dated 17th of January3 1820, 
forbidding the King to contract any State Debts without the sanction 
of the States-General, an assembly which it is very well known, does 
not yet exist in Prussia.^ This law is the only guarantee the Prussians 
have for ever getting the constitution which, since 1815, has been 
promised to them. The fact of the existence of such a law not being 
generally known out of Prussia, the government succeeded in 1823 
in borrowing three millions of pounds in England — first violation. 
After the French revolution of 1830, the Prussian government being 
obliged to make extensive preparations for a war which was then 
likely to break out, they not having any money, made the "interests 
for transatlantic trade",43 a government concern, borrow twelve 
millions of dollars (£1,700,000), which, of course, were under the 
guarantee of the government, and spent by the government — sec-
ond violation. Not to speak of the small violations, such as loans of a 
few hundred thousands of pounds by the same concern, the King of 
Prussia0 has, at this moment, committed a third great violation. The 
credit of this concern being as it seems exhausted, the Bank of 
Prussia, being just in the same way, exclusively a government 
concern, has been empowered by the King to issue banknotes to the 
amount of ten millions of dollars (£1,350,000). This, deducting 37s 
millions as deposit and 2/3 million for the increased expenses of the 
establishment, amounts in reality to an "indirect loan" of six millions 
of dollars or nearly one million of pounds, which the government 
will be responsible for, as up to this time no private capitalists are 

The Northern Star mistakenly gives 22nd of June.— Ed. 
b Frederick William IV.—Ed. 
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partners to the Bank of Prussia. It is to be hoped that the Prussians, 
particularly the middle classes, who are most interested in the 
constitution, will not let this pass without an energetic protest. 

Written in May 1846 Reprinted from the newspaper 

First published in The Northern Star 
No. 446, May 30, 1846 
with an editorial note: 
"From Our German Correspondent" 



Karl Marx and Frederick Engels 

LETTER 
FROM THE BRUSSELS COMMUNIST CORRESPONDENCE 

COMMITTEE T O G. A. KÖTTGEN 44 

Brussels, June 15, 1846 
T O G[USTAV] AfDOLFj KÖTTGEN FOR FURTHER CIRCULATION 

We hasten to answer your call, communicated to us a few days ago, 
as follows: 

We are in full agreement with your view that the German 
Communists must emerge from the isolation in which they have 
hitherto existed and establish durable mutual contacts with one 
another; similarly, that associations for the purpose of reading and 
discussion are necessary. For Communists must first of all clear 
things up among themselves, and this cannot be done satisfactorily 
without regular meetings to discuss questions concerning commu-
nism. We therefore also agree with you completely that cheap, easily 
understandable books and pamphlets with a communist content 
must be widely circulated. Both of these things, the former as well as 
the latter, should be taken up soon and energetically. You recognise 
the necessity of establishing regular money contributions; but your 
suggestion to support the authors by means of these contributions, to 
provide a comfortable life for them we must for our part reject. In 
our view the contributions should be used only for the printing of 
cheap communist leaflets and pamphlets and to cover the costs of 
correspondence, including that from here abroad. It will be 
necessary to fix a minimum sum for the monthly contributions, so 
that the amount of money that can be used for common purposes 
can be accurately determined at any moment. It is furthermore 
necessary that you should communicate to us the names of the 
members of your communist association — since we have to know, as 
you know of us, who it is we are dealing with. Finally, we await your 
statement of the size of the monthly contributions earmarked for 
common purposes, since the printing of several popular pamphlets 
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ought to be proceeded with as soon as possible. That these pamphlets 
cannot be published in Germany is evident and needs no proof. 

With regard to the Federal Diet, the King of Prussia, the 
assemblies of the estates, etc., you cherish really extensive illusions. A 
memorandum could only be effective if there already existed in 
Germany a strong and organised Communist Party, but neither is 
the case. A petition is only useful when at the same time it appears as 
a threat, behind which there stands a compact and organised mass. 
The only thing you could do, given suitable circumstances in your 
area, would be to produce a petition furnished with numerous and 
impressive workers' signatures. 

We do not consider the time to be appropriate yet for a communist 
congress. Only when communist associations have been formed in 
the whole of Germany and means for action have been collected will 
delegates from the individual associations be able to gather for a 
congress with any prospect of success. And this will not be likely to 
occur before next year. 

Until then the sole means of cooperation is the clarification of 
questions by letter and regular correspondence. 

We have already, from time to time, been engaged in correspon-
dence from here with the English and French Communists, as well as 
with the German Communists abroad. Whenever reports on the 
communist movement in England and France reach us, we shall 
communicate them to you, and we shall enclose anything else which 
comes to our notice in our current correspondence with you. 

We request you to specify a safe address to us (and in future not to 
print the complete name, like G. A. Köttgen, on the seal, since this 
permits immediate identification of the sender as well as the 
recipient). 

Write to us, however, at the following completely safe address: 
Monsieur Ph[ilippe] Gigot, 8, rue de Bodenbroek, Bruxelles. 

K. Marx, F. Engels, Ph. Gigot, F. Wolff 

Weerth sends his regards, is at the moment in Amiens. 
If you should carry out your intention with the petition, it would 

lead to nothing but the C[ommunist] Party publicly proclaiming its 
weakness, and at the same time giving to the Government the names 
of the people it has specially to watch. If you cannot produce a 
working men's petition with at least 500 signatures, then petition 
rather, as the bourgeoisie in Trier wish to do, for a progressive 

a Wilhelm (full name Friedrich Wilhelm) Wolff.—Ed. 
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property tax, and if, even then, the bourgeoisie of the area do not 
join in, eh bien,a join them for the time being in public 
demonstrations, proceed jesuitically, put aside teutonic probity, 
true-heartedness and decency, and sign and push forward the 
bourgeois petitions for freedom of the press, a constitution, and so 
on. When this has been achieved a new era will dawn for 
c[ommunist] propaganda. Our means will be increased, the an-
tithesis between bourgeoisie and proletariat will be sharpened. In a 
party one must support everything which helps towards progress, 
and have no truck with any tedious moral scruples. For the rest, you 
must elect a standing committee for your correspondence, which will 
draft and discuss the letters to be written to us, and meet regularly. 
Otherwise matters will become disorganised. For drafting the letters 
you must elect the person you consider most capable. Personal 
considerations must be utterly disregarded, they ruin everything. 
The names of the committee members must naturally be communi-
cated to us. 

Salut. 
Signatories, as overleaf 

First published in Russian Printed according to the manu-
in the journal Bolshevik No. 3, script 
February 1933 Published in English for the first 

time 

a Well and good.—Ed. 
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THE PRUSSIAN BANK QUESTION4 5 

You will probably have already heard that the King of Prussia's 
plan of making money out of paper has been found impracticable. 
Two of the administrators of the State Debts refused to sign the new 
banknotes, as they considered them to be a new public debt, 
therefore subject to the guarantee of the States-General. Frederick 
William IV, to show that he can make as much money as he likes, has 
now hit upon a far better plan. Instead of making ten millions, he 
makes thirty — twenty millions of paper-money and ten of good, 
solid gold and silver coin. He proposes that ten millions of capital be 
raised by shares, "which shares it appears shall bring no dividends, 
but merely 3V2 P e r cent, interest and which shall not be trans-
ferable unless at the owner's death, in order to keep them out of 
the reach of speculation"!!! Now would you call such things shares? 
Why not? His Majesty of Prussia decrees that they are shares, and 
fosters the fond hope that he will find a lot of capitalists stupid 
enough to invest ten millions of dollars in such not transferable, 
leaden, three-and-a-half Bank Stock! And that at a time, too, when 
by speculating in railway shares they can make quite another 
percentage. When the King will have found the parcel of fools he is 
in want of, and thus borrowed ten millions in coin, he will issue twenty 
millions in banknotes, making "a sum total of thirty millions" 
increase of the national liabilities. Really this is raising the wind with 
a vengeance. Raising thirty millions, because one can't get ten. 

Written at the end of June 1846 Reprinted from the newspaper 

First published in The Northern Star 
No. 451, July 4, 1846 
with an editorial note: 
"From Our German Correspondent" 
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ADDRESS 
OF THE GERMAN DEMOCRATIC COMMUNISTS 

OF BRUSSELS T O MR. FEARGUS O'CONNOR46 

Sir.— We embrace the occasion of your splendid success at the 
Nottingham election to congratulate you, and through you the 
English Chartists, on this signal victory. We consider the defeat of a 
Free-Trade minister a at the show of hands by an enormous Chartist 
majority, and at the very time, too, when Free-Trade principles are 
triumphant in the Legislature,^ we consider this, Sir, as a sign that 
the working classes of England are very well aware of the position 
they have to take after the triumph of Free Trade. We conclude 
from this fact that they know very well that now, when the middle 
classes have carried their chief measure, when they have only to 
replace the present weak go-between cabinet by an energetical, really 
middle-class ministry, in order to be the acknowledged ruling class of 
your country, that now the great struggle of capital and labour, of 
bourgeois and proletarian must come to a decision. The ground is 
now cleared by the retreat of the landed aristocracy from the contest; 
middle class and working class are the only classes betwixt whom 
there can be a possible struggle. The contending parties have their 
respective battle-cries forced upon them by their interests and 
mutual position:—the middle class—"extension of commerce by 
any means whatsoever, and a ministry of Lancashire cotton-lords to 
carry this out"; — the working class—"a democratic reconstruction 
of the Constitution upon the basis of the People's Charter",48 by 
which the working class will become the ruling class of England. We 

a John Cam Hobhouse.— Ed. 
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rejoice to see the English working men fully aware of this altered 
state of parties; of the new period Chartist agitation has entered into 
with the final defeat of the third party, the aristocracy; of the 
prominent position which Chartism henceforth will and must 
occupy, in spite of the "conspiracy of silence" of the middle-class 
press; and finally, of the new task, which by these new circumst-
ances has devolved upon them. That they are quite aware of this 
task is proved by their intention to go to the poll at the next general 
election. 

We have to congratulate you, Sir, in particular, upon your brilliant 
speech at the Nottingham election,3 and the striking delineation 
given in it of the contrast between working-class democracy and 
middle-class liberalism. 

We congratulate you besides on the unanimous vote of confidence 
in you, spontaneously passed by the whole Chartist body on the 
occasion of Thomas Cooper, the would-be respectables calumnies.49 

The Chartist party cannot but profit by the exclusion of such 
disguised bourgeois, who, while they show off with the name of 
Chartist for popularity's sake, strive to insinuate themselves into the 
favour of the middle classes by personal flattery of their literary 
representatives (such as the Countess of Blessington, Charles 
Dickens, D. Jerrold, and other "friends" of Cooper's), and by 
propounding such base and infamous old women's doctrines as that 
of "non-resistance". 

Lastly, Sir, we have to thank you and your coadjutors for the noble 
and enlightened manner in which The Northern Star is conducted. 
We hesitate not a moment in declaring that the Star is the only 
English newspaper (save, perhaps, the People's Journal, which we 
know from the Star only), which knows the real state of parties 
in England; which is really and essentially democratic; which is free 
from national and religious prejudice; which sympathises with 
the democrats and working men (now-a-days the two are almost 
the same), all over the world; which in all these points speaks 
the mind of the English working class, and therefore is the only 
English paper really worth reading for the continental democrats. 
We hereby declare that we shall do everything in our power to 
extend the circulation of The Northern Star on the continent, and 
to have extracts from it translated in as many continental papers as 
possible. 

We beg to express these sentiments, Sir, as the acknowledged 

a O'Connor. [Speech at the Nottingham Nomination Meeting.] — Ed. 
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representatives of many of the German Communists in Germany, 
for all their relations with foreign democrats. 

For the German Democratic Communists of Brussels. 

The Committee, 
Engels 

Ph. Gigot 
JVfctnc 

Brussels, July 17th, 1846 

First published in The Northern Star Reprinted from the newspaper 
No. 454, July 25, 1846 
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[GOVERNMENT AND OPPOSITION IN FRANCE] 

The Chambers are now assembled. The Chamber of Peers have, 
as usual, nothing to do, now that they have disposed of the case 
of Joseph Henry, the new-fashioned regicide. The Chamber of 
Deputies are busily engaged in verifying the returns of members, 
and they profit by this opportunity to show the spirit which 
animates them. Never, since the revolution of 1830, has 
there been displayed such bare-faced impudence and contempt 
of public opinion. Three-fifths, at least, of the Deputies are 
thorough friends of the ministry; or, in other words, either 
great capitalists, stock-jobbers and railway speculators of the 
Paris Exchange, bankers, large manufacturers, etc., or their 
obedient servants. The present legislature is, more than any 
preceding one, the fulfilment of the words of Laffitte, the day 
after the revolution of July: Henceforth we, the bankers, shall 
govern France. It is the most striking proof that the government 
of France is in the hands of the great monied aristocracy, 
the haute-bourgeoisie. The fate of France is decided, not in 
the Cabinet of the Tuileries,50 not in the Palace of Peers, not even in 
the Palace of Deputies, but on the Exchange of Paris. The actual 
ministers are not Messrs. Guizot and Duchâtel, but Messrs. 
Rothschild, Fould, and the rest of the large Paris bankers, whose 
tremendous fortunes make them the most eminent representatives 
of the rest of their class. They govern the ministry, and the ministry 
take care that in the elections none but men devoted to the present 
system, and to those who profit by this system, are carried. This time 
they have had a most signal success; government patronage and 
bribery of every description, united to the influence of the chief 
capitalists, upon a limited number of voters (less than 200,000), who 
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all belong, more or less, to their own class, the terror spread among 
monied men by the timely attempt to shoot the king, and ultimately 
the certainty that Louis-Philippe will not survive the present 
Chambers (whose powers expire in 1851), all these things united 
were sufficient to quench all serious opposition in most of the 
elective assemblies. And now, this precious Chamber having met, 
they take proper care of themselves. The independent electors have 
sent in hundreds of petitions and protests against the returns of 
ministerial members, stating and proving, or offering to prove, that 
almost in every case the elections have been carried by the grossest 
illegalities committed by government officers; proving bribery, 
corruption, intimidation, patronage of every description to have 
been employed. But the majority never take the slightest notice of 
these facts. Every opposition deputy who raises his voice to protest 
against such abomination is hooted down by hisses, noise, or cries of 
"Division, division". Every illegality is covered by a sanctioning vote. 
The money lords rejoice in their strength, and guessing it will not 
last very long, they make the best of the present moment. 

You may easily imagine that out of this narrow circle of capitalists 
there exists a general opposition against the present government, 
and those whose interests it serves. The centre of this opposition is 
Paris, where the money lords have so little influence upon 
constituencies, that of the fourteen deputies of the department of 
the Seine only two are ministerialists and twelve belong to the 
opposition. The majority of the middle class, voters of Paris, belong 
to the party of Thiers and O. Barrot; they want to do away with the 
exclusive rule of Rothschild and Co., to recover an honourable and 
independent position for France in her external relations, and 
perhaps a little bit of electoral reform. The majority of non-voting 
tradesmen, shopkeepers, etc., are of a more radical cast, and demand 
an electoral reform, which would give them the vote; a number of 
them are also partisans of the National or Réforme, and join 
themselves to the democratic party, which embraces the great bulk of 
the working classes, and is itself divided into different sections, the 
most numerous of which, at least in Paris, is formed by the 
Communists. The present system is attacked by all these different 
sections, and, of course, by each in a different manner. But there has 
been started, a short time ago, a new mode of attack which deserves 
to be mentioned. A working man has written a pamphlet against the 
head of the system, not against Louis-Philippe, but against 
"Rothschild I. King of the Jews".3 The success of this pamphlet (it 

a [G. M. Dairnvaell,] Histoire édifiante et curieuse de Rothschild I-er, roi des juifs.—Ed. 
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has now gone through some twenty editions) shows how much this 
was an attack in the right direction. King Rothschild has been obliged 
to publish two defences against these attacks of a man whom nobody 
knows, and the whole of whose property consists in the suit of clothes 
he wears. The public have taken up the controversy with the greatest 
interest. Some thirty pamphlets have been published pro and con. 
The hatred against Rothschild and the money lords is enormous, 
and a German paper says, Rothschild might take this as a warning 
that he had better take up his headquarters somewhere else than 
upon the ever-burning volcano of Paris. 

Written about September 1, 1846 Reprinted from the newspaper 

First published in The Northern Star 
No. 460, September 5, 1846 
with an editorial note: 
"From Our Own Correspondent" 



Frederick Engels 

T H E PRUSSIAN CONSTITUTION 

At last this long-expected piece of workmanship has made its 
appearance!51 At last — if we believe the Times, Globe, some French 
and some German papers — Prussia has passed over to the ranks of 
constitutional countries. The Northern Star, however, has already 
sufficiently proved that this so-called Constitution is nothing but a 
trap offered to the Prussian people to cheat them of the rights 
promised by the late king,a at the time he wanted popular support. 
That this is the fact, that Frederick William tries by this so-called 
Constitution to obtain money without being obliged to make 
concessions to public opinion, is certain beyond all doubt. The 
democratic papers of all countries — in France, particularly the 
National and Réforme, nay, the ministerial Journal des Débats,— agree 
in this opinion. The fettered German press itself stammers words 
which allow no other conclusion, but that the movement party in 
Prussia is quite aware of the sly intentions of their "open-hearted, 
generous" king. Thequestion then is this: will the king succeed in his 
plans? Will the Central Assembly of Estates be either stupid or 
cowardly enough to guarantee a new loan, without securing to the 
people extended liberties, and thus give the king the means to 
continue the present system for an indefinite length of time? 

We answer: No; they will not, they cannot. 
The hitherto followed plan of government in Prussia was the 

consequence of the relative position of the nobility and the middle 
classes in Prussia. The nobility had lost too much of its former 
strength, wealth and influence, to dominate the king as formerly it 

a Frederick William III.— Ed. 
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had done. The middle classes were not yet strong enough to 
overcome the dead weight of the nobility, which cramped their 
commercial and industrial progress. Thus the king, representing the 
central power of the state, and supported by the numerous class of 
government officers, civil and military, besides having the army at 
his disposal, was enabled to keep down the middle classes by the 
nobility, and the nobility by the middle classes, by flattering now the 
interests of the one, and then those of the other; and balancing, as 
much as possible, the influence of both. This stage of absolute 
monarchy has been gone through by almost all the civilised countries 
of Europe, and in those most advanced it has now given place to the 
government of the middle classes. 

Prussia, the most advanced of German countries, had hitherto 
wanted a middle class, wealthy, strong, united and energetic enough 
to shake off the domination of absolutism, and to crush the remains 
of feudal nobility. The two contending elements, nobility and middle 
classes, are, however, placed in such circumstances, that by the 
natural progress of industry and civilisation, the one (the middle 
classes) must increase in wealth and influence, while the other (the 
nobility) must decrease, impoverish and lose more and more its 
ascendancy. While, therefore, the Prussian nobility and large landed 
proprietors, found themselves every year in a worse position, first, by 
the ruinous wars with France in the beginning of this century; then 
by the English Corn Laws,52 which shut them out from the market of 
that country; then by the competition of Australia, in one of their 
chief productions, wool, and by many other circumstances — the 
middle classes of Prussia increased enormously in wealth, productive 
powers, and influence in general. The wars with France, the shutting 
out of English manufactured goods from the Continental markets, 
created manufacturing industry in Prussia; and when peace was 
re-established, the upstart manufacturers were powerful enough to 
force government to grant them protective duties (1818). Soon 
afterwards, the Zollverein was founded, a union which almost 
exclusively advanced the interests of the middle classes.53 And, above 
all, the violent competitive struggle arising between the different 
trading and manufacturing nations during these last 30 years of 
peace, forced the somewhat indolent Prussian middle classes, either 
to allow themselves to be entirely ruined by foreign competition, or 
to set to work in good earnest, as well as their neighbours. 

The progress of the middle classes was very little visible up to the 
year 1840, when the ascension to the throne of a new king3 appeared 

a Frederick William IV.— Ed. 
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to them the proper moment to show that, since 1815, things were 
rather changed in Prussia. I need not recapitulate how the 
middle-class movement has progressed since that time; how all parts 
of the kingdom acceded to it, until at last all the middle classes, a 
great part of the peasantry, and not a few of the nobility, joined in it. 
A representative constitution, liberty of the press, open courts of law, 
immovability of the judges, trial by jury — such were the demands of 
the middle classes. The peasantry or small landed proprietors saw 
very well — in the more enlightened parts of the kingdom, at 
least — that such measures were for their interests, too, being the 
only ones by which they could hope to free themselves from the 
remnants of feudality, and to have that influence upon the making 
of laws which it was desirable for them to possess. The poorer part of 
the nobility thought that the constitutional system might, perhaps, 
give them such a position in the legislature as their interests 
demanded; and that, at all events, this system could not be more 
ruinous to them than that under which they lived. It was principally 
the nobility of Prussia Proper and Posen, who, being severely 
oppressed by want of markets for their produce, acceded to the 
Liberal movement from such considerations. 

The middle classes themselves got more and more into an 
uncomfortable position. They had increased their manufacturing 
and mining concerns, as well as their shipping, to a considerable 
extent; they were the chief furnishers for the whole market of the 
Zollverein; their wealth and numbers had increased very much. But 
during the last ten or fifteen years the enormous progress of English 
manufactures and mining operations have threatened them with a 
deadly competition. Every glut in the English market threw large 
quantities of English goods into the Zollverein, where they were sold 
at prices more ruinous to the Germans than to the English, because 
these latter made, during the times of flourishing trade, large profits 
in the American and other markets, while the Prussians could never 
sell their produce anywhere but within the circle of their own line of 
customs. Their shipping was almost excluded from the ports of 
foreign nations, while ships of all flags entered the Prussian ports on 
equal conditions with the Prussians. Thus, although there is 
comparatively little capital in Prussia, there commenced a difficulty 
of investing this capital profitably. Trade appeared to be labouring 
under a continual pressure; factories, machinery, stock in trade, 
were slowly, but continually, depreciated; and this general uneasi-
ness was for a moment only interrupted by the railway speculations, 
which, within the last eight years, were started in Prussia. These 
speculations, by raising the value of ready money, increased the 
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depreciation of stock in trade, and were themselves, on an average, 
not very profitable, on account of the comparatively thin population 
and trade of the greater part of the country. They offered, however, 
a still better chance of profit than other industrial investments; and 
thus every one who could dispose of some capital engaged in them. 
Very soon these speculations assumed, as usual, a feverish character, 
and ended in a crisis which now for about a twelve-month has 
oppressed the Prussian money markets. Thus the middle classes 
found themselves in a very uncomfortable position in the beginning 
of the present year: the money markets under the pressure of an 
extraordinary want of coin; the manufacturing districts requiring 
more than ever those protective duties which the government 
refused to grant; the coast towns requiring navigation laws as 
the only means to relieve them; and, over and above all, a rise in 
the corn markets, which brought the country to a state approaching 
famine. All these causes of discontent operated at the same 
time, and more strongly so upon the people; the Silesian linen-
weavers in the greatest distress; the cotton factories stopped; in 
the large manufacturing district of the Rhine almost all hands 
out of work, the potato crop mostly ruined, and bread at famine 
prices. The moment was evidently come for the middle classes 
to take the government out of the hands of an imbecile king, 
weak nobility, and self-conceited bureaucracy, and to secure it to 
themselves. 

It is a curious fact, but which is repeated at every revolutionary 
epoch, that at the very moment when the leading class of a 
movement is most favourably placed for the accomplishment of that 
movement, the old worn-out government is reduced to beg the 
assistance of this same leading class. Thus in 1789, in France, when 
famine, bad trade, and divisions among the nobility pushed, so to 
say, the middle classes to a revolution — at that very moment the 
government found its money resources exhausted, and was reduced 
to begin the revolution by the convocation of the States-General.54 

Thus in 1847 in Prussia. At the very moment when the more 
indolent Prussian middle classes are almost forced by circumstances 
to change the governmental system, at that moment the king, by 
want of money, is forced to commence that change of system, and to 
convocate in his turn the Prussian States-General. It is indubitable 
that the States would offer him much less resistance than they will 
now, if the money market was easy, the factories at full work (which 
would be caused by a flourishing trade and ready sale, and 
consequent high prices for manufactured goods in England) and 
corn at a reasonably low price. But so it is: in times of approaching 
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revolution, the progressive classes of society have always all chances 
on their side. 

I have, during the course of 1845 and 1846, more than once 
shown to the readers of the Star, that the King of Prussia was in a 
very embarrassed financial situation3; I have at the same time called 
their attention to the several clever plans by which his ministers 
sought to extricate him; and predicted that the whole affair must end 
by a convocation of the States-General. The event, then, was neither 
unexpected, nor, as it now is represented, caused by the free grace of 
his squandering majesty; nothing but sheer necessity, poverty and 
distress could move him to such a step, and there is not a child in 
Prussia but knows this. The only question, then, is this: — Will the 
Prussian middle classes, by investing a new loan with their guarantee, 
allow the king to go on as he has done hitherto and to disregard for 
another seven years their petitions and their wants? 

We have already answered this question. They cannot do this. We 
have proved it from the situation of the respective classes, and we 
shall now prove it from the composition of the States-General 
themselves. 

Members of high and low nobility 311 
Do. for towns and peasantry 306 
As the king has declared his intention to increase the members of 

the high nobility (80 in all) by new creations of peers, we may add to 
the nobility, about 30 more; 341 members of nobility, or government 
party. Deduct from this number the liberal fractions of the lower 
nobility, namely, all the nobility of Prussia Proper, two-thirds of that 
of Posen, and some members of the Rhenish, Silesian, Brandenburg 
and Westphalian nobility, say 70 liberal members, voting with the 
towns and peasantry, and the position of parties is as follows: — 

Nobility, or government party 271 
Towns and peasantry, or liberal opposition 376 

Thus, even allowing that thirty or forty town or peasantry 
members from the remote districts should vote for the government, 
there will always be a liberal majority of from twenty-five to fifty 
votes remaining, and with a little energy on the part of the Liberals, it 
will be easy to meet every demand for money with another demand 
for liberal institutions. There is besides, no doubt, that, under 
present circumstances, the people will support the middle classes, 
and by their pressure from without, which indeed is very much 

a See F. Engels' articles "Violation of the Prussian Constitution" and "The 
Prussian Bank Question" (this volume, pp. 52-53 and p. 57).—Ed. 
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wanted, strengthen the courage and enliven the energies of those 
within. 

Thus, the Prussian constitution, insignificant in itself, is, for all 
that, the beginning of a new epoch for that country, and for all 
Germany. It marks the downfall of absolutism and nobility, and the 
ascendancy of the middle classes; it marks the beginning of a 
movement which will very soon lead to a representative constitution 
for the middle classes, a free press, independent judges and trial by 
jury, and which will end God knows where. It marks the repetition of 
1789 in Prussia. And if the revolutionary movement which now 
begins, will directly interest the middle classes only, it is yet not at all 
indifferent to the interests of the people. From the moment the 
power of the middle classes is constituted, from that moment begins 
the separate and distinct democratic movement. In the struggle 
against despotism and aristocracy, the people, the democratic party, 
cannot but play a secondary part; the first place belongs to the 
middle classes. From the moment, however, the middle classes 
establish their own government, identify themselves with a new 
despotism and aristocracy against the people, from that moment 
democracy takes its stand as the only, the exclusive movement party; 
from that moment the struggle is simplified, reduced to two parties, 
and changes, by that circumstance, into a "war to the knife". The his-
tory of the French and English democratic parties fully proves this. 

There is another circumstance to be remarked. The conquest of 
public power by the middle classes of Prussia will change the political 
position of all European countries. The alliance of the North will be 
dissolved. Austria and Russia, the chief spoliators of Poland, will be 
entirely isolated from the rest of Europe, for Prussia carries along 
with her the smaller states of Germany, who all have constitutional 
governments. Thus the balance of power in Europe will be entirely 
changed by the consequences of this insignificant constitution; the 
desertion of three-fourths of Germany from the camp of stationary 
Eastern Europe into that of progressive Western Europe. In 
February 1846, broke out the last Polish insurrection.55 In February 
1847, Frederick William convocates his States-General. The vengeance 
of Poland is drawing nigh! 
Written at the end of February 1847 Reprinted from the newspaper 

First published in The Northern Star 
No. 489, March 6, 1847 
with an editorial note: 
"From Our German Correspondent" 

Signed: E. 
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Karl Marx 

[DECLARATION AGAINST KARL GRÜN] 

Under the date-line Berlin, March 20, the Trier'sche Zeitung prints 
an article on my pamphlet now in printing, Contradictions dans le 
système des contradictions économiques de M. Proudhon ou les misères de la 
philosophie.3 The Berlin correspondent15 makes me out to be the 
author of a report printed in the Rhein- u. Mosel-Zeitung and else-
where concerning this pamphlet, Proudhon's book0 and the activities 
of its translator, Herr Grün.56 He hails me time and again as "editor 
of the former Rheinische Zeitung" quite in the style of the Brussels or 
another correspondent. "Buttressed by a knowledge of the current 
state of the press in Germany", our friend peddles his insinuation. 
Not merely his insinuation, but his whole literary existence may, as 
far as I am concerned, be "buttressed by a knowledge of the current 
state of the press in Germany". I grant him the most practically 
proven "knowledge of the current state of the press in Germany". 
But this time it has not "buttressed" him. 

The alleged Berlin correspondent need only read through my 
criticism of Proudhon in the Critical Criticismd in order to realise that 
the report which arouses his enmity might well originate in Brussels, 
but could not possibly originate with me, if only because it "sets the 
same value" on Proudhon and H[er]r Grün. 

a The title of the work was changed later (see pp. 105-212 of this volume).—Ed. 
b Obviously Eduard Meyen.—Ed. 
c P. J. Proudhon, Systeme des contradictions économiques, ou Philosophie de la misère, 

T. I I I , Paris, 1846.—Ed. 
d K. Marx and F. Engels, The Holy Family or Critique of Critical Criticism (see 

present edition, Vol. 4, pp. 23-54).—Ed. 
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My criticism of Proudhon is written in French. Proudhon himself 
will be able to reply. A letter he wrote to me before the publication of 
his book shows absolutely no inclination to leave it to Herr Grün and 
his associates to avenge him in the event of criticism on my part.57 

"Concerning further the translator of P[roudhon]'s work on 
economics", our friend in Berlin need only add to the record that 
" We here in Berlin have learnt much and of great diversity" from Herr 
Grün's Soziale Bewegung in Frankreich und Belgien [Social Movement 
in France and Belgium] in order to place the value of this book above 
all doubt. And one must consider what it means when "We here in 
Berlin" "learn" anything at all, and in this case even "much and of 
great diversity", quantitatively and qualitatively at the same time! We 
here in Berlin! 

Identifying me with the Brussels or another correspondent, the 
Berlin or alleged Berlin correspondent exclaims: 

Grün "has probably to make amends for the misfortune of having acquainted 
the German world with the results of foreign socialism before Herr Dr. Marx, 'editor of 
the former Rheinische Zeitung'". 

Our friend undeniably betrays great ingenuity in forming 
his conjectures! I should like to confide to him, sub rosa,3 that, 
admittedly in my own view, Herr Grün's Soziale Bewegung in 
Frankreich und Belgien and the French and the Belgian social 
movement — individual names and data excepted — have nothing in 
common with each other. At the" same time, however, I must confide 
to him that I have experienced so little urge to acquaint "the German 
world" with the results of my studies of Herr Grün's Soziale 
Bewegung in Frankreich und Belgien that I have permitted a fairly 
comprehensive review of Grün's book, prepared a year ago, peace-
fully to sleep the sleep of the just in manuscript form, and only 
now that I have been challenged by our friend in Berlin shall I send 
it to the Westphälisches Dampfboot to be printed. The review forms an 
appendix to the book written jointly by Fr. Engels and me on 
"the German ideology" (critique of modern German philosophy as 
expounded by its representatives Feuerbach, B[runo] Bauer and 
Stirner, and of German socialism as expounded by its various 
prophets).b The circumstances which have hindered the printing of 
this manuscript and still hinder it will perhaps be set forth for the 
reader elsewhere as a contribution to the description of the "current 
state of the press in Germany". Nothing hindered the separate 
printing of my review of Grün's book, which in no way offends 

a In secret.— Ed. 
b See present edition, Vol. 5.— Ed. 
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against the censorship, except the slight obstacle that this book was 
not considered worthy of a special attack, and it was thought that 
only in a survey of the whole of the insipid and tastelessa literature of 
German socialism would some reference to Herr Grün be unavoid-
able. Now, however, after the article by our Berlin friend, the separ-
ate printing of this review has taken on the more or less humorous 
significance of showing the manner in which "the German world" 
"acquaints itself" with the "results of foreign socialism", and 
especially the desire and capacity "We here in Berlin" possess "to 
learn much and of great diversity". It will immediately be realised 
how strongly I was compelled to resort to pettv attacks in petty little 
newspaper articles if I had otherwise been anxious to bring Herr 
Grün's "Social Movement in France and Belgium" to a standstill. 
Finally, even our Berlin friend will be unable to refrain from making 
public testimony that if I really harboured the intention of 
"acquainting the German world with the results of foreign socialism" 
in his sense, and truly feared a competitor in a predecessor, then I 
should be obliged daily to beseech fate, "Give me no predecessor, or 
even better, give me Herr Grün as a predecessor!" 

A word more concerning "my conceit in imagining that I have 
scaled the topmost rung of human wisdom". 

Who else could have inoculated me with this disease but Herr 
Grün who found in my expositions in the Deutsch-Französische Jahr-
bücher1' the solution to the ultimate riddle (see, for example, the 
foreword to his Bausteine) in the same way as he finds it now in 
Proudhon's economics; who, as he now extols in Proudhon the true 
point of view, likewise assured his readers about me (see Grün's 
Neue Anekdota), that I had "negated the constitutional and radical 
point of view".5« Herr Grün first poisons me, in order then to be 
able to blame me for the fact that his poison worked! Let our Berlin 
friend calm himself, however—I enjoy perfect health. 

Brussels, April 3, 1847 Karl Marx 

First published in the Deutsche-Brüsseler- Printed according to the Trier'sche 
ZeitungNo. 28, April 8, 1847 Zeitung text checked with the 
and in the Trier'sche Zeitung No. 99, Deutsche-Brüsseler-Zeitung 
April 9, 1847 „ , , . , , . „ , . , , , .. 

Published in English for the first 
time 

a The words "the insipid and tasteless" are missing in the Trier'sche Zeitung.— Ed. 
The reference is to K. Marx's articles "On the Jewish Question" and 

"Contribution to the Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Law" (see present edition, 
Vol. 3).—Ed. 
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[THE CONSTITUTIONAL QUESTION IN GERMANY]59 

I 

German socialist literature grows worse from month to month. It 
increasingly confines itself to the broad effusions of those true 
socialists whose whole wisdom amounts to an amalgam of German 
philosophy and German-philistine sentimentality with a few stunted 
communist slogans. It exhibits a peacefulness which enables it even 
under the censorship to state its most heartfelt opinions. Even the 
German police find little in it to take exception to—proof enough 
that it belongs not to the progressive, revolutionary elements but to 
the stale, reactionary elements in German literature. 

To these true socialists belong not only those who term themselves 
socialists par excellence, but also the greater part of those writers in 
Germany who have accepted the party name of Communists. The 
latter indeed are, if possible, even worse. 

Under these circumstances, it goes without saying that these 
soi-disant communist writers are in no way representative of the 
Party of the German Communists. They are neither recognised by 
the Party as its literary representatives nor do they represent its in-
terests. On the contrary, they look after quite other interests, they 
defend quite other principles, which are opposed in every respect to 
those of the Communist Party. 

The true socialists, to whom, as we have said, most German 
soi-disant communist writers belong, have learnt from the French 
Communists that the transition from the absolute monarchy to the 
modern representative state in no way abolishes the poverty of the 
great mass of the people, but only brings a new class, the bourgeoisie, 
to power. They have further learnt from the French Communists 
that it is precisely this bourgeoisie which, by means of its capital, 
presses most heavily upon the masses, and hence is the opponent par 
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excellence of the Communists, or socialists respectively, as representa-
tives of the mass of the people. They have not taken the trouble to 
compare Germany's level of social and political development with 
that of France, nor to study the conditions actually existing in 
Germany upon which all further development depends; hastily and 
without long reflection they have transferred their hastily acquired 
knowledge to Germany. Had they been Party men who aimed at a 
practical, tangible result, who represented particular interests 
common to an entire class, they would at least have paid attention to 
the way in which the opponents of the bourgeoisie in France, from 
the editors of La Réforme to the ultra-Communists, such as in 
particular the acknowledged representative of the great mass of the 
French proletariat, old Cabet, behave in their polemic against the 
bourgeoisie. It should really have struck them that these representa-
tives of the Party not merely engage continually in politics of the day, 
but that even towards political measures such as proposals for 
electoral reforms, in which the proletariat has no direct interest, 
they nevertheless adopt an attitude far removed from sovereign dis-
dain. But our true socialists are not Party men, they are German 
theoreticians. They are not concerned with practical interests and 
results, but with eternal truth. The interests which they strive to 
uphold are the interests of "man", the results they pursue are 
limited to philosophical "achievements". So they only needed to 
bring their new elucidations into harmony with their own 
philosophical conscience, in order then to noise abroad before the 
whole of Germany that political progress, like all politics, is evil, that 
constitutional freedom in particular elevates to the throne the 
bourgeoisie, the class most dangerous to the people, and that in 
general the bourgeoisie cannot be attacked enough. 

In France, the rule of the bourgeoisie has for seventeen years been 
more complete than in any other country in the world. The attacks of 
the French proletarians, their Party chiefs and literary representa-
tives on the bourgeoisie were therefore attacks on the ruling class, on 
the existing political system, they were definitely revolutionary attacks. 
How well the ruling bourgeoisie knows this is proven by the countless 
press trials and prosecutions of associations, the prohibition of 
meetings and banquets, the hundred police chicaneries with which it 
persecutes the Réformistes60 and Communists. In Germany, things 
are completely different. In Germany the bourgeoisie is not only not 
in power, it is even the most dangerous enemy of the existing 
governments. For these the diversion mounted by the true socialists 
was very opportune. The struggle against the bourgeoisie, which 
only too often brought the French Communists imprisonment or 
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exile, brought our true socialists nothing except the permission to 
print. The revolutionary heat in the polemics by the French 
proletariat dwindled in the cool breasts of the German theoreticians 
to a tepidness satisfying the censorship and in this emasculated state 
was a quite welcome ally for the German governments against the 
threatening bourgeoisie. True socialism managed to use the most 
revolutionary propositions that have ever been framed as a 
protective wall for the morass of the German status quo. True 
socialism is reactionary through and through. 

The bourgeoisie long ago noticed this reactionary tendency of true 
socialism. But without further thought they took this trend for 
the literary representative also of German communism, and re-
proached the Communists publicly and privately with merely playing 
into the hands of the governments, the bureaucracy, and the nobility 
with their polemics against a representative system, trial by jury, free-
dom of the press, and their clamour against the bourgeoisie. 

It is high time that the German Communists disowned the 
responsibility imputed to them for the reactionary deeds and desires 
of the true socialists. It is high time that the German Communists, 
who represent the German proletariat with its very clear, very 
tangible needs, broke in the most decisive manner with that literary 
clique — for it is nothing more — which does not know itself whom it 
represents, and so against its will tumbles into the arms of the 
German governments; which believes itself to be "realising man" 
and is realising nothing but the deification of the wretched German 
philistine. We Communists have in fact nothing in common with the 
theoretical phantasms and scruples of conscience of this crafty 
company. Our attacks on the bourgeoisie differ as much from those 
of the true socialists as from those o£the reactionary nobles, e. g., the 
French legitimists or Young England.61 The German status quo 
cannot exploit our attacks in any way, because they are directed still 
more against it than against the bourgeoisie. If the bourgeoisie, so to 
speak, our natural enemy, is the enemy whose overthrow will bring 
our party to power, the German status quo is still more our enemy, 
because it stands between the bourgeoisie and us, because it hinders 
us from coming to grips with the bourgeoisie. For that reason we do 
not exclude ourselves in any way from the great mass of opposition 
to the German status quo. We only form its most advanced 
section—a section which at the same time through its unconcealed 
arrière pensée against the bourgeoisie takes up a quite definite 
position. 

With the meeting of the Prussian United Diet the struggle against 
the German status quo reaches a turning point. On the attitude of 
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this Diet depends the continuation or the end of the status quo. The 
parties in Germany, which are still very vague, confused and 
fragmented through ideological subtleties, are thus faced with the 
necessity to clarify for themselves what interests they represent, what 
tactics they must follow, to demarcate themselves from other parties 
and to become practical. The youngest of these parties, the 
Communist Party, cannot evade this necessity. It must likewise clarify 
for itself its position, its plan of campaign, its means of action, and 
the first step to this is to disavow the reactionary socialists who try 
to insinuate themselves among the Communists. It can take this step 
all the sooner because it is strong enough to refuse assistance from 
all allies who would discredit it. 

II 

THE STATUS QUO AND THE BOURGEOISIE 

The status quo in Germany is as follows. 
While in France and England the bourgeoisie has become 

powerful enough to overthrow the nobility and to raise itself to be 
the ruling class in the state, the German bourgeoisie has not yet had 
such power. It has indeed a certain influence upon the governments, 
but in all cases where there is a collision of interests, this influence 
must give way to that of the landed nobility. While in France and 
England the towns dominate the countryside, in Germany the 
countryside dominates the towns, agriculture dominates trade and 
industry. This is the case not only in the absolute, but also in the 
constitutional, monarchies of Germany, not only in Austria and 
Prussia, but also in Saxony, Württemberg and Baden. 

The cause of this is that in its stage of civilisation Germany lags 
behind the Western countries. In the latter it is predominantly trade 
and industry which provide the mass of the population with their 
livelihood, but with us it is agriculture. England exports no 
agricultural produce whatever, but is in constant need of supplies 
from abroad; France imports at least as much agricultural produce 
as it exports, and both countries base their wealth above all on their 
exports of industrial products. Germany, on the contrary, exports 
few industrial goods, but a great quantity of corn, wool, cattle, etc. 
When Germany's political system was established — in 1815, the 
overwhelming importance of agriculture was even greater than now 
and it was increased still more at that time by the fact that it was pre-
cisely the almost exclusively agricultural parts of Germany that had 
participated most zealously in the overthrow of the French Empire. 
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The political representative of agriculture is, in Germany as in 
most European countries, the nobility, the class of big landed 
proprietors. The political system corresponding to the exclusive 
dominance of the nobility is the feudal system. The feudal system has 
everywhere declined in the same degree in which agriculture has 
ceased to be the decisive branch of production in a country, in the 
same degree in which an industrial class has formed itself beside the 
agricultural, towns beside villages. 

The class newly forming itself beside the nobility and the peasants 
more or less dependent on it is not the bourgeoisie, which today rules 
in the civilised countries and is striving for mastery in Germany; it is 
the class of the petty bourgeoisie. 

The present political system of Germany is nothing more than a 
compromise between the nobility and the petty bourgeoisie, which 
amounts to resigning power into the hands of a third class: the 
bureaucracy. In the composition of this class the two high 
contracting parties participate according to their respective status; 
the nobility, which represents the more important branch of 
production, reserves to itself the higher positions, the petty 
bourgeoisie contents itself with the lower and only in exceptional 
circumstances puts forward candidates for the higher administra-
tion. Where the bureaucracy is subjected to direct control, as in the 
constitutional states of Germany, the nobility and petty bourgeoisie 
share in it in the same way; and that here also the nobility reserves to 
itself the lion's share is easily understood. The petty bourgeoisie can 
never overthrow the nobility, nor make itself equal to it; it can do no 
more than weaken it. To overthrow the nobility, another class is 
required, with wider interests, greater property and more deter-
mined courage: the bourgeoisie. 

In all countries the bourgeoisie emerges from the petty bourgeoi-
sie with the development of world trade and large-scale industry, 
with the accompanying free competition and centralisation of 
property. The petty bourgeoisie represents inland and coastal trade, 
handicrafts, manufacture based on handwork—branches of industry 
which operate within a limited area, require little capital, have a slow 
turnover and give rise to only local and sluggish competition. The 
bourgeoisie represents world trade, the direct exchange of products 
of all regions, trade in money, large factory industry based on the use 
of machinery—branches of production which demand the greatest 
possible area, the greatest possible capital and the quickest possible 
turnover, and give rise to universal and stormy competition. The 
petty bourgeois represents local, the bourgeois general interests. 
The petty bourgeois finds his position sufficiently safeguarded if, 



8 0 Frederick Engels 

while exercising indirect influence on state legislation, he partici-
pates directly in provincial administration and is master of his local 
municipality. The bourgeois cannot protect his interests without 
direct, constant control of the central administration, foreign policy 
and legislation of his state. The classical creation of the petty 
bourgeoisie were the free cities of the German Reich, that of the 
bourgeoisie is the French representative state. The petty bourgeois is 
conservative as soon as the ruling class makes a few concessions to 
him; the bourgeois is revolutionary until he himself rules. 

What then is the attitude of the German bourgeoisie to the two 
classes that share political rule? 

While a rich and powerful bourgeoisie has been formed in 
England since the seventeenth and in France since the eighteenth 
century, one can speak of a German bourgeoisie only since the 
beginning of the nineteenth century. There were before then, it is 
true, a few rich shipowners in the Hanseatic towns, a few rich 
bankers in the interior, but no class of big capitalists, and least of all 
of big industrial capitalists. The creator of the German bourgeoisie 
was Napoleon. His continental system62 and the freedom of trade 
made necessary by its pressure in Prussia gave the Germans a 
manufacturing industry and expanded their mining industry. After 
a few years these new or expanded branches of production were 
already so important, and the bourgeoisie created by them so 
influential, that by 1818 the Prussian government saw that it was 
necessary to allow them protective tariffs. The Prussian Customs 
Act of 1818 was the first official recognition of the bourgeoisie by the 
government. It was admitted, though reluctantly and with a heavy 
heart, that the bourgeoisie had become a class indispensable for the 
country. The next concession to the bourgeoisie was the Customs 
Union.63 The admission of most of the German states into the 
Prussian customs system was no doubt originally occasioned simply 
by fiscal and political considerations, but no one benefited from it as 
much as did the German, more especially the Prussian, bourgeoisie. 
Although the Customs Union here and there brought a few small 
advantages to the nobility and petty bourgeoisie, on the whole it 
harmed both groups still more through the rise of the bourgeoisie, 
keener competition and the supplanting of the previous means of 
production. Since then the bourgeoisie, especially in Prussia, has 
developed rather quickly. Although its advance during the last thirty 
years has not been nearly as great as that of the English and French 
bourgeoisie, it has nevertheless established most branches of modern 
industry, in a few districts supplanted peasant or petty-bourgeois 
patriarchalism, concentrated capital to some extent, produced 
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something of a proletariat, and built fairly long stretches of railroad. 
It has at least reached the point of having either to go further and 
make itself the ruling class or to renounce its previous conquests, the 
point where it is the only class that can at the moment bring about 
progress in Germany, can at the moment rule Germany. It is already 
in fact the leading class in Germany, and its whole existence depends 
upon its becoming legally so as well. 

With the rise of the bourgeoisie and its growing influence 
coincides, indeed, the growing impotence of the hitherto official 
ruling classes. The nobility has become more and more impover-
ished and encumbered with debts since the time of Napoleon. The 
buying free from corvée raised the production costs of corn for the 
nobility and exposed it to competition from a new class of inde-
pendent small peasants—disadvantages which in the long run were 
far from being compensated for by the peasants overreaching 
themselves when they bought themselves free. Russian and Ameri-
can competition limited the market for its corn, Australian and in 
some years South Russian that of its wool. And the more the pro-
duction costs and competition increased, the more was exposed the 
incapacity of the nobility to work its estates profitably, and to apply 
the newest advances in agriculture. Like the French and English 
nobility of the last century, the German nobility employed the rising 
level of civilisation only to squander its fortune magnificently on 
pleasures in the big cities. Between the nobility and the bourgeoisie 
began that competition in social and intellectual education, in wealth 
and display, which everywhere precedes the political dominance of 
the bourgeoisie and ends, like every other form of competition, with 
the victory of the richer side. The provincial nobility turned into a 
Court nobility, only thereby to be ruined all the more quickly and 
surely. The three per cent revenues of the nobility went down before 
the fifteen per cent profit of the bourgeoisie, the three-per-centers 
resorted to mortgages, to credit banks for the nobility and so on, in 
order to be able to spend in accordance with their station, and only 
ruined themselves so much the quicker. The few landed gentry wise 
enough not to ruin themselves formed with the newly-emerging 
bourgeois landowners a new class of industrial landowners. This class 
carries on agriculture without feudal illusions and without the 
nobleman's nonchalance, as a business, an industry, with the 
bourgeois appliances of capital, expert knowledge and work. Such a 
class is so far from being incompatible with the rule of the 
bourgeoisie that in France it stands quite peacefully alongside it and 
participates according to its wealth in its rule. It constitutes the 
section of the bourg< oisie which exploits agriculture. 
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The nobility has therefore become so impotent, that a part of it has 
already gone over to the bourgeoisie. 

The petty bourgeoisie was already in a weak position in relation to 
the nobility; still less can it hold out against the bourgeoisie. Next to 
the peasants, it is the most pathetic class that has ever meddled with 
history. With its petty local interests, it advanced no further even in 
its heyday (the later Middle Ages) than to local organisations, local 
struggles and local advances, to an existence on sufferance alongside 
the nobility, never to general, political, dominance. With the 
emergence of the bourgeoisie it loses even the appearance of historical 
initiative. Wedged in between nobility and bourgeoisie, under 
pressure alike from the political preponderance of the former and 
from the competition of the heavy capital of the latter, it split into 
two sections. The one, that of the richer and big-city petty 
bourgeoisie, joins the revolutionary bourgeoisie more or less timidly; 
the other, recruited from the poorer burghers, especially those of 
the small provincial towns, clings to the existing state of things and 
supports the nobility with the whole weight of its inertia. The more 
the bourgeoisie develops, the worse becomes the position of the petty 
bourgeoisie. Gradually this second section also realises that under 
existing conditions its ruin is certain, whereas under the rule of the 
bourgeoisie, alongside the probability of that ruin, it enjoys at least the 
possibility of advancing into the ranks of the bourgeoisie. The more 
certain its ruin, the more it ranges itself under the banner of the 
bourgeoisie. As soon as the bourgeoisie has come to power, the petty 
bourgeoisie splits again. It supplies recruits to every section of the 
bourgeoisie, and besides forms, between the bourgeoisie and the 
proletariat now emerging with its interests and demands, a chain of 
more or less radical political and socialist sects, which one can study 
more closely in the English or French Chamber of Deputies and the 
daily press. The more sharply the bourgeoisie penetrates into the 
undisciplined and poorly armed swarms of petty bourgeoisie with 
the heavy artillery of its capital, with the closed columns of its 
joint-stock companies, the more helpless the petty bourgeoisie 
becomes, the more disorderly its flight, until no other way of escape 
remains to it than either to muster behind the long files of the 
proletariat and to march under its banner—or to surrender to the 
bourgeoisie at its discretion. This diverting spectacle can be observed 
in England at every trade crisis, and in France at the present 
moment. In Germany we have only arrived at that phase when the 
petty bourgeoisie in a moment of despair and squeezed for money 
forms the heroic resolution to renounce the nobility and place its 
trust in the bourgeoisie. 



The Constitutional Question in Germany 83 

The petty bourgeoisie is therefore just as little able as the nobility 
to raise itself to be the ruling class in Germany; on the contrary, it 
places itself every day more and more under the command of the 
bourgeoisie. 

There remain the peasants and the propertyless classes. 
The peasants, among whom we include here only the small 

peasant tenants or proprietors, with the exclusion of the day labour-
ers and farm labourers—the peasants form a similarly helpless 
class as do the petty bourgeoisie, from whom, however, they differ to 
their advantage through their greater courage. But they are similarly 
incapable of all historical initiative. Even their emancipation from 
the fetters of serfdom comes about only under the protection of the 
bourgeoisie. Where the absence of nobility and bourgeoisie allows 
them to rule, as in the mountain cantons of Switzerland and in 
Norway, pre-feudal barbarisms, local narrow-mindedness, and dull, 
fanatical bigotry, loyalty and rectitude rule with them. Where, as in 
Germany, the nobility continues to exist beside them, they are 
squeezed, just like the petty bourgeoisie, between the nobility and 
the bourgeoisie. To protect the interests of agriculture against the 
growing power of trade and industry, they must join with the 
nobility. To safeguard themselves against the overwhelming compe-
tition of the nobility and especially the bourgeois landowners, they 
must join with the bourgeoisie. To which side they finally adhere 
depends upon the nature of their property. The big farmers of 
eastern Germany, who themselves exercise a certain feudal domi-
nance over their farm labourers, are in all their interests too closely 
involved with the nobles to dissociate themselves from them in 
earnest. The small landowners in the west who have emerged from 
the breaking up of the estates of the nobility, and the small farmers 
in the east who are subject to patrimonial jurisdiction and still partly 
liable to corvée labour, are oppressed too directly by the nobles or 
stand too much in opposition to them not to adhere to the side of the 
bourgeoisie. That this is actually the case is proved by the Prussian 
provincial diets. 

Rule by the peasants is also, therefore, fortunately unthinkable. 
The peasants themselves think of it so little that they have for the 
greatest part already placed themselves at the disposal of the 
bourgeoisie. 

And the propertyless, in common parlance the working, classes? 
We shall soon speak of them at greater length64; for the moment it is 
sufficient to point to the division among them. This division into 
farm labourers, day labourers, handicraft journeymen, factory 
workers and lumpen proletariat, together with their dispersal over a 
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great, thinly populated expanse of country with few and weak 
central points, already renders it impossible for them to realise that 
their interests are common, to reach understanding, to constitute 
themselves into one class. This division and dispersal makes nothing 
else possible for them but restriction to their immediate, everyday 
interests, to the wish for a good wage for good work. That is, it 
restricts the workers to seeing their interest in that of their 
employers, thus making every single section of the workers into an 
auxiliary army for the class employing them. The farm labourer and 
day labourer supports the interests of the noble or farmer on whose 
estate he works. The journeyman stands under the intellectual and 
political sway of his master. The factory worker lets himself be used 
by the factory owner in the agitation for protective tariffs. For a 
few talers the lumpen proletarian fights out with his fists the squabbles 
between bourgeoisie, nobility and police. And where two 
classes of employers have contradictory interests to assert, there 
exists the same struggle between the classes of workers they employ. 

So little is the mass of the workers in Germany prepared to assume 
the leadership in public matters. 

To summarise. The nobility is too much in decline, the petty 
bourgeoisie and peasants are, by their whole position in life, too 
weak, the workers are still far from sufficiently mature to be able to 
come forward as the ruling class in Germany. There remains only 
the bourgeoisie. 

The poverty of the German status quo consists chiefly in this: no 
single class has hitherto been strong enough to establish its branch of 
production as the national branch of production par excellence and 
thus to set itself up as the representative of the interests of the whole 
nation. All the estates and classes that have emerged in history since 
the tenth century: nobles, serfs, peasants subject to corvée labour, 
free peasants, petty bourgeoisie, journeymen, manufactory workers, 
bourgeoisie and proletarians, all exist alongside one another. Those 
among these estates and classes who in consequence of their prop-
erty represent a branch of production, namely the nobles, free 
peasants, petty bourgeoisie and bourgeoisie, have participated in 
political rule in proportion to their number, their wealth, and their 
share in the total production of the country. The result of this 
division is that, as we have said, the nobility has got the lion's share, 
the petty bourgeoisie the smaller share, and that officially the 
bourgeoisie count only as petty bourgeoisie and the peasants as 
peasants do not count at all, because they, with the slight influence 
they possess, divide themselves between the other classes. This 
regime represented by the bureaucracy is the political summing-up 
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of the general impotence and contemptibility, of the dull boredom 
and the sordidness of German society. It is matched by the breaking 
up of Germany into thirty-eight local and provincial states together 
with the breaking up of Austria and Prussia into autonomous 
provinces from within and by the disgraceful helplessness against 
exploitation and kicks from without. The cause of this general 
poverty lies in the general lack of capital. In poverty-stricken 
Germany every single class has borne from the beginning the mark 
of civic mediocrity, and in comparison with the same classes in other 
countries has been poor and depressed. How petty bourgeois 
appears the high and low German nobility since the twelfth century 
beside the rich and carefree French and English nobility, so full of 
the joy of living and so purposeful in their whole behaviour! How 
tiny, how insignificant and parochial appear the burghers of the 
German free cities of the Reich and the Hanseatic towns beside the 
rebellious Parisian burghers of the fourteenth and fifteenth 
centuries, the London Puritans of the seventeenth century! How 
petty bourgeois still appear our principal magnates in industry, 
finance, shipping, beside the Stock Exchange princes of Paris, 
Lyons, London, Liverpool and Manchester! Even the working classes 
in Germany are thoroughly petty bourgeois. Thus the petty bour-
geoisie have at least the consolation in their depressed social and 
political position of being the standard class of Germany; and of 
having imparted to all other classes their specific depression and 
their concern over their existence. 

How is this poverty to be overcome? Only one way is possible: one 
class must become strong enough to make the rise of the whole 
nation dependent upon its rise, to make the advancement of the 
interests of all other classes dependent upon the advancement and 
development of its interests. The interest of this one class must 
become for the time being the national interest, and this class itself 
must become for the time being the representative of the nation. 
From that moment, this class and with it the majority of the nation, 
finds itself in contradiction with the political status quo. The political 
status quo corresponds to a state of affairs which has ceased to 
exist: to the conflict of interests of the different classes. The new in-
terests find themselves restricted, and even a part of the classes in 
whose favour the status quo was established no longer sees its own 
interests represented in it. The abolition of the status quo, peace-
fully or by force, is the necessary consequence. In its place enters 
dominance by the class which for the moment represents the 
majority of the nation, and under whose rule a new development 
begins. 
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As the lack of capital is the basis of the status quo, of the general 
weakness, so possession of capital, its concentration in the hands of 
one class, can alone give this class the power to supplant the status quo. 

Does this class, which can overthrow the status quo, exist now in 
Germany? It exists, although, compared with the corresponding 
class in England and France, in a perhaps very petty bourgeois way; 
but still it exists and, indeed, in the bourgeoisie. 

The bourgeoisie is the class which in all countries overthrows the 
compromise established between nobility and petty bourgeoisie in 
the bureaucratic monarchy, and thus to begin with conquers power 
for itself. 

The bourgeoisie is the only class in Germany which at least gives a 
great part of the industrial landowners, petty bourgeoisie, peasants, 
workers and even a minority among the nobles a share in its 
interests, and has united these under its banner. 

The party of the bourgeoisie is the only one in Germany that 
definitely knows with what it must replace the status quo; the only 
one that does not limit itself to abstract principles and historical 
deductions, but wishes to carry into effect very definite, concrete and 
immediately practicable measures; the only one which is at least 
organised to some extent on a local and provincial basis and has a 
sort of plan of campaign, in short, it is the party which fights first and 
foremost against the status quo and is directly interested in its 
overthrow. 

The party of the bourgeoisie is therefore the only one that at 
present has a chance of success. 

The only question then is: Is the bourgeoisie compelled by 
necessity to conquer political rule for itself through the overthrow of 
the status quo, and is it strong enough, given its own power and the 
weakness of its opponents, to overthrow the status quo? 

We shall see. 
The decisive section of the German bourgeoisie are the factory 

owners. On the prosperity of industry depends the prosperity of the 
whole domestic trade, of the Hamburg and Bremen and, to some 
extent, Stettin sea trade, of banking; on it depend the revenues of 
the railways, and with that the most significant part of the Stock 
Exchange business. Independent of industry are only the corn and 
wool exporters of the Baltic towns and the insignificant class of 
importers of foreign industrial products. The needs of the factory 
owners thus represent the needs of the whole bourgeoisie and of the 
classes at present dependent upon it. 

The factory owners are further divided into two sections: the one 
gives the initial processing to raw materials and sends them into 
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trade half-finished, the other takes over the half-finished materials 
and brings them to market as finished commodities. To the first 
group belong the spinners, to the second the weavers. In Germany 
the first section also includes the iron producers.3 

... to introduce newly invented techniques, to establish good 
communications, to obtain cheap machines and raw materials, to 
train skilled workers, requires an entire industrial system; it requires 
the interlocking of all branches of industry, sea-ports which are 
tributary to the industrial interior and carry on a flourishing trade. 
All this has long ago been proved by the economists. But such an 
industrial system requires also nowadays, when England is almost the 
only country that has no competition to fear, a complete protective 
system embracing all branches of industry threatened by foreign 
competition, and modifications to this system must always be made 
according to the position of industry. Such a system the existing 
Prussian Government cannot give, nor can all the governments of the 
Customs Union. It can only be set up and operated by the ruling 
bourgeoisie itself. And for this reason also the German bourgeoisie 
can no longer do without political power. 

Such a protective system, moreover, is all the more necessary in 
Germany, since there manufacture lies in its death throes. Without 
systematic tariff protection the competition of English machinery 
will kill manufacture, and the bourgeoisie, petty bourgeoisie and 
workers hitherto maintained by it will be ruined. Reason enough for 
the German bourgeoisie to ruin what remains of manufacture rather 
with German machines. 

Protective tariffs are therefore necessary for the German 
bourgeoisie and only by that bourgeoisie itself can they be 
introduced. If only for that reason, then, it must seize state power. 

But it is not only by insufficient tariffs that the factory owners 
are hindered in the complete utilisation of their capital; they are also 
hindered by the bureaucracy. If in the matter of customs legislation 
they meet with indifference from the government, in their relations 
with the bureaucracy they meet with its most direct hostility. 

The bureaucracy was set up to govern petty bourgeoisie and 
peasants. These classes, dispersed in small towns or villages, with 
interests which do not reach beyond the narrowest local boundaries, 
have necessarily the restricted horizons corresponding to their 
restricted mode of life. They cannot govern a large state, they can 
have neither the breadth of vision nor the knowledge to balance the 
different conflicting interests. And it was exactly at that stage of 

a Here four pages of the manuscript are missing.—Ed. 
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civilisation when the petty bourgeoisie was most flourishing that the 
different interests were most complicatedly intertwined (one need 
only think of the guilds and their conflicts). The petty bourgeoisie 
and the peasants cannot, therefore, do without a powerful and 
numerous bureaucracy. They must let themselves be kept in leading 
strings so as to escape the greatest confusion, and not to ruin 
themselves with hundreds and thousands of lawsuits. 

But the bureaucracy, which is a necessity for the petty bourgeoisie, 
very soon becomes an unbearable fetter for the bourgeoisie. Already 
at the stage of manufacture official supervision and interference 
become very burdensome; factory industry is scarcely possible under 
such control. The German factory owners have hitherto kept the 
bureaucracy off their backs as much as possible by bribery, for which 
they can certainly not be blamed. But this remedy frees them only 
from the lesser half of the burden; apart from the impossibility of 
bribing all the officials with whom a factory owner comes into 
contact, bribery does not free him from perquisites, honorariums to 
jurists, architects, mechanics, nor from other expenses caused by the 
system of supervision, nor from extra work and waste of time. And 
the more industry develops, the more "conscientious officials" 
appear—that is, officials who either from pure narrow-mindedness 
or from bureaucratic hatred of the bourgeoisie, pester the factory 
owners with the most infuriating chicaneries. 

The bourgeoisie, therefore, is compelled to break the power of this 
indolent and pettifogging bureaucracy. From the moment the state 
administration and legislature fall under the control of the 
bourgeoisie, the independence of the bureaucracy ceases to exist; 
indeed from this moment, the tormentors of the bourgeoisie turn 
into their humble slaves. Previous regulations and decrees, which 
served only to lighten the work of the officials at the expense of the 
industrial bourgeoisie, give place to new regulations which lighten 
the work of the industrialists at the expense of the officials. 

The bourgeoisie is all the more compelled to do this as soon as 
possible because, as we have seen, all its sections are directly 
concerned in the quickest possible increase of factory industry, and 
factory industry cannot possibly grow under a regime of bureau-
cratic harassment. 

The subordination of the customs and the bureaucracy to the 
interest of the industrial bourgeoisie are the two measures with the 
implementation of which the bourgeoisie is most directly concerned. 
But that does not by any means exhaust its needs. The bourgeoisie is 
compelled to subject the whole system of legislation, administration 
and justice in almost all the German states to a thoroughgoing 
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revision, for this whole system serves to maintain and uphold a social 
condition which the bourgeoisie is continually working to overthrow. 
The conditions under which nobility and petty bourgeoisie can exist 
side by side are absolutely different from the conditions of life of the 
bourgeoisie, and only the former are officially recognised in the 
German states. Let us take the Prussian status quo as an example. If 
the petty bourgeoisie could subject themselves to the judicial as well 
as to the administrative bureaucracy, if they could entrust their 
property and persons to the discretion and torpidity of an 
"independent", i. e., bureaucratically self-sufficient judicial class, 
which in return offered them protection against the encroachments 
of the feudal nobility and at times also against those of the 
administrative bureaucracy, the bourgeoisie cannot do so. For 
lawsuits concerning property the bourgeoisie requires at least the 
protection of publicity, and for criminal trials moreover that of the 
jury as well, the constant control of justice through a deputation of 
the bourgeoisie.—The petty bourgeois can put up with the 
exemption of nobles and officials from common legal procedure 
because his official humiliation in this way fully corresponds to his 
lower social status. The bourgeois, who must either be ruined or 
make his class the first in society and state, cannot do this.—The 
petty bourgeois can, without prejudice to the smooth course of his 
way of life, leave legislation on landed property to the nobility alone; 
in fact he must, since he has enough to do to protect his own urban 
interests from the influence and encroachment of the nobles. The 
bourgeois cannot in any way leave the regulation of property rela-
tionships in the countryside to the discretion of the nobility, for the 
complete development of his own interests requires the fullest 
possible industrial exploitation of agriculture too, the creation of a 
class of industrial farmers, free saleability and mobilisation of land-
ed property. The need of the landowner to procure money on 
mortgage gives to the bourgeois here an opportunity and forces the 
nobility to allow the bourgeoisie, at least in relation to the mortgage 
laws, to influence legislation concerning landed property.—If the 
petty bourgeois, with his small scale of business, his slow turnover 
and his limited number of customers concentrated in a small area, 
has not found the miserable old Prussian legislation on trade too 
oppressive but has even been grateful for the bit of protection it 
provided, the bourgeois cannot bear it any longer. The petty bour-
geois, whose highly simple transactions are seldom dealings between 
merchant and merchant, but almost always only sales from retailer or 
producer direct to consumer—the petty bourgeois seldom goes 
bankrupt and easily accommodates himself to the old Prussian 
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bankruptcy laws. According to these laws, debts on bills are paid off 
from total assets before book debts, but customarily the whole assets 
are devoured by court costs. The laws are framed first of all in the 
interests of the judicial bureaucracy who administer the assets, and 
then in the interests of the non-bourgeois as opposed to the 
bourgeois. The noble in particular, who draws or receives bills on the 
purchaser or consignee of the corn he has dispatched, is thereby 
covered, and so are in general all those who have something to sell 
only once a year and draw the proceeds of that sale in a single 
transaction. Among those engaged in trade, the bankers and 
wholesalers are again protected, but the factory owner is rather 
neglected. The bourgeois, whose dealings are only from merchant to 
merchant, whose customers are scattered, who receives bills on the 
whole world, who must move in the midst of a highly complicated 
system of transactions, who is involved at every moment in a 
bankruptcy—the bourgeois can only be ruined by these absurd 
laws.—The petty bourgeois is interested in the general policy of his 
country only in so far as he wants to be left in peace; his narrow 
round of life makes him incapable of surveying the relations of state 
to state. The bourgeois, who has to deal or to compete with the most 
distant countries, cannot work his way up without the most direct in-
fluence on the foreign policy of his state.—The petty bourgeois 
could let the bureaucracy and nobility levy taxes on him, for the same 
reasons that he subjected himself to the bureaucracy; the bourgeois 
has a quite direct interest in having the public burdens so distributed 
that they affect his profit as litde as possible. 

In short, if the petty bourgeois can content himself with opposing 
to the nobility and the bureaucracy his inert weight, with securing for 
himself influence on the official power through his vis inertiae* the 
bourgeois cannot do this. He must make his class dominant, his 
interests crucial, in legislation, administration, justice, taxation and 
foreign policy. The bourgeoisie must develop itself to the full, daily 
expand its capital, daily reduce the production costs of its 
commodities, daily expand its trade connections and markets, daily 
improve its communications, in order not to be ruined. The competition 
on the world market compels it to do so. And to be able to develop 
freely and to the full, what it requires is precisely political 
dominance, the subordination of all other interests to its own. 

That in order not to be ruined the German bourgeoisie requires 
political dominance now, we have shown above in connection with the 
question of protective tariffs and with its attitude to the bureaucracy. 

a Force of inertia.— Ed. 
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But the most striking proof of this is the present state of the German 
money and commodity market. 

The prosperity of English industry in 1845 and the railway 
speculations to which it led had on this occasion a stronger effect on 
France and Germany than at any earlier lively period of business. 
The German factory owners did good business, which stimulated 
German business in general. The agricultural districts found a will-
ing market for their corn in England. The general prosperity 
enlivened the money market, facilitated credit and attracted on to 
the market a large number of small amounts of capital, of which in 
Germany there were so many lying half idle. As in England and 
France, only somewhat later and in somewhat—a 

Written in March-April 1847 Printed according to the manu-
script 

First published in Russian in: Marx and 
Engels, Works (first Russian edition), Published in English for the first 
Vol. V, Moscow, 1929 and in German in: time 
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a Here the manuscript breaks off.— Ed. 



Frederick Engels 

PROTECTIVE TARIFFS OR FREE TRADE SYSTEM 

From the instant that lack of money and credit forced the King of 
Prussia to issue the Letters Patent of February 3,65 no reasonable 
person could doubt any longer that the absolute monarchy in 
Germany and the "Christian-Germanic" management as it has 
hitherto existed, also known under the name of "paternal govern-
ment", had, in spite of all bristling resistance and sabre-rattling 
speeches from the throne, abdicated for ever. The day had now 
dawned from which the bourgeoisie in Germany can date its rule. 
The Letters Patent themselves are nothing but an acknowledgement, 
though still wrapped in a great deal of Potsdam mist and fog, of the 
power of the bourgeoisie. A good deal of this mist and fog has 
already been blown away by a little weak puffing from the United 
Diet, and very soon the whole Christian-Germanic misty phantom 
will be dissolved into its nothingness. 

But as soon as the rule of the middle classes began, the first 
demand to be made was bound to be that the whole trade policy of 
Germany, or of the Customs Union,66 should be wrested from the 
incompetent hands of German princes, their ministers, and arro-
gant, but in commercial and industrial matters utterly unimaginative 
and ignorant bureaucrats, and be made dependent upon and 
decided by those who possess both the necessary insight and the most 
immediate interest in the matter. In other words: the question of 
protective and differential tariffs or free trade must fall within the 
sole decision of the bourgeoisie. 

The United Diet in Berlin has shown the Government that the 
bourgeoisie knows what it needs; in the recent tariff negotiations 
it was made clear to the Spandau System of Government,67 in pretty 
plain and bitter words, that it is incapable of grasping, protecting and 
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promoting the material interests concerned. The Cracow affair68 

alone would have been sufficient to brand the foreheads of 
Holy-Alliance William3 and his ministers with the stamp of the 
crudest ignorance of, or the most culpable treachery against, the 
welfare of the nation. To the horror of his all-highest Majesty and 
his Excellencies a host of other things came up for discussion, 
in the course of which royal and ministerial capabilities and 
discernment—living as well as defunct—could feel anything but 
flattered. 

In the bourgeoisie itself, indeed, two different views dominate 
with regard to industry and trade. Nonetheless there is no doubt that 
the party in favour of protective, or, rather, differential tariffs is by 
far the most powerful, numerous and predominant. The bourgeoisie 
cannot, in fact, even maintain itself, cannot consolidate its position, 
cannot attain unbounded power unless it shelters and fosters its 
industry and trade by artificial means. Without protection against 
foreign industry it would be crushed and trampled down within a 
decade. It is quite easily possible that not even protection will help it 
much or for long. It has waited too long, it has lain too peacefully in 
the swaddling clothes in which it has been trussed so many years by 
its precious princes. It has been outflanked and overtaken on every 
side, it has had its best positions taken from it, while at home it 
peacefully let its knuckles be rapped and did not even have enough 
energy to rid itself of its partly imbecile, partly extremely cunning 
paternal schoolmasters and disciplinarians. 

Now a new page has been turned. The German princes can 
henceforth only be the servants of the bourgeoisie, only be the dot 
over the "i" of the bourgeoisie. In so far as there is still time and 
opportunity for the latter's rule, protection*for German industry and 
German trade is the only foundation on which it may rest. And what 
the bourgeoisie wants and must want of the German princes, it will 
also be able to achieve. 

There exists, however, alongside the bourgeoisie, a quite consider-
able number of people called proletarians—the working and 
propertyless class. 

The question therefore arises: What does this class gain from the 
introduction of the protective system? Will it thereby receive more 
wages, be able to feed and clothe itself better, house itself more 
healthily, afford somewhat more time for recreation and education, 
and some means for the more sensible and careful upbringing of its 
children? 

a Frederick William IV.— Ed. 
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The gentlemen of the bourgeoisie who advocate the protective 
system never fail to push the well-being of the working class into the 
foreground. To judge by their words, a truly paradisial life will 
commence for the workers with the protection of industry, Germany 
will then become a Canaan "flowing with milk and honey"3 for the 
proletarians. But listen on the other hand to the free trade men 
speaking, and only under their system would the propertyless be able 
to live "like God in France", that is, in the greatest jollity and 
merriment. 

Among both parties there are still plenty of limited minds who 
more or less believe in the truth of their own words. The intelligent 
among them know very well that this is all vain delusion, merely 
calculated, furthermore, to deceive and win the masses. 

The intelligent bourgeois does not need to be told that whether the 
system in force is that of protective tariffs or free trade or a 
mixture of both, the worker will receive no bigger wage for his 
labour than will just suffice for his scantiest maintenance. From the 
one side as from the other, the worker gets precisely what he needs 
to keep going as a labour-machine. 

It might thus appear to be a matter of indifference to the 
proletarian, to the propertyless, whether the protectionists or the 
free traders have the last word. 

Since, however, as has been said above, the bourgeoisie in 
Germany requires protection against foreign countries in order to 
clear away the medieval remnants of a feudal aristocracy and the 
modern vermin by the Grace of God, and to develop purely and 
simply its own proper, innermost essence (!)—then the working class 
also has an interest in what helps the bourgeoisie to unimpeded rule. 

Not until only one class—the bourgeoisie—is seen to exploit and 
oppress, until penury and misery can no longer be blamed now on 
this estate, now on that, or simply on the absolute monarchy and its 
bureaucrats—only then will the last decisive battle break out, the 
battle between the propertied and the propertyless, between the 
bourgeoisie and the proletariat. 

Only then will the field of battle have been swept clean of all 
unnecessary barriers, of all that is misleading and accessory; the 
position of the two hostile armies will be clear and visible at a glance. 

With the rule of the bourgeoisie, the workers, compelled by 
circumstances, will also make the infinitely important advance that 
they will no longer come forward as individuals, as at the most a 
couple of hundreds or thousands, in rebellion against the established 

a Exodus 3:8.— Ed. 
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order, but all together, as one class, with its specific interests and 
principles, with a common plan and united strength, they will launch 
their attack on the last and the worst of their mortal enemies, the 
bourgeoisie. 

There can be no doubt as to the outcome of this battle. The 
bourgeoisie will and must fall to the ground before the proletariat, 
just as the aristocracy and the absolute monarchy have received their 
coup de grâce from the middle class. 

With the bourgeoisie, private property will at the same time be 
overthrown, and the victory of the working class will put an end to all 
class or caste rule for ever. 

Written at the beginning of June 1847 

First published in the Deutsche-Brüsseler 
ZeitungNo. 46, June 10, 1847 

Printed according to the news-
paper 

Published in English for the first 
time 



Frederick Engels 

DRAFT OF A COMMUNIST CONFESSION OF FAITH1 

Question 1: Are you a Communist? 
Answer: Yes. 
Question 2: What is the aim of the Communists? 
Answer: To organise society in such a way that every member of it 

can develop and use all his capabilities and powers in complete 
freedom and without thereby infringing the basic conditions 
of this society. 

Question 3: How do you wish to achieve this aim? 
Answer: By the elimination of private property and its replacement 

by community of property. 
Question 4: On what do you base your community of property? 
Answer: Firstly, on the mass of productive forces and means of 

subsistence resulting from the development of industry, 
agriculture, trade and colonisation, and on the possibility 
inherent in machinery, chemical and other resources of their 
infinite extension. 

Secondly, on the fact that in the consciousness or feeling 
of every individual there exist certain irrefutable basic 
principles which, being the result of the whole of historical 
development, require no proof. 

Question 5: What are such principles? 
Answer: For example, every individual strives to be happy. The 

happiness of the individual is inseparable from the happiness 
of all, etc. 

Question 6: How do you wish to prepare the way for your community of 
property? 

Answer: By enlightening and uniting the proletariat. 
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Question 7: What is the proletariat? 
Answer: The proletariat is that class of society which lives exclusively 

by its labour and not on the profit from any kind of capital; 
that class whose weal and woe, whose life and death, 
therefore, depend on the alternation of times of good and bad 
business; in a word, on the fluctuations of competition. 

Question 8: Then there have not always been proletarians? 
Answer: No. There have always been poor and working classes; and 

those who worked were almost always the poor. But there 
have not always been proletarians, just as competition has not 
always been free. 

Question 9: How did the proletariat arise? 
Answer: The proletariat came into being as a result of the 

introduction of the machines which have been invented since 
the middle of the last century and the most important of 
which are: the steam-engine, the spinning machine and the 
power loom. These machines, which were very expensive and 
could therefore only be purchased by rich people, supplanted 
the workers of the time, because by the use of machinery it 
was possible to produce commodities more quickly and 
cheaply than could the workers with their imperfect spinning 
wheels and hand-looms. The machines thus delivered indus-
try entirely into the hands of the big capitalists and rendered 
the workers' scanty property which consisted mainly of their 
tools, looms, etc., quite worthless, so that the capitalist was left 
with everything, the worker with nothing. In this way the 
factory system was introduced. Once the capitalists saw how 
advantageous this was for them, they sought to extend it to 
more and more branches of labour. They divided work more 
and more between the workers so that workers who formerly 
had made a whole article now produced only a part of it. 
Labour simplified in this way produced goods more quickly 
and therefore more cheaply and only now was it found in 
almost every branch of labour that here also machines could 
be used. As soon as any branch of labour went over to factory 
production it ended up, just as in the case of spinning and 
weaving, in the hands of the big capitalists, and the workers 
were deprived of the last remnants of their independence. We 
have gradually arrived at the position where almost all 
branches of labour are run on a factory basis. This has 
increasingly brought about the ruin of the previously existing 
middle class, especially of the small master craftsmen, 
completely transformed the previous position of the workers, 

5— 1826 
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and two new classes which are gradually swallowing up all 
other classes have come into being, namely: 

I. The class of the big capitalists, who in all advanced 
countries are in almost exclusive possession of the 
means of subsistence and those means (machines, facto-
ries, workshops, etc.) by which these means of subsis-
tence are produced. This is the bourgeois class, or the 
bourgeoisie. 

II. The class of the completely propertyless, who are 
compelled to sell their labour70 to the first class, the 
bourgeois, simply to obtain from them in return their 
means of subsistence. Since the parties to this trading in 
labour are not equal, but the bourgeois have the 
advantage, the propertyless must submit to the bad 
conditions laid down by the bourgeois. This class, 
dependent on the bourgeois, is called the class of the 
proletarians or the proletariat. 

Question 10: In what way does the proletarian differ from the slave? 
Answer: The slave is sold once and for all, the proletarian has to sell 

himself by the day and by the hour. The slave is the property 
of one master and for that very reason has a guaranteed 
subsistence, however wretched it may be. The proletarian is, 
so to speak, the slave of the entire bourgeois class, not of one 
master, and therefore has no guaranteed subsistence, since 
nobody buys his labour if he does not need it. The slave is 
accounted a thing and not a member of civil society. The 
proletarian is recognised as a person, as a member of civil 
society. The slave may, therefore, have a better subsistence 
than the proletarian but the latter stands at a higher stage of 
development. The slave frees himself by becoming a proletarian, 
abolishing from the totality of property relationships only the 
relationship of slavery. The proletarian can free himself only 
by abolishing property in general. 

Question 11: In what way does the proletarian differ from the serf? 
Answer: The serf has the use of a piece of land, that is, of an 

instrument of production, in return for handing over a 
greater or lesser portion of the yield. The proletarian works 
with instruments of production which belong to someone else 
who, in return for his labour, hands over to him a portion, 
determined by competition, of the products. In the case of the 
serf, the share of the labourer is determined by his own 
labour, that is, by himself. In the case of the proletarian it is 
determined by competition, therefore in the first place by the 
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bourgeois. The serf has guaranteed subsistence, the pro-
letarian has not. The serf frees himself by driving out his 
feudal lord and becoming a property owner himself, thus 
entering into competition and joining for the time being the 
possessing class, the privileged class. The proletarian frees 
himself by doing away with property, competition, and all 
class differences. 

Question 12: In what way does the proletarian differ from the 
handicraftsman ? 

Answer: As opposed to the proletarian, the so-called handi-
craftsman, who still existed nearly everywhere during the last 
century and still exists here and there, is at most a temporary 
proletarian. His aim is to acquire capital himself and so to 
exploit other workers. He can often achieve this aim where 
the craft guilds still exist or where freedom to follow a trade 
has not yet led to the organisation of handwork on a factory 
basis and to intense competition. But as soon as the factory 
system is introduced into handwork and competition is in full 
swing, this prospect is eliminated and the handicraftsman 
becomes more and more a proletarian. The handicraftsman 
therefore frees himself either by becoming a bourgeois or in 
general passing over into the middle class, or, by becoming a 
proletarian as a result of competition (as now happens in most 
cases) and joining the movement of the proletariat—i. e., the 
more or less conscious communist movement. 

Question 13: Then you do not believe that community of property has been 
possible at any time? 

Answer: No. Communism has only arisen since machinery and 
other inventions made it possible to hold out the prospect of 
an all-sided development, a happy existence, for all members 
of society. Communism is the theory of a liberation which was 
not possible for the slaves, the serfs, or the handicraftsmen, 
but only for the proletarians and hence it belongs of necessity 
to the 19th century and was not possible in any earlier 
period. 

Question 14: Let us go back to the sixth question. As you wish to prepare for 
community of property by the enlightening and uniting of the 
proletariat, then you reject revolution? 

Answer: We are convinced not only of the uselessness but even of 
the harmfulness of all conspiracies. We are also aware that 
revolutions are not made deliberately and arbitrarily but that 
everywhere and at all times they are the necessary conse-
quence of circumstances which are not in any way whatever 
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dependent either on the will or on the leadership of individual 
parties or of whole classes. But we also see that the 
development of the proletariat in almost all countries of the 
world is forcibly repressed by the possessing classes and that 
thus a revolution is being forcibly worked for by the 
opponents of communism. If, in the end, the oppressed 
proletariat is thus driven into a revolution, then we will 
defend the cause of the proletariat just as well by our deeds as 
now by our words. 

Question 15: Do you intend to replace the existing social order by 
community of property at one stroke? 

Answer: We have no such intention. The development of the masses 
cannot be ordered by decree. It is determined by the 
development of the conditions in which these masses live, and 
therefore proceeds gradually. 

Question 16: How do you think the transition from the present situation to 
community of property is to be effected? 

Answer: The first, fundamental condition for the introduction of 
community of property is the political liberation of the 
proletariat through a democratic constitution. 

Question 17: What will be your first measure once you have established 
democracy? 

Answer: Guaranteeing the subsistence of the proletariat. 
Question 18: How will you do this? 
Answer, I. By limiting private property in such a way that it 

gradually prepares the way for its transformation into social 
property, e. g., by progressive taxation, limitation of the right 
of inheritance in favour of the state, etc., etc. 

II. By employing workers in national workshops and fac-
tories and on national estates. 

III. By educating all children at the expense of the state. 
Question 19: How will you arrange this kind of education during the 

period of transition? 
Answer: All children will be educated in state establishments from 

the time when they can do without the first maternal care. 
Question 20: Will not the introduction of community of property be 

accompanied by the proclamation of the community of women? 
Answer: By no means. We will only interfere in the personal 

relationship between men and women or with the family in 
general to the extent that the maintenance of the existing 
institution would disturb the new social order. Besides, we are 
well aware that the family relationship has been modified in 
the course of history by the property relationships and by pe-
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riods of development, and that consequently the ending of pri-
vate property will also have a most important influence on it. 

Question 21 : Will nationalities continue to exist under communism? 
Answer: The nationalities of the peoples who join together accord-

ing to the principle of community will be just as much 
compelled by this union to merge with one another and 
thereby supersede themselves as the various differences 
between estates and classes disappear through the supersed-
ing of their basis—private property. 

Question 22: Do Communists reject the existing religions? 
Answer: All religions which have existed hitherto were expressions 

of historical stages of development of individual peoples or 
groups of peoples. But communism is that stage of historical 
development which makes all existing religions superfluous 
and supersedes them.3 

In the name and on the mandate of the Congress. 
Secretary: President: 

Heide b Karl Schillc 

London, June 9, 1847 

Written by Engels Printed according to the photocopy 
of the manuscript 
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(Juni bis September 1847), Hamburg, 1969 
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FOREWORD 

M. Proudhon has the misfortune of being peculiarly misunder-
stood in Europe. In France, he has the right to be a bad economist, 
because he is reputed to be a good German philosopher. In 
Germany, he has the right to be a bad philosopher, because he is 
reputed to be one of the ablest of French economists. Being both a 
German and an economist at the same time, we desire to protest 
against this double error. 

The reader will understand that in this thankless task we have 
often had to abandon our criticism of M. Proudhon in order to 
criticise German philosophy, and at the same time to give some 
observations on political economy. 

Karl Marx 
Brussels, June 15, 1847 



M. Proudhon's work is not just a treatise on political economy, an 
ordinary book; it is a bible. "Mysteries", "Secrets Wrested from the 
Bosom of God", "Revelations"—it lacks nothing. But as prophets are 
discussed nowadays more conscientiously than profane writers, the 
reader must resign himself to going with us through the arid and 
gloomy erudition of "Genesis", in order to ascend later, with M. 
Proudhon, into the ethereal and fertile realm of super-socialism. (See 
Proudhon, Philosophie de la misère, Prologue, p . I l l , line 20.) 



CHAPTER I 

A SCIENTIFIC DISCOVERY 

§1. T H E OPPOSITION BETWEEN USE VALUE 
AND EXCHANGE VALUE 

"The capacity of all products, whether natural or industrial, to contribute to man's 
subsistence is specifically termed use value; their capacity to be given in exchange for 
one another, exchange value.... How does use value become exchange value?... The 
genesis of the idea of" (exchange) "value has not been noted by economists with 
sufficient care. It is necessary, therefore, for us to dwell upon it. Since a very large 
number of the things I need occur in nature only in moderate quantities, or even not 
at all, I am forced to assist in the production of what I lack. And as I cannot set my 
hand to so many things, I shall propose to other men, my collaborators in various 
functions, to cede to me a part of their products in exchange for mine." (Proudhon, 
tome I, chap. II, [pp. 33-34].) 

M. Proudhon undertakes to explain to us first of all the double 
nature of value, the "distinction in value" [I 34], the process by which 
use value is transformed into exchange value. It is necessary for 
us to dwell with M. Proudhon upon this act of transubstantiation. 
The following is how this act is accomplished, according to our 
author. 

A very large number of products are not to be found in nature, 
they are products of industry. If man's needs go beyond nature's 
spontaneous production, he is forced to have recourse to industrial 
production. What is this industry in M. Proudhon's view? What is its 
origin? A single individual, feeling the need for a very great number 
of things, "cannot set his hand to so many things". So many needs to 
satisfy presuppose so many things to produce—there are no 
products without production. So many things to produce presup-
pose at once more than one man's hand helping to produce them. 
Now, the moment you postulate more than one hand helping in 
production, you at once presuppose a whole production based on the 
division of labour. Thus need, as M. Proudhon presupposes it, itself 
presupposes the whole division of labour. In presupposing the 
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division of labour, you get exchange, and, consequently, exchange 
value. One might as well have presupposed exchange value from the 
very beginning. 

But M. Proudhon prefers to go the roundabout way. Let us follow 
him in all his detours, which always bring us back to his starting 
point. 

In order to emerge from the condition in which everyone 
produces in isolation and to arrive at exchange, "I turn to my 
collaborators in various functions," says Mr. Proudhon. I myself, 
then, have collaborators, all with different functions. And yet, for all 
that, I and all the others, always according to M. Proudhon's 
supposition, have got no farther than the solitary and hardly social 
position of the Robinsons. The collaborators and the various 
functions, the division of labour and the exchange it implies, are 
already to hand. 

To sum up: I have certain needs which are founded on the 
division of labour and on exchange. In presupposing these needs, M. 
Proudhon has thus presupposed exchange, exchange value, the very 
thing of which he purposes to "note the genesis with more care 
than other economists". 

M. Proudhon might just as well have inverted the order of things, 
without in any way affecting the accuracy of his conclusions. To 
explain exchange value, we must have exchange. To explain 
exchange, we must have the division of labour. To explain the 
division of labour, we must have needs which render necessary the 
division of labour. To explain these needs, we must "presuppose" 
them, which is not to deny them—contrary to the first axiom in M. 
Proudhon's prologue: "To presuppose God is to deny Him." 
(Prologue, p. I.) 

How does M. Proudhon, who assumes the division of labour as 
the known, manage to explain exchange value, which for him is 
always the unknown? 

"A man" sets out to "propose to other men, his collaborators in 
various functions", that they establish exchange, and make a 
distinction between use value and exchange value. In accepting this 
proposed distinction, the collaborators have left M. Proudhon no 
other "care" than that of recording the fact, of marking, of 
"noting" in his treatise on political economy "the genesis of the idea 
of value". But he has still to explain to us the "genesis" of this 
proposal, to tell us at last how this single individual, this Robinson, 
suddenly had the idea of making "to his collaborators" a proposal 
of the type known and how these collaborators accepted it without 
the slightest protest. 
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M. Proudhon does not enter into these genealogical details. He 
merely places a sort of historical stamp upon the fact of exchange, by 
presenting it in the form of a motion supposed to have been made by 
a third party, tending to establish exchange. 

That is a sample of the "historical and descriptive method" 
[I 30] of M. Proudhon, who professes a superb disdain for the 
"historical and descriptive methods" of the Adam Smiths and 
Ricardos. 

Exchange has a history of its own. It has passed through different 
phases. 

There was a time, as in the Middle Ages, when only the 
superfluous, the excess of production over consumption, was 
exchanged. 

There was again a time, when not only the superfluous, but all 
products, all industrial existence, had passed into commerce, when 
the whole of production depended on exchange. How are we to 
explain this second phase of exchange—marketable value at its 
second power? 

M. Proudhon would have a reply ready-made: Assume that a 
man has "proposed to other men, his collaborators in various 
functions", to raise marketable value to its second power. 

Finally, there came a time when everything that men had 
considered as inalienable became an object of exchange, of traffic 
and could be alienated. This is the time when the very things which 
till then had been communicated, but never exchanged; given, but 
never sold; acquired, but never bought—virtue, love, conviction, 
knowledge, conscience, etc.—when everything finally passed into 
commerce. It is the time of general corruption, of universal venality, 
or, to speak in terms of political economy, the time when every-
thing, moral or physical, having become a marketable value, is 
brought ' to the market to be assessed at its truest value. 

How, again, can we explain this new and last phase of ex-
change—marketable value at its third power? 

M. Proudhon would have a reply ready-made: Assume that a 
person has "proposed to other persons, his collaborators in various 
functions", to make a marketable value out of virtue, love, etc., to 
raise exchange value to its third and last power. 

We see that M. Proudhon's "historical and descriptive method" is 
applicable to everything, it answers everything, explains everything. 
If it is a question above all of explaining historically "the genesis of 
an economic idea", it postulates a man who proposes to other men, 
his collaborators in various functions, that they perform this act of 
genesis and that is the end of it. 
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We shall hereafter accept the "genesis" of exchange value as an 
accomplished act; it now remains only to expound the relation 
between exchange value and use value. Let us hear what M. 
Proudhon has to say: 

"Economists have very well brought out the double character of value, but what 
they have not pointed out with the same precision is its contradictory nature; this is 
where our criticism begins.... It is a small thing to have drawn attention to this 
surprising contrast between use value and exchange value, in which economists have 
been wont to see only something very simple: we must show that this alleged simplicity 
conceals a profound mystery into which it is our duty to penetrate.... In technical 
terms, use value and exchange value stand in inverse ratio to each other." [I 36, 38] 

If we have thoroughly grasped M. Proudhon's thought the 
following are the four points which he sets out to establish: 

1. Use value and exchange value form a "surprising contrast", 
they are in opposition to each other. 

2. Use value and exchange value are in inverse ratio, in 
contradiction, to each other. 

3. Economists have neither observed nor recognised either the 
opposition or the contradiction. 

4. M. Proudhon's criticism begins at the end. 
We, too, shall begin at the end, and, in order to clear the 

economists from M. Proudhon's accusations, we shall let two 
sufficiently well-known economists speak for themselves. 

Sismondi: "It is the opposition between use value and exchange value to which 
commerce has reduced everything, etc." (Etudes,3 t. II, p. 162, Brussels edition.) 

Lauderdale: "In proportion as the riches of individuals are increased by an 
augmentation of the exchange value, the national wealth" (use value) "is generally 
diminished; and in proportion as the mass of individual riches is diminished, by the 
diminution of the exchange value, its opulence is generally increased." (Recherches sur 
la nature et l'origine de la richesse publique; traduit par Lagentie de Lavaïsse, Paris, 1808 
[p. 33; cf. Eng. ed., p . 50].) 

Sismondi founded on the opposition between use value and 
exchange value his principal doctrine, according to which diminu-
tion in revenue is proportional to the increase in production. 

Lauderdale founded his system on the inverse ratio of the two 
kinds of value, and his doctrine was indeed so popular in Ricardo's 
time that the latter could speak of it as of something generally 
known. 

"It is through confounding the ideas of exchange value and riches" (use value) "that 
it has been asserted, that by diminishing the quantity of commodities, that is to say, of 
the necessaries, conveniences, and enjoyments of human life, riches may be 
increased." (Ricardo, Des principes de l'économie politique, traduit par Constancio, 

a Simonde de Sismondi, Études sur l'économie politique.—Ed. 
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annoté par J. B. Say, Paris, 1835; tome II, chap. "Sur la valeur et les richesses" 
[p. 65; cf. Eng. ed., p . 323].) 

We have just seen that the economists before M. Proudhon had 
"drawn attention" to the profound mystery of opposition and 
contradiction. Let us now see how M. Proudhon in his turn explains 
this mystery after the economists. 

The exchange value of a product falls as the supply increases, the 
demand remaining the same; in other words, the more abundant a 
product is relatively to the demand, the lower is its exchange value, or 
price. Vice versa: The weaker the supply relatively to the demand, the 
higher rises the exchange value or the price of the product supplied; 
in other words, the greater the scarcity in the products supplied, 
relatively to the demand, the higher the prices. The exchange value 
of a product depends upon its abundance or its scarcity, but always in 
relation to the demand. Take a product that is more than scarce, 
unique of its kind if you will: this unique product will be more than 
abundant, it will be superfluous, if there is no demand for it. On the 
other hand, take a product multiplied into millions, it will always be 
scarce if it does not satisfy the demand, that is, if there is too great a 
demand for it. 

These are what we should almost call truisms, yet we have had to 
repeat them here in order to render M. Proudhon's mysteries 
comprehensible. 

"So that, following up the principle to its ultimate consequences, one would come 
to the conclusion, the most logical in the world, that the things whose use is 
indispensable and whose quantity is unlimited should be had for nothing, and those 
whose utility is nil and whose scarcity is extreme should be of incalculable price. To 
cap the difficulty, these extremes are impossible in practice: on the one hand, no 
human product could ever be unlimited in magnitude; on the other, even the scarcest 
things must perforce be useful to a certain degree, otherwise they would be quite 
valueless. Use value and exchange value are thus inexorably bound up with each 
other, although by their nature they continually tend to be mutually exclusive." 
(Tome I, p. 39.) 

What caps M. Proudhon's difficulty? That he has simply forgotten 
about demand, and that a thing can be scarce or abundant only 
insofar as it is in demand. The moment he leaves out demand, he 
identifies exchange value with scarcity and use value with abundance. 
In reality, in saying that things "whose utility is nil and scarcity extreme 
are of incalculable price", he is simply declaring that exchange value is 
merely scarcity. "Scarcity extreme and utility nil" means pure 
scarcity. "Incalculable price" is the maximum of exchange value, it is 
pure exchange value. He equates these two terms. Therefore 
exchange value and scarcity are equivalent terms. In arriving at these 
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alleged "extreme consequences", M. Proudhon has in fact carried to 
the extreme, not the things, but the terms which express them, and, 
in so doing, he shows proficiency in rhetoric rather than in logic. He 
merely rediscovers his first hypotheses in all their nakedness when 
he thinks he has discovered new consequences. Thanks to the same 
procedure he succeeds in identifying use value with pure abundance. 

After having equated exchange value and scarcity, use value and 
abundance, M. Proudhon is quite astonished not to find use value in 
scarcity and exchange value, nor exchange value in abundance and 
use value; and seeing that these extremes are impossible in practice, 
he can do nothing but believe in mystery. Incalculable price exists for 
him, because buyers do not exist, and he will never find any buyers, 
so long as he leaves out demand. 

On the other hand, M. Proudhon's abundance seems to be 
something spontaneous. He completely forgets that there are people 
who produce it, and that it is to their interest never to lose sight of 
demand. Otherwise, how could M. Proudhon have said that things 
which are very useful must have a very low price, or even cost 
nothing? On the contrary, he should have concluded that abun-
dance, the production of very useful things, should be restricted if 
their price, their exchange value, is to be raised. 

The old vine-growers of France in petitioning for a law to forbid 
the planting of new vines; the Dutch in burning Asiatic spices, in 
uprooting clove trees in the Moluccas, were simply trying to reduce 
abundance in order to raise exchange value. During the whole of the 
Middle Ages this same principle was acted upon, in limiting by laws 
the number of journeymen a single master could employ and the 
number of implements he could use. (See Anderson, History of 
Commerce.*) 

After having represented abundance as use value and scarcity as 
exchange value—nothing indeed is easier than to prove that 
abundance and scarcity are in inverse ratio—M. Proudhon identifies 
use value with supply and exchange value with demand. To make the 
antithesis even more clear-cut, he substitutes a new term, putting 
"estimation value" for exchange value. [I 32] The battle has now shifted 
its ground, and we have on one side utility (use value, supply), on the 
other, estimation (exchange value, demand). 

Who is to reconcile these two contradictory forces? What is to be 
done to bring them into harmony with each other? Is it possible to 
find in them even a single point of comparison? 

A. Anderson, An Historical and Chronological Deduction of the Origin of Commerce 
from the Earliest Accounts to the Present Time (Marx gives the title in French).— Ed. 



The Poverty of Philosophy 117 

Certainly, cries M. Proudhon, there is one—free will. The price 
resulting from this battle between supply and demand, between 
utility and estimation will not be the expression of eternal justice. 

M. Proudhon goes on to develop this antithesis. 
"In my capacity as a free buyer, I am judge of my needs, judge of the suitability of an 

object, judge of the price I am willingto pay for it. On the other hand, in your capacity 
as a free producer, you are master of the means of execution, and in consequence, you 
have the power to reduce your expenses." (Tome I, p. 41.) 

And as demand, or exchange value, is identical with estimation, M. 
Proudhon is led to say: 

"It is proved that it is man's free will that gives rise to the opposition between use 
value and exchange value. How can this opposition be removed, so long as free will 
exists? And how can the latter be sacrificed without sacrificing man?" (Tome I, p. 41.) 

Thus there is no possible way out. There is a struggle between two 
as it were incommensurable powers, between utility and estimation, 
between the free buyer and the free producer. 

Let us look at things a little more closely. 
Supply does not represent exclusively utility, demand does not 

represent exclusively estimation. Does not the demander also supply 
a certain product or the token representing all products, viz., money; 
and as supplier, does he not represent, according to M. Proudhon, 
utility or use value? 

Again, does not the supplier also demand a certain product or the 
token representing all products, viz., money? And does he not thus 
become the representative of estimation, of estimation value or of 
exchange value? 

Demand is at the same time a supply, supply is at the same time a 
demand. Thus M. Proudhon's antithesis, in simply identifying 
supply and demand, the one with utility, the other with estimation, is 
based only on a futile abstraction. 

What M. Proudhon calls use value is called estimation value by 
other economists, and with just as much right. We shall quote only 
Storch (Cours d'économie politique, Paris, 1823 [tome I], pp. 48 and 
49). 

According to him, needs are the things for which we feel the need; 
values are things to which we attribute value. Most things have value 
only because they satisfy needs engendered by estimation. The 
estimation of our needs may change; therefore the utility of things, 
which expresses only a relation of these things to our needs, may also 
change. Natural needs themselves are continually changing. Indeed, 
what could be more varied than the objects which form the staple 
food of different peoples! 
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The conflict does not take place between utility and estimation; it 
takes place between the marketable value demanded by the supplier 
and the marketable value supplied by the demander. The exchange 
value of the product is each time the resultant of these contradictory 
appreciations. 

In final analysis, supply and demand bring together production 
and consumption, but production and consumption based on 
individual exchanges. 

The product supplied is not useful in itself. It is the consumer who 
determines its utility. And even when its quality of being useful is 
admitted, it does not exclusively represent utility. In the course of 
production, it has been exchanged for all the costs of production, 
such as raw materials, wages of workers, etc., all of which are 
marketable values. The product, therefore, represents, in the eyes 
of the producer, a sum total of marketable values. What he sup-
plies is not only a useful object, but also and above all a marketable 
value. 

As to demand, it will only be effective on condition that it has 
means of exchange at its disposal. These means are themselves 
products, marketable values. 

In supply and demand, then, we find, on the one hand, a product 
which has cost marketable values, and the need to sell; on the other, 
means which have cost marketable values, and the desire to buy. 

M. Proudhon opposes the free buyer to the free producer. To the one 
and to the other he attributes purely metaphysical qualities. It is this 
that makes him say: "It is proved that it is man's free will that gives 
rise to the opposition between use value and exchange value." [141] 

The producer, the moment he produces in a society founded on 
the division of labour and on exchange (and that is Mr. Proudhon's 
hypothesis), is forced to sell. M. Proudhon makes the producer 
master of the means of production; but he will agree with us that his 
means of production do not depend on free will. Moreover, many 
of these means of production are products which he gets from 
the outside, and in modern production he is not even free to 
produce the amount he wants. The actual degree of development 
of the productive forces compels him to produce on such or such 
a scale. 

The consumer is no freer than the producer. His estimation 
depends on his means and his needs. Both of these are determined 
by his social position, which itself depends on the whole social 
organisation. True, the worker who buys potatoes and the kept 
woman who buys lace both follow their respective estimations. But 
the difference in their estimations is explained by the difference in 
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the positions which they occupy in society, and which themselves 
are the product of social organisation. 

Is the entire system of needs founded on estimation or on the 
whole organisation of production? Most often, needs arise directly 
from production or from a state of affairs based on production. 
World trade turns almost entirely round the needs, not of individual 
consumption, but of production. Thus, to choose another example, 
does not the need for lawyers suppose a given civil law which is but 
the expression of a certain development of property, that is to say, of 
production? 

It is not enough for M. Proudhon to have eliminated the elements 
just mentioned from the relation of supply and demand. He carries 
abstraction to the extreme limits when he fuses all producers into one 
single producer, all consumers into one single consumer, and sets up a 
struggle between these two chimerical personages. But in the real 
world, things happen otherwise. The competition among the 
suppliers and the competition among the demanders form a 
necessary part of the struggle between buyers and sellers, of which 
marketable value is the result. 

After having eliminated the cost of production and competition, 
M. Proudhon can as he likes reduce the formula of supply and 
demand to an absurdity. 

"Supply and demand," he says, "are merely two ceremonial forms that serve to bring 
use value and exchange value face to face, and to lead to their reconciliation. They are 
the two electric poles which, when connected, must produce the phenomenon of 
affinity called exchange." (Tome I, pp. 49 and 50.) 

One might as well say that exchange is merely a "ceremonial 
form" for introducing the consumer to the object of consumption. 
One might as well say that all economic relations are "ceremonial 
forms" serving immediate consumption as go-betweens. Supply and 
demand are neither more nor less relations of a given production 
than are individual exchanges. 

What, then, does all M. Proudhon's dialectic consist in? In the 
substitution for use value and exchange value, for supply and 
demand, of abstract and contradictory notions like scarcity and 
abundance, utility and estimation, one producer and one consumer, 
both of them knights of free will. 

And what was he aiming at? 
At arranging for himself a means of introducing later on one of 

the elements he had set aside, the cost of production, as the synthesis of 
use value and exchange value. And it is thus that in his eyes the cost 
of production constitutes synthetic value or constituted value. 
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§ 2. CONSTITUTED VALUE OR SYNTHETIC VALUE 

"Value" (marketable value) "is the corner-stone of the economic 
structure." [I 32] "Constituted" value is the corner-stone of the system 
of economic contradictions. 

What then is this "constituted value" which is all M. Proudhon has 
discovered in political economy? 

Once utility is admitted, labour is the source of value. The measure 
of labour is time. The relative value of products is determined by the 
labour time required for their production. Price is the monetary 
expression of the relative value of a product. Finally, the constituted 
value of a product is purely and simply the value which is constituted 
by the labour time incorporated in it. 

Just as Adam Smith discovered the division of labour, so he, M. 
Proudhon, claims to have discovered "constituted value". This is not 
exactly "something unheard of", but then it must be admitted that 
there is nothing unheard of in any discovery of economic science. M. 
Proudhon, who appreciates to the full the importance of his own 
invention, seeks nevertheless to tone down the merit thereof "in 
order to reassure the reader as to his claims to originality, and to win 
over minds whose timidity renders them little favourable to new 
ideas". [I 52] But in assessing the contribution made by each of 
his predecessors to the understanding of value, he is forced to 
confess openly that the largest portion, the lion's share, falls to 
himself. 

"The synthetic idea of value had been vaguely perceived by Adam Smith.... But 
with Adam Smith this idea of value was entirely intuitive. Now, society does not 
change its habits merely on the strength of intuitions: its decisions are made only on 
the authority of facts. The antinomy had to be stated more palpably and more clearly: 
J. B. Say was its chief interpreter." [I 66] 

Here, in a nutshell, is the history of the discovery of synthetic 
value: Adam Smith—vague intuition; J. B. Say—antinomy; M. 
Proudhon—constituting and "constituted" truth. And let there be 
no mistake about it: all the other economists, from Say to Proudhon, 
have merely been trudging along in the rut of antinomy. 

"It is incredible that for the last forty years so many men of sense should have 
fumed and fretted at such a simple idea. But no, values are compared without there being 
any point of comparison between them and with no unit of measurement; this, rather than 
embrace the revolutionary theory of equality, is what the economists of the nineteenth 
century are resolved to uphold against all comers. What will posterity say about it?" (Tome 
I, p. 68.) 

Posterity, so abruptly invoked, will begin by getting muddled over 
the chronology. It is bound to ask itself: are not Ricardo and his 
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school economists of the nineteenth century? Ricardo's system, 
posing as a principle that "the relative value of commodities depends 
exclusively on the amount of labour required for their production", 
dates from 1817.a Ricardo is the head of a whole school dominant in 
England since the Restoration.^ The Ricardian doctrine sums up 
severely, remorselessly, the whole of the English bourgeoisie, which 
is itself the type of the modern bourgeoisie. "What will posterity say 
about it?" It will not say that M. Proudhon did not know Ricardo, for 
he talks about him, he talks at length about him, he keeps coming 
back to him, and concludes by calling his system "trash". If ever 
posterity does interfere, it will say perhaps that M. Proudhon, afraid 
of offending his readers' Anglophobia, preferred to make himself 
the responsible editor of Ricardo's ideas. In any case, it will think it 
very naïve that M. Proudhon should give as a "revolutionary theory 
of the future" what Ricardo expounded scientifically as the theory of 
present-day society, of bourgeois society, and that he should thus 
take for the solution of the antinomy between utility and exchange 
value what Ricardo and his school presented long before him as the 
scientific formula of one single side of this antinomy, that of exchange 
value. But let us leave posterity aside once and for all, and confront 
M. Proudhon with his predecessor Ricardo. Here are some extracts 
from this author which summarise his doctrine on value: 

"Utility then is not the measure of exchangeable value, although it is absolutely 
essential to it." (Tome I, p. 3 of Principes de l'économie politique, etc., traduit de 
l'anglais par F. S. Constancio, Paris, 1835 [Eng. ed., p. 2].) 

"Possessing utility, commodities derive their exchangeable value from two sources: 
from their scarcity, and from the quantity of labour15 required to obtain them. There 
are some commodities, the value of which is determined by their scarcity alone. No 
labour can increase the quantity of such goods, and therefore their value cannot be 
lowered by an increased supply. Some rare statues and pictures, etc. are all of this 
description. Their value ... varies with the varying wealth and inclinations of those who 
are desirous to possess them." (Tome I, pp. 4 and 5, I. c. [Eng. ed., p . 2].) "These 
commodities, however, form a very small part of the mass of commodities daily 
exchanged in the market. By far the greatest part of those goods which are the objects 
of desire, are procured by labour; and they may be multiplied, not in one country 
alone, but in many, almost without any assignable limit, if we are disposed to bestow 
the labour necessary to obtain them." (Tome I, p. 5, I. c. [Eng. ed., p. 3].) "In speaking 
then of commodities, of their exchangeable value, and of the laws which regulate their 
relative prices, we mean always such commodities only as can be increased in quantity 
by the exertion of human industry, and on the production of which competition 
operates without restraint." (Tome I, p. 5 [Eng. ed., p. 3].) 

a D. Ricardo, On the Principles of Political Economy, and Taxation, London, 
1817.— Ed. 

b The 1847 edition did not have the words "of labour", which were added in the 
copy with corrections in Marx's hand.—Ed. 
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Ricardo quotes Adam Smith, who, according to him, "so accurately 
defined the original source of exchangeable value" (Adam Smith, 
Book I, Chap. 5a), and he adds: 

"That this" (i. e., labour time) "is really the foundation of the exchangeable value 
of all things, excepting those which cannot be increased by human industry, is a 
doctrine of the utmost importance in political economy; for from no source do so 
many errors, and so much difference of opinion in that science proceed, as from the 
vague ideas which are attached to the word value." (Tome I, p. 8 [Eng. ed., p. 4].) "If 
the quantity of labour realised in commodities regulate their exchangeable value, 
every increase of the quantity of labour must augment the value of that commodity on 
which it is exercised, as every diminution must lower it." (Tome I, p. 8 [Eng. ed., p. 4].) 

Ricardo goes on to reproach Smith: 
1. "With having himself erected another standart measure of value than labour, 

sometimes the value of corn, at other times the quantity of labour an object can 
command in the market," etc. (Tome I, pp. 9 and 10 [cf. Eng. ed., p . 5].) 

2. "With having admitted the principle without qualification and at the same time 
restricted its application to that early and rude state of society, which precedes both 
the accumulation of stock and the appropriation of land. " (Tome I, p. 21 r ) 

Ricardo endeavours to prove that the ownership of land, that is, 
rent, cannot change the relative value of commodities and that the 
accumulation of capital has only a passing and fluctuating effect on 
the relative values determined by the comparative quantity of labour 
expended on their production. In support of this thesis, he gives his 
famous theory of rent, analyses capital, and ultimately finds nothing 
in it but accumulated labour. Then he develops a whole theory of 
wages and profits, and proves that wages and profits rise and fall in 
inverse ratio to each other, without affecting the relative value of the 
product. He does not neglect the influence that the accumulation of 
capital and its different aspects (fixed capital and circulating capital), 
as also the rate of wages, can have on the proportional value of 
products. In fact, these are the chief problems with which Ricardo is 
concerned. 

"Economy in the use of labour never fails to reduce the relative value* of a 
commodity, whether the saving be in the labour necessary to the manufacture of the 

* Ricardo, as is well known, determines the value of a commodity by "the quantity 
of labour necessary for its production". Owing, however, to the prevailing form of ex-
change in every mode of production based on production of commodities, includ-
ing therefore the capitalist mode of production, this value is not expressed directly 
in quantities of labour but in quantities of some other commodity. The value of a 
commodity expressed in a quantity of some other commodity (whether money or not) is 
termed by Ricardo its relative value. F. E. [Note to the German edition, 1885. The copy with 
corrections in Marx's hand has here a marginal note: nota ("la valeur relative")] 

a A. Smith, An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations.— Ed. 
b In the third edition of Ricardo's book (London, 1821) this part of the text is 

omitted.—Ed. 
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commodity itself, or in that necessary to the formation of the capital, by the aid of 
which it is produced." (Tome I, p. 28 [Eng. ed., pp. 19-20]). "Consequently as long as 
a day's work continues to give one the same quantity of fish and the other the same 
quantity of game, the natural rate of the respective exchange prices will always be the 
same despite variations of wages and profit and despite all the effects of accumulation 
of capital." (Tome I, p. 32 [cf. Eng. ed., pp. 21-22].) "In making labour the foundation 
of the value of commodities and the comparative quantity of labour which is necessary 
to their production, the rule which determines the respective quantities of goods 
which shall be given in exchange for each other, we must not be supposed to deny the 
accidental and temporary deviations of the actual or market price of commodities 
from this, their primary and natural price." (Tome 1, p. 105, /. c. [Eng. ed., p. 80].) "It 
is the cost of production which must ultimately regulate the price of commodities, and 
not, as has been often said, the proportion between supply and demand." (Tome II, p. 
253 [Eng. ed., p. 460].) 

Lord Lauderdale had developed the variations of exchange value 
according to the law of supply and demand, or of scarcity and 
abundance relatively to demand. In his opinion the value of a thing 
can increase when its quantity decreases or when the demand for it 
increases; it can decrease owing to an increase of its quantity or 
owing to the decrease in demand. Thus the value of a thing can 
change through eight different causes, namely, four causes that 
apply to the thing itself, and four causes that apply to money or to 
any other commodity which serves as a measure of its value. Here is 
Ricardo's refutation: 

"Commodities which are monopolised, either by an individual, or by a company, vary 
according to the law which Lord Lauderdale has laid down: they fall in proportion as 
the sellers augment their quantity, and rise in proportion to the eagerness of the 
buyers to purchase them; their price has no necessary connexion with their natural 
value: but the prices of commodities, which are subject to competition, and whose 
quantity may be increased in any moderate degree, will ultimately depend, not on the 
state of demand and supply, but on the increased or diminished cost of their 
production." (Tome II, p. 259 [Eng. ed., p. 465].) 

We shall leave it to the reader to make the comparison between 
this simple, clear, precise language of Ricardo's and M. Proudhon's 
rhetorical attempts to arrive at the determination of relative value by 
labour time. 

Ricardo shows us the real movement of bourgeois production, 
which constitutes value. M. Proudhon, leaving this real movement 
out of account, "fumes and frets" in order to invent new processes 
and to achieve the reorganisation of the world on a would-be new 
formula, which formula is no more than the theoretical expression of 
the real movement which exists and which is so well described by 
Ricardo. Ricardo takes present-day society as his starting point to 
demonstrate to us how it constitutes value—M. Proudhon takes 
constituted value as his starting point to constitute a new social world 
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with the aid of this value. For him, M. Proudhon, constituted value 
must complete a circle and become once more the constituting factor 
in a world already entirely constituted according to this mode of 
evaluation. The determination of value by labour time is, for 
Ricardo, the law of exchange value; for M. Proudhon, it is the 
synthesis of use value and exchange value. Ricardo's theory of values 
is the scientific interpretation of actual economic life; M. Proudhon's 
theory of values is the Utopian interpretation of Ricardo's theory. 
Ricardo establishes the truth of his formula by deriving it from all 
economic relations, and by explaining in this way all phenomena, 
even those like rent, accumulation of capital and the relation of 
wages to profits, which at first sight seem to contradict it; it is 
precisely that which makes his doctrine a scientific system: M. 
Proudhon, who has rediscovered this formula of Ricardo's by means 
of quite arbitrary hypotheses, is forced thereafter to seek out isolated 
economic facts which he twists and falsifies to pass them off as 
examples, already existing applications, beginnings of realisation of 
his regenerating idea. (See our § 3. Application of Constituted Value.*) 

Now let us pass on to the conclusions M. Proudhon draws from 
value constituted (by labour time). 

— A certain quantity of labour is equivalent to the product 
created by this same quantity of labour. 

— Each day's labour is worth as much as another day's labour; 
that is to say, if the quantities are equal, one man's labour is worth as 
much as another man's labour: there is no qualitative difference. 
With the same quantity of labour, one man's product can be given in 
exchange for another man's product. All men are wage workers 
getting equal pay for an equal labour time. Perfect equality rules the 
exchanges. 

Are these conclusions the strict, natural consequences of value 
"constituted" or determined by labour time? 

If the relative value of a commodity is determined by the quantity 
of labour required to produce it, it follows naturally that the relative 
value of labour, or wages, is likewise determined by the quantity of 
labour needed to produce the wages. Wages, that is, the relative 
value or the price of labour, are thus determined by the labour time 
needed to produce all that is necessary for the maintenance of the 
worker. 

"Diminish the cost of production of hats, and their price will ultimately fall to their 
new natural price, although the demand should be doubled, trebled, or quadrupled. 
Diminish the cost of subsistence of men, by diminishing the natural price of the food and 

a See this volume, pp. 144-60.—Ed. 
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clothing by which life is sustained, and wages will ultimately fall, notwithstanding 
that the demand for labourers may very greatly increase." (Ricardo, tome II, p . 253 
[Eng. ed., p. 460].) 

Doubtless, Ricardo's language is as cynical as can be. To put the cost 
of manufacture of hats and the cost of maintenance of men on the 
same plane is to turn men into hats. But do not make an outcry at the 
cynicism of it. The cynicism is in the facts and not in the words which 
express, the facts. French writers like MM. Droz, Blanqui, Rossi and 
others take an innocent satisfaction in proving their superiority over 
the English economists, by seeking to observe the etiquette of a 
"humanitarian" phraseology; if they reproach Ricardo and his 
school for their cynical language, it is because it annoys them to see 
economic relations exposed in all their crudity, to see the mysteries 
of the bourgeoisie unmasked. 

To sum up: Labour, being itself a commodity, is measured as such 
by the labour time needed to produce the labour-commodity. And 
what is needed to produce this labour-commodity? Just enough 
labour time to produce the objects indispensable to the constant 
maintenance of labour, that is, to keep the worker alive and in a 
condition to propagate his race. The natural price of labour is no 
other than the minimum wage.* If the current rate of wages rises 
above the natural price, it is precisely because the law of value posed 
as a principle by M. Proudhon happens to be counterbalanced by the 
consequences of the varying relations of supply and demand. But the 
minimum wage is nonetheless the centre towards which the current 
rates of wages gravitate. 

Thus relative value, measured by labour time, is inevitably the 
formula of the present enslavement of the worker, instead of being, 
as M. Proudhon would have it, the "revolutionary theory" of the 
emancipation of the proletariat. 

Let us see now to what extent the application of labour time as a 

* The thesis that the "natural", i.e., normal, price of labour power coincides with 
the minimum wage, i.e., with the equivalent in value of the means of subsistence 
absolutely indispensable for the life and procreation of the worker, was first put 
forward by me in Outlines of a Critique of Political Economy (Deutsch-Französische 
Jahrbücher, Paris, 1844) and in The Condition of the Working Class in England. As seen 
here, Marx at that time accepted the thesis. Lassalle took it over from both of us. 
Although, however, in reality wages have a constant tendency to approach the 
minimum, the above thesis is nevertheless incorrect. The fact that labour power is 
regularly and on the average paid below its value cannot alter its value. In Capital, 
Marx has put the above thesis right (Section on the Buying and Selling of Labour 
Power) and also (Chapter 25: The General Law of Capitalist Accumulation) analysed the 
circumstances which permit capitalist production to depress the price of labour power 
more and more below its value. F. E. [Note to the German edition, 1885.] 
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measure of value is incompatible with the existing class antagonism 
and the unequal distribution of the product between the immediate 
worker and the owner of accumulated labour. 

Let us take a particular product, for example, linen. This product, 
as such, contains a definite quantity of labour. This quantity of 
labour will always be the same, whatever the reciprocal position of 
those who have collaborated to create this product. 

Let us take another product: broadcloth, which has required the 
same quantity of labour as the linen. 

If there is an exchange of these two products, there is an exchange 
of equal quantities of labour. In exchanging these equal quantities of 
labour time, one does not change the reciprocal position of the 
producers, any more than one changes anything in the situation of 
the workers and manufacturers among themselves. To say that this 
exchange of products measured by labour time results in an equality 
of payment for all the producers is to suppose that equality of 
participation in the product existed before the exchange. When the 
exchange of broadcloth for linen has been accomplished, the 
producers of broadcloth will share in the linen in a proportion equal to 
that in which they previously shared in the broadcloth. 

M. Proudhon's illusion is brought about by his taking for a 
consequence what could be at most but a gratuitous supposition. 

Let us go further. 
Does labour time, as the measure of value, suppose at least that the 

days are equivalent, and that one man's day is worth as much as 
another's? No. 

Let us suppose for a moment that a jeweller's day is equivalent to 
three days of a weaver; the fact remains that any change in the value 
of jewels relative to that of woven materials, unless it be the 
transitory result of the fluctuations of demand and supply, must 
have as its cause a reduction or an increase in the labour time 
expended in the production of one or the other. If three working 
days of different workers be related to one another in the ratio of 
1:2:3, then every change in the relative value of their products will be 
a change in this same proportion of 1:2:3. Thus values can be 
measured by labour time, in spite of the inequality of value of 
different working days; but to apply such a measure we must have a 
comparative scale of the different working days: it is competition 
that sets up this scale. 

Is your hour's labour worth mine? That is a question which is 
decided by competition. 

Competition, according to an American economist, determines 
how many days of simple labour are contained in one day's 
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compound labour. Does not this reduction of days of compound 
labour to days of simple labour suppose that simple labour is itself 
taken as a measure of value? If the mere quantity of labour functions 
as a measure of value regardless of quality, it presupposes that 
simple labour has become the pivot of industry. It presupposes that 
labour has been equalised by the subordination of man to the 
machine or by the extreme division of labour; that men are effaced 
by their labour; that the pendulum of the clock has become as 
accurate a measure of the relative activity of two workers as it is of 
the speed of two locomotives. Therefore, we should not say that one 
man's hour is worth another man's hour, but rather that one man 
during an hour is worth just as much as another man during an 
hour. Time is everything, man is nothing; he is, at the most, time's 
carcase. Quality no longer matters. Quantity alone decides every-
thing; hour for hour, day for day; but this equalising of labour is not 
by any means the work of M. Proudhon's eternal justice; it is purely 
and simply a fact of modern industry. 

In the automatic workshop, one worker's labour is scarcely 
distinguishable in any way from another worker's labour: workers 
can only be distinguished one from another by the length of time 
they take for their work. Nevertheless, this quantitative difference 
becomes, from a certain point of view, qualitative, in that the time 
they take for their work depends partly on purely material causes, 
such as physical constitution, age and sex; partly on purely negative 
moral causes, such as patience, imperturbability, diligence. In short, 
if there is a difference of quality in the labour of different workers, it 
is at most a quality of the last kind, which is far from being a 
distinctive peculiarity. This is what the state of affairs in modern 
industry amounts to in the last analysis. It is upon this equality, 
already realised in automatic labour, that M. Proudhon wields his 
smoothing-plane of "equalisation", which he means to establish 
universally in "time to come"! 

All the "equalitarian" consequences which M. Proudhon deduces 
from Ricardo's doctrine are based on a fundamental error. He 
confounds the value of commodities measured by the quantity of 
labour embodied in them with the value of commodities measured 
by "the value of labour". If these two ways of measuring the value of 
commodities merged into one, it could be said indifferently that the 
relative value of any commodity is measured by the quantity of 
labour embodied in it; or that it is measured by the quantity of labour 
it can buy; or again that it is measured by the quantity of labour which 
can acquire it. But this is far from being so. The value of labour74 can 
no more serve as a measure of value than the value of any other 
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commodity. A few examples will suffice to explain still better what we 
have just stated. 

If a muida of corn cost two days' labour instead of one, it would 
have twice its original value: but it would not set in operation double 
the quantity of labour, because it would contain no more nutritive 
matter than before. Thus the value of the corn, measured by the 
quantity of labour used to produce it, would have doubled; but 
measured either by the quantity of labour it can buy or by the 
quantity of labour with which it can be bought, it would be far from 
having doubled. On the other hand, if the same labour produced 
twice as many clothes as before, their relative value would fall by 
half; but, nevertheless, this double quantity of clothing would not 
thereby be reduced to disposing over only half the quantity of 
labour, nor could the same labour command double the quantity of 
clothing; for half the clothes would still go on rendering the worker 
the same service as before. 

Thus it is going against economic facts to determine the relative 
value of commodities by the value of labour. It is moving in a vicious 
circle, it is to determine relative value by a relative value which itself 
needs to be determined. 

It is beyond doubt that M. Proudhon confuses the two measures, 
measure by the labour time needed for the production of a 
commodity and measure by the value of the labour. 

"Any man's labour," he says, "can buy the value it represents." [181] 

Thus, according to him, a certain quantity of labour embodied in a 
product is equivalent to the worker's payment, that is, to the value of 
labour. It is the same reasoning that makes him confuse cost of 
production with wages. 

"What are wages? They are the cost price of corn, etc., the integral price of all 
things. Let us go still further. Wages are the proportionality of the elements which 
compose wealth." TI 1101 

What are wages? They are the value of labour. 
Adam Smith takes as the measure of value, now the labour time 

needed for the production of a commodity, now the value of labour. 
Ricardo exposes this error by showing clearly the disparity of these 
two ways of measuring. M. Proudhon outdoes Adam Smith in error 
by identifying the two things which the latter had merely put in 
juxtaposition. 

It is in order to find the proper proportion in which workers 
should share in the products, or, in other words, to determine the 

a An old French measure equivalent to 18 hectolitres.— Ed. 
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relative value of labour, that M. Proudhon seeks a measure for the 
relative value of commodities. To find out the measure for the 
relative value of commodities he can think of nothing better than to 
give as the equivalent of a certain quantity of labour the sum total of 
the products it has created, which is as good as supposing that the 
whole of society consists merely of immediate workers who receive 
their own produce as wages. In the second place, he takes for 
granted the equivalence of the working days of different workers. In 
short, he seeks the measure of the relative value of commodities in 
order to arrive at equal payment for the workers, and he takes the 
equality of wages as an already established fact, in order to go off on 
the search for the relative value of commodities. What admirable 
dialectic! 

"Say and the economists after him have observed that labour being itself subject to 
valuation, being a commodity like any other commodity, it is moving in a vicious circle 
to treat it as the principle and the determining cause of value.... In so doing, these 
economists, if they will allow me to say so, show a prodigious carelessness. Labour is 
said to have value not as a commodity itself, but in view of the values which it is 
supposed to contain potentially. The value of labour is a figurative expression, an 
anticipation of the cause for the effect. It is a fiction of the same stamp as the 
productivity of capital. Labour produces, capital has value.... By a sort of ellipsis one 
speaks of the value of labour.... Labour like liberty ... is a thing vague and 
indeterminate by nature, but defined qualitatively by its object, that is to say, it 
becomes a reality by the product." [I 61] 

"But is there any need to dwell on this? The moment the economist" (read M. 
Proudhon) "changes the name of things, vera rerum vocabula, he is implicitly 
confessing his impotence and proclaiming himself not privy to the cause." (Proudhon, 
tome I, p. 188.) 

We have seen that M. Proudhon makes the value of labour the 
"determining cause" of the value of products to such an extent that 
for him wages, the official name for the "value of labour", form the 
integral price of all things. That is why Say's objection troubles him. 
In labour-commodity, which is a grim reality, he sees nothing but a 
grammatical ellipsis. Thus the whole of existing society, founded on 
labour-commodity, is henceforth founded on a poetic licence, a 
figurative expression. If society wants to "eliminate all the draw-
backs" that assail it, well, let it eliminate all the ill-sounding terms, 
change the language; and to this end it has only to apply to the 
Academy for a new edition of its dictionary. After all that we have 
just seen, it is easy for us to understand why M. Proudhon, in a work 
on political economy, has to enter upon long dissertations on 
etymology and other parts of grammar. Thus he is still learnedly 
discussing the antiquated derivation of servus* from servarè*. These 

a A slave, servant.— Ed. 
To preserve.— Ed. 
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philological dissertations have a deep meaning, an esoteric mean-
ing— they form an essential part of M. Proudhon's argument. 

Labour,8 inasmuch as it is bought and sold, is a commodity like any 
other commodity, and has, in consequence, an exchange value. 
But the value of labour, or labour as a commodity, produces as 
little as the value of wheat, or wheat as a commodity, serves as 
food. 

Labour has more or less "value," according to whether food 
commodities are more or less dear, whether the supply and demand 
of hands exist to such or such a degree, etc., etc. 

Labour is not a "vague thing"; it is always some definite labour, it 
is never labour in general that is sold and bought. It is not only 
labour which is qualitatively defined by the object; but also the object 
which is determined by the specific quality of labour. 

Labour, insofar as it is sold and bought, is itself a commodity. Why 
is it bought? "In view of the values it is supposed to contain 
potentially." But if a certain thing is said to be a commodity, there is 
no longer any question as to the reason why it is bought, that is, as to 
the utility to be derived from it, the application to be made of it. It is 
a commodity as an object of traffic. All M. Proudhon's arguments are 
limited to this: labour is not bought as an immediate object of 
consumption. No, it is bought as an instrument of production, as a 
machine would be bought. As a commodity, labour has value and 
does not produce. M. Proudhon might just as well have said that 
there is no such thing as a commodity, since every commodity is 
acquired merely for some utilitarian purpose, and never as a 
commodity in itself. 

In measuring the value of commodities by labour, M. Proudhon 
vaguely glimpses the impossibility of excluding labour from this 
same measure, insofar as labour has a value, labour-commodity. He 
has a misgiving that it is turning the minimum wage into the natural 
and normal price of immediate labour, that it is accepting the 
existing state of society. So, to get away from this fatal consequence, 
he faces about and asserts that labour is not a commodity, that it 
cannot have value. He forgets that he himself has taken the value of 
labour as a measure, he forgets that his whole system rests on 
labour-commodity, on labour which is bartered, sold, bought, 
exchanged for produce, etc., on labour, in fact, which is an 
immediate source of income for the worker. He forgets everything. 

a In the copy with corrections in Marx's hand and the one presented in 1876 to N. 
Utina after the word "travail" ("labour") is added "la force du travail" ("labour 
power"). The same addition is made in the 1896 French edition.—Ed. 
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To save his system, he consents to sacrifice its basis. 
Et propter vitam vivendi perdere causas? 

We now come to a new definition of "constituted value". 
"Value is the proportional relation of the products which constitute wealth." [I 62] 

Let us note in the first place that the simple phrase "relative or 
exchange value" implies the idea of some relation in which products 
are exchanged reciprocally. By giving the name "proportional 
relation" to this relation, no change is made in the relative value, 
except in the expression. Neither the depreciation nor the enhance-
ment of the value of a product destroys its quality of being in some 
"proportional relation" with the other products which constitute 
wealth. 

Why then this new term, which introduces no new idea? 
"Proportional relation" suggests many other economic relations, 

such as proportionality in production, the correct proportion 
between supply and demand, etc., and M. Proudhon is thinking of all 
that when he formulates this didactic paraphrase of marketable 
value. 

In the first place, the relative value of products being determined 
by the comparative amount of labour used in the production of each 
of them, proportional relations, applied to this special case, stand for 
the respective quota of products which can be manufactured in a 
given time, and which in consequence are given in exchange for one 
another. 

Let us see what advantage M. Proudhon draws from this 
proportional relation. 

Everyone knows that when supply and demand are evenly 
balanced, the relative value of any product is accurately determined 
by the quantity of labour embodied in it, that is to say, that this 
relative value expresses the proportional relation precisely in the 
sense we have just attached to it. M. Proudhon inverts the order of 
things. Begin, he says, by measuring the relative value of a product 
by the quantity of labour embodied in it, and supply and demand will 
infallibly balance one another. Production will correspond to 
consumption, the product will always be exchangeable. Its current 
price will express exactly its true value. Instead of saying like 
everyone else: when the weather is fine, a lot of people are to be seen 
going out for a walk, M. Proudhon makes his people go out for a 
walk in order to be able to ensure them fine weather. 

a And for the sake of life to lose the reasons for living (Juvenal, Satires, VIII).— Ed. 
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What M. Proudhon gives as the consequence of marketable value 
determined a priori by labour time could be justified only by a law 
couched more or less in the following terms: 

Products will in future be exchanged in the exact ratio of the 
labour time they have cost. Whatever may be the proportion of 
supply to demand, the exchange of commodities will always be made 
as if they had been produced proportionately to the demand. Let M. 
Proudhon take it upon himself to formulate and lay down such a law, 
and we shall relieve him of the necessity of giving proofs. If, on the 
other hand, he insists on justifying his theory, not as a legislator, but 
as an economist, he will have to prove that the time needed to create a 
commodity indicates exactly the degree of its utility and marks its 
proportional relation to the demand, and in consequence, to the total 
amount of wealth. In this case, if a product is sold at a price equal to 
its cost of production, supply and demand will always be evenly 
balanced; for the cost of production is supposed to express the true 
relation between supply and demand. 

Actually, M. Proudhon sets out to prove that the labour time 
needed to create a product indicates its correct proportional relation 
to needs, so that the things whose production costs the least time are 
the most immediately useful, and so on, step by step. The mere 
production of a luxury object proves at once, according to this 
doctrine, that society has spare time which allows it to satisfy a need 
for luxury. 

M. Proudhon finds the very proof of his thesis in the observation 
that the most useful things cost the least time to produce, that society 
always begins with the easiest industries and successively "starts on 
the production of objects which cost more labour time and which 
correspond to a higher order of needs". [I 57] 

M. Proudhon borrows from M. Dunoyer the example of extractive 
industry—fruit-gathering, pasturage, hunting, fishing, etc. —which 
is the simplest, the least costly of industries, and the one by which 
man began "the first day of his second creation". [I 78] The first day 
of his first creation is recorded in Genesis, which shows us God as the 
world's first manufacturer. 

Things happen in quite a different way from what M. Proudhon 
imagines. The very moment civilisation begins, production begins to 
be founded on the antagonism of orders, estates, classes, and finally 
on the antagonism of accumulated labour and immediate labour. No 
antagonism, no progress. This is the law that civilisation has followed 
up to our days. Till now the productive forces have been developed 
by virtue of this system of class antagonisms. To say now that, 
because all the needs of all the workers were satisfied, men could 
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devote themselves to the creation of products of a higher order—to 
more complicated industries—would be to leave class antagonism out 
of account and turn all historical development upside down. It is like 
saying that because, under the Roman emperors, muraena were 
fattened in artificial fishponds, therefore there was enough to feed 
abundantly the whole Roman population. Actually, on the contrary, 
the Roman people had not enough to buy bread with, while the 
Roman aristocrats had slaves enough to throw as fodder to the 
muraena. 

The price of food has almost continuously risen, while the price of 
manufactured and luxury goods has almost continuously fallen. 
Take the agricultural industry itself: the most indispensable objects, 
like corn, meat, etc., rise in price, while cotton, sugar, coffee, etc., 
continually fall in a surprising proportion. And even among 
comestibles proper, the luxury articles, like artichokes, asparagus, 
etc., are today relatively cheaper than foodstuffs of prime necessity. 
In our age, the superfluous is easier to produce than the necessary. 
Finally, at different historical epochs, the reciprocal price relations 
are not only different, but opposed to one another. In the whole of 
the Middle Ages, agricultural products were relatively cheaper than 
manufactured products; in modern times they are in inverse ratio. 
Does this mean that the utility of agricultural products has 
diminished since the Middle Ages? 

The use of products is determined by the social conditions in 
which the consumers find themselves placed, and these conditions 
themselves are based on class antagonism. 

Cotton, potatoes and spirits are objects of the most common use. 
Potatoes have engendered scrofula; cotton has to a great extent 
driven out flax and wool, although wool and flax are, in many cases, 
of greater utility, if only from the point of view of hygiene; finally, 
spirits have got the upper hand of beer and wine, although spirits 
used as an alimentary substance are everywhere recognised to be 
poison. For a whole century, governments struggled in vain against 
the European opium; economics prevailed, and dictated its orders to 
consumption. 

Why are cotton, potatoes and spirits the pivots of bourgeois 
society? Because the least amount of labour is needed to produce 
them, and, consequently, they have the lowest price. Why does the 
minimum price determine the maximum consumption? Is it by any 
chance because of the absolute utility of these objects, their intrinsic 
utility, their utility insomuch as they correspond, in the most useful 
manner, to the needs of the worker as a man, and not of the man as a 
worker? No, it is because in a society founded on poverty the poorest 

6* 
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products have the fatal prerogative of being used by the greatest 
number. 

To say now that because the least costly things are in greater use, 
they must be of greater utility, is saying that the wide use of spirits, 
because of their low cost of production, is the most conclusive proof 
of their utility; it is telling the proletarian that potatoes are more 
wholesome for him than meat; it is accepting the present state of 
affairs; it is, in short, making an apology, with M. Proudhon, for a 
society without understanding it. 

In a future society, in which class antagonism will have ceased, in 
which there will no longer be any classes, use will no longer be 
determined by the minimum time of production; but the time of 
production3 devoted to an articleb will be determined by the degree 
of its social utility. 

To return to M. Proudhon's thesis; since the labour time necessary 
for the production of an article is not the expression of its degree of 
utility, the exchange value of this same article, determined 
beforehand by the labour time embodied in it, can never regulate the 
correct relation of supply to demand, that is, the proportional 
relation in the sense M. Proudhon attributes to it at the moment. 

It is not the sale of a given product at the price of its cost of 
production that constitutes the "proportional relation" of supply to 
demand, or the proportional quota of this product relatively to the 
sum total of production; it is the variations in demand and supply that 
show the producer what amount of a given commodity he must 
produce in order to receive at least the cost of production in 
exchange. And as these variations are continually occurring, there is 
also a continual movement of withdrawal and application of capital 
in the different branches of industry. 

"It is only in consequence of such variations that capital is apportioned precisely, in 
the requisite abundance and no more, to the production of the different commodities 
which happen to be in demand. With the rise or fall of price, profits are elevated 
above, or depressed below their general level, and capital is either encouraged to enter 
into, or is warned to depart from, the particular employment in which the variation 
has taken place."—"When we look to the markets of a large town, and observe how 
regularly they are supplied both with home and foreign commodities, in the quantity 

The 1896 French edition has "production sociale".—Ed. 
b In the copy with corrections in Marx's hand and the one presented to N. Utina 

the words "à un objet" are replaced by "aux différents objets". This change was also 
made in the 1896 French edition.— Ed. 

c The word "sociale", which is not in the 1847 edition, was added in the copy with 
corrections in Marx's hand and the one which he presented to N. Utina and also in the 
1896 French edition.— Ed. 
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in which they are required, under all the circumstances of varying demand, arising 
from the caprice of taste, or a change in the amount of population, without often 
producing either the effects of a glut from a too abundant supply, or an enormously 
high price from the supply being unequal to the demand, we must confess that the 
principle which apportions capital to each trade in the precise amount that is required, is 
more active than is generally supposed." (Ricardo, tome I, pp. 105[-106] and 108 
[Eng. ed., pp. 80 and 82].) 

If M. Proudhon admits that the value of products is determined by 
labour time, he should equally admit that it is the fluctuating 
movement alone that3 makes labour time the measure of value. 
There is no ready constituted "proportional relation", but only a 
constituting movement. 

We have just seen in what sense it is correct to speak of 
"proportion" as of a consequence of value determined by labour 
time. We shall see now how this measure by time, called by M. 
Proudhon the "law of proportion", becomes transformed into a law 
of disproportion. 

Every new invention that enables the production in one hour of 
that which has hitherto been produced in two hours depreciates all 
similar products on the market. Competition forces the producer to 
sell the product of two hours as cheaply as the product of one hour. 
Competition implements the law according to which the relative 
value of a product is determined by the labour time needed to 
produce it. Labour time serving as the measure of marketable value 
becomes in this way the law of the continual depreciation of labour. 
We will say more. There will be depreciation not only of the 
commodities brought into the market, but also of the instruments of 
production and of whole plants. This fact was already pointed out by 
Ricardo when he said: 

"By constantly increasing the facility of production, we constantly diminish the 
value of some of the commodities before produced." (Tome II, p. 59 [Eng. ed., 
p. 321] > 

Sismondi goes further. He sees in this "value constituted" by labour 
time the source of all the contradictions of modern industry and com-
merce. 

"Mercantile value," he says, "is always determined in the long run by the quantity 
of labour needed to obtain the thing evaluated: it is not what it has actuallv cost, but 
what it would cost in future with, perhaps, perfected means; and this quantity, al-
though difficult to evaluate, is always faithfully established by competition... It is on 

a In the copy with corrections in Marx's hand the words "in societies founded on 
individual exchanges" are added here and then struck out; in the copy presented to 
N. Utina this addition was made except for the word "individual".— Ed. 
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this basis that the demand of the seller as well as the supply of the buyer is reckoned. 
The former will perhaps declare that the thing has cost him ten days' labour; but if the 
latter realises that it can henceforth be produced with eight days' labour, in the event 
of competition proving this to the two contracting parties, the value will be reduced, 
and the market price fixed at eight days only. Of course, each of the parties believes 
that the thing is useful, that it is desired, that without desire there would be no sale; 
but the fixing of the price has nothing to do with utility." (Etudes, etc., t. II, p. 267, 
Brussels edition.) 

It is important to emphasise the point that what determines value 
is not the time taken to produce a thing, but the minimum time it 
could possibly be produced in, and this minimum is ascertained by 
competition. Suppose for a moment that there is no more 
competition and consequently no longer any means to ascertain the 
minimum of labour necessary for the production of a commodity; 
what will happen? It will suffice to spend six hours' work on the 
production of an object, in order to have the right, according to M. 
Proudhon, to demand in exchange six times as much as he who has 
taken only one hour to produce the same object. 

Instead of a "proportional relation", we have a disproportional 
relation, at any rate if we insist on sticking to relations, good or bad. 

The continual depreciation of labour is only one side, one 
consequence of the evaluation of commodities by labour time. The 
excessive raising of prices, overproduction and many other features 
of industrial anarchy have their explanation in this mode of 
evaluation. 

But does labour time used as a measure of value give rise at least to 
the proportional variety of products that so fascinates M. Proudhon? 

On the contrary, monopoly in all its monotony follows in its wake 
and invades the world of products, just as to everybody's knowledge 
monopoly invades the world of the instruments of production. It is 
only in a few branches of industry, like the cotton industry, that very 
rapid progress can be made. The natural consequence of this 
progress is that the products of cotton manufacture, for instance, 
fall rapidly in price: but as the price of cotton goes down, the price 
of flax must go up in comparison. What will be the outcome? Flax 
will be replaced by cotton. In this way, flax has been driven out 
of almost the whole of North America. And we have obtained, 
instead of the proportional variety of products, the dominance of 
cotton. 

What is left of this "proportional relation"? Nothing but the pious 
wish of an honest man who would like commodities to be produced 
in proportions which would permit of their being sold at an honest 
price. In all ages good-natured bourgeois and philanthropic 
economists have taken pleasure in expressing this innocent wish. 
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Let us hear what old Boisguillebert says: 
"The price of commodities," he says, "must always be proportionate; for it is such 

mutual understanding alone that can enable them to exist together so as to give 
themselves to one another at any moment" (here is M. Proudhon's continual exchangeabili-
ty) "and reciprocally give birth to one another.... As wealth, then, is nothing but this 
continual intercourse between man and man, craft and craft, etc., it is a frightful 
blindness to go looking for the cause of misery elsewhere than in the cessation of such 
traffic brought about by a disturbance of proportion in prices." (Dissertation sur la 
nature des richesses, Daire ed. [pp. 405, 408].) 

Let us listen also to a modern economist: 
"The great law as necessary to be affixed to production, that is, the law of 

proportion,* which alone can preserve the continuity of value.... The equivalent must be 
guaranteed.... All nations have attempted, at various periods of their history, by 
instituting numerous commercial regulations and restrictions, to effect, in some 
degree, the object here explained.... But the natural and inherent selfishness of man 
... has urged him to break down all such regulations.... Proportionate production *' is the 
realisation of the entire truth of the Science of Social Economy." (W. Atkinson, 
Principles of Political Economy, London, 1840, pp. 170-95.) 

Fuit Troja.b This correct proportion between supply and demand, 
which is beginning once more to be the object of so many wishes, 
ceased long ago to exist. It has passed into the stage of senility. It was 
possible only at a time when the means of production were limited, 
when exchange took place within very restricted bounds. With the 
birth of large-scale industry this correct proportion had to come to 
an end, and production is inevitably compelled to pass in continuous 
succession through vicissitudes of prosperity, depression, crisis, 
stagnation, renewed prosperity, and so on. 

Those who, like Sismondi, wish to return to the correct proportion 
of production, while preserving the present basis of society, are 
reactionary, since, to be consistent, they must also wish to bring back 
all the other conditions of industry of former times. 

What kept production in correct, or more or less correct, 
proportions? It was demand that dominated supply, that preceded it. 
Production followed close on the heels of consumption. Large-scale 
industry, forced by the very instruments at its disposal to produce on 
an ever-increasing scale, can no longer wait for demand. Production 
precedes consumption, supply compels demand. 

In existing society, in industry based on individual exchange, 
anarchy of production, which is the source of so much misery, is at 
the same time the source of all progress. 

Thus, one or the other: 

a In the original the English term is given in parentheses after the French.— Ed. 
Troy is no more (Virgil, Aeneid, 2, 325).— Ed. 
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Either you want the correct proportions of past centuries with 
present-day means of production, in which case you are both 
reactionary and Utopian. 

Or you want progress without anarchy: in which case, in order to 
preserve the productive forces, you must abandon individual 
exchange. 

Individual exchange is consistent only with the small-scale industry 
of past centuries and its corollary of "correct proportion", or else 
with large-scale industry and all its train of misery and anarchy. 

After all,3 the determination of value by labour time—the formula 
M. Proudhon gives us as the regenerating formula of the future—is 
therefore0 merely the scientific expression of the economic relations 
of present-day society, as was clearly and precisely demonstrated by 
Ricardo long before M. Proudhon. 

But does the " equalitarian" application of this formula at least 
belong to M. Proudhon? Was he the first to think of reforming 
society by transforming all men into immediate workers exchanging 
equal amounts of labour? Is it for him to reproach the Commu-
nists—these people devoid of all knowledge of political economy, 
these "obstinately foolish men", these "paradise dreamers"—with 
not having found, before him, this "solution of the problem of the 
proletariat"? 

Anyone who is in any way familiar with the trend of political 
economy in England cannot fail to know that almost all the socialists 
in that country have, at different periods, proposed the equalitarian 
application of the Ricardian theory. We could quote for M. 
Proudhon: Hodgskin, Political Economy, 182775; William Thompson, 
An Inquiry into the Principles of the Distribution of Wealth Most 
Conducive to Human Happiness, 1824; T. R. Edmonds, Practical Moral 
and Political Economy, 1828, etc., etc., and four pages more of etc. We 
shall content ourselves with listening to an English Communist, Mr. 
Bray. We shall give the decisive passages in his remarkable work, 
Labour's Wrongs and Labour's Remedy, Leeds, 1839, and we shall dwell 
some time upon it, firstly, because Mr. Bray is still little known in 
France, and, secondly, because we think that we have discovered in 
him the key to the past, present and future works of M. Proudhon. 

a In the 1847 edition this sentence begins with the words: "D'après tout ce que 
nous venons de dire." In the copy with corrections in Marx's hand and the one 
presented to N. Utina "D'après" is changed to "Après" and the rest of the phrase is 
crossed out; this correction was reproduced in the 1896 French edition.— Ed. 

The word "therefore" ("done") is not in the 1847 edition; it was added in the 
copy with corrections in Marx's hand and the one presented to N. Utina; this addition 
is reproduced in the 1896 French edition.— Ed. 
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"The only way to arrive at truth is to go at once to First Principles.... Let us ... go at 
once to the source from whence governments themselves have arisen.... By thus going 
to the origin of the thing, we shall find that every form of government, and every 
social and governmental wrong, owes its rise to the existing social system—to the 
institution of property as it at present exists3—and that, therefore, if we would end our 
wrongs and our miseries at once and for ever, the present arrangements of society must be 
totally subverted.... By thus fighting them upon their own ground, and with their own 
weapons, we shall avoid that senseless chatter respecting 'visionaries' and 'theorists', with 
which they are so ready to assail.... Before the conclusions arrived at by such a course 
of proceeding can be overthrown, the economists must unsav or disprove those 
established truths and principles on which their own arguments are founded." (Brav, 
pp. 17 and 41.) "It is labour alone which bestows value1'.... Every man has an undoubted 
right to all that his honest labour can procure him. When he thus appropriates the 
fruits of his labour, he commits no injustice upon anv other human being; for he 
interferes with no other man's right of doing the same with the produce of his labour.... 
All these ideas of superior and inferior—of master and man—mav be traced to the 
neglect of First Principles, and to the consequent rise of inequality of possessions0, and 
such ideas will never be eradicated, nor the institutions founded upon them be 
subverted, so long as this inequality is maintained. Men have hitherto blindlv hoped to 
remedy the present unnatural state of things ... bv destroying existing inequality, and 
leaving untouched the cause of the inequality; but it will shortlv be seen ... that 
government is not a cause, but a consequence—that it is not the creator, but the 
created—that it is the offspring of inequality of possessions6; and that the inequality of 
possessions is inseparably connected with our present social svstem." (Bray, pp. 33, 36 
and 37.) 

"Not only are the greatest advantages, but strict justice also, on the side of a system 
of equality.... Every man is a link, and an indispensable link, in the chain of 
effects—the beginning of which is but an idea, and the end, perhaps, the production 
of a piece of cloth. Thus, although we may entertain different feelings towards the 
several parties, it does not follow that one should be better paid for his labour than 
another. The inventor will ever receive, in addition to his just pecuniary reward, that 
which genius only can obtain from us—the tribute of our admiration.... 

"From the very nature of labour and exchange, strict justice requires that all 
exchangers should be not only mutually, but that thev should likewise be equally, 
benefited. Men have only two things which they can exchange with each other, 
namely, labour, and the produce of labour.... If a just svstem of exchanges were acted 
upon, the value of all articles would be determined by the entire cost of production; and 
equal values should always exchange for equal values fi If, lor instance, it takes a hatter one 

3 In the original the end of the phrase beginning with the words "the institution of 
property ..." is given in English in parentheses after the French.— Ed. 

In the original this phrase is given in English in parentheses after the 
French.— Ed. 

' In the original the words "and to the consequent rise of inequality of 
possessions" are given in English in parentheses after the French.— Ed. 

d Bray has here: "misgovernment".— Ed. 
In the original the words "the offspring of inequality of possessions" are given in 

English in parentheses after the French.— Ed. 
' In the original the words "all exchangers should be" to the end of the sentence 

are given in English in parentheses after the French.— Ed. 
8 In the original this sentence is given in English in parentheses after the 

French.— Ed. 
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day to make a hat, and a shoemaker the same time to make a pair of shoes—supposing 
the material used by each to be of the same value—and they exchange these articles 
with each other, they are not only mutually but equally benefited: the advantage 
derived by either party cannot be a disadvantage to the other, as each has given the 
same amount of labour, and the materials made use of by each were of equal value. 
But if the hatter should obtain two pair of shoes for one hat—time and value of 
material being as before—the exchange would clearly be an unjust one. The hatter 
would defraud the shoemaker of one day's labour; and were the former to act thus in 
all his exchanges, he would receive, for the labour of half a year, the product of some 
other person's whole year.... We have heretofore acted upon no other than this most 
unjust systenï of exchanges—the workmen have given the capitalist the labour of a 
whole year, in exchange for the value of only half a year3—and from this, and not 
from the assumed inequality of bodily and mental powers in individuals, has arisen 
the inequality of wealth and power.... It is an inevitable condition of inequality of 
exchanges—of buying at one price and selling at another—that capitalists shall 
continue to be capitalists, and working men to be working men—the one a class of 
tyrants and the other a class of slaves—to eternity.... The whole transaction, therefore, 
plainly shews that the capitalists and proprietors do no more than give the working 
man, for his labour of one week, a part of the wealth which they obtained from him 
the week before!—which just amounts to giving him nothing for something3.... The 
whole transaction ... between the producer and the capitalist is ... a mere farce: it 
is, in fact, in thousands of instances, no other than a barefaced though legalised 
robbery?" (Bray, pp. 45, 48, 49 and 50.) 

"... the gain of the employer will never cease to be the loss of the employed—until 
the exchanges between the parties are equal; and exchanges never can be equal while 
society is divided into capitalists and producers—the last living upon their labour and 
the first bloating upon the profit of that labour.... 

"It is plain," continues Mr. Bray, "that, establish whatever form of government we 
will ... we may talk of morality and brotherly love ... no reciprocity can exist where 
there are unequal exchanges.... Inequality of exchanges, as being the cause of 
inequality of possessions, is the secret enemy that devours us." d (Bray, pp. 51 and 52.) 

"It has been deduced, also, from a consideration of the intention and end of 
society, not only that all men should labour, and thereby become exchangers, but that 
equal values should always exchange for equal values — and that, as the gain of one 
man ought never to be the loss of another, value should ever be determined by cost of 
production. But we have seen, that, under the present arrangements of society ... the 
gain of the capitalist and the rich man is always the loss of the workman — that this 
result will invariably take place, and the poor man be left entirely at the mercy of the 
rich man, under any and every form of government, so long as there is inequality of 
exchanges—and that equality of exchanges can be ensured only under social 
arrangements in which labour is universal.... If exchanges were equal, would the 
wealth of the present capitalists gradually go from them to the working classes." (Bray, 
pp. 53-55.) 

a In the original the words from "the workmen" to "half a year" are given in 
English in parentheses after the French.— Ed. 

In the original the words "nothing for something" are given in English in 
parentheses after the French.— Ed. 

c In the original this phrase is given in parentheses in English after the 
French.— Ed. 

d In the original the words from "no reciprocity" to "devours us" are given in 
English in parentheses after the French.— Ed. 
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"So long as this system of unequal exchanges is tolerated, the producers will be 
almost as poor and as ignorant and as hardworked as they are at present, even if every 
governmental burthen be swept away and all taxes be abolished ... nothing but a total change 
of system — an equality of labour and exchanges — can alter this state of things and 
guarantee true equality of rights.... The producers have but to make an effort — and 
by them must every effort for their own redemption be made — and their chains will 
be snapped asunder for ever.... As an end, the political equality is there a failure ... as a 
means, also, it is there a failure.3 

"Where equal exchanges are maintained, the gain of one man cannot be the loss of 
another; for every exchange is then simply a transfer, and not a sacrifice, of labour and 
wealth. Thus, although under a social system based on equal exchanges, a parsimonious 
man may become rich, his wealth will be no more than the accumulated produce of his 
own labour. He may exchange his wealth, or he may give it to others ... but a rich man 
cannot continue wealthy for any length of time after he has ceased to labour. Under 
equality of exchanges, wealth cannot have, as it now has, a procreative and apparently 
self-generating power, such as replenishes all waste from consumption; for, unless it 
be renewed by labour, wealth, when once consumed, is given up for ever. That which 
is now called profit and interest cannot exist as such in connection with equality of 
exchanges; for producer and distributor would be alike remunerated, and the sum 
total of their labour would determine the value of the article created and brought to 
the hands of the consumer. 

"The principle of equal exchanges, therefore, must from its very nature ensure 
universal labour." (Bray, pp. 67, 88, 89, 94, 109-10.) 

After having refuted the objections of the economists to commu-
nism, Mr. Bray goes on to say: 

"If, then, a changed character be essential to the success of the social system of 
community in its most perfect form—and if, likewise, the present system affords no 
circumstances and no facilities for effecting the requisite change of character and 
preparing man for the higher and better state desired — it is evident that these things 
must necessarily remain as they are, ... or else some preparatory step must be 
discovered and made use of — some movement partaking partly of the present and 
partly of the desired system" (the system of community), "some intermediate 
resting-place, to which society may go with all its faults and its follies, and from which 
it may move forward, imbued with those qualities and attributes without which the 
system of community and equality cannot as such have existence." (Bray, p. 134.) 

"The whole movement would require only co-operation in its simplest form.... 
Cost of production would in every instance determine value; and equal values would 
always exchange for equal values. If one person worked a whole week, and another 
worked only half a week, the first would receive double the remuneration of the last; 
but this extra pay of the one would not be at the expense of the other, nor would the 
loss incurred by the last man fall in any way upon the first. Each person would 
exchange the wages he individually received for commodities of the same value as his 
respective wages; and in no case could the gain of one man or one trade be a loss to 
another man or another trade. The labour of every individual would alone determine his 
gains or his losses.... 

"...By means of general and local boards of trade b ... the quantities of the various 

a In the original this sentence is given in English in parentheses after the 
French.— Ed. 

b In the original the last three words are given in English in parentheses after the 
French.— Ed. 
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commodities required for consumption — the relative value of each in regard to each 
other — the number of hands required in various trades and descriptions of 
labour — and all other matters connected with production and distribution, could in a 
short time be as easily determined for a nation as for an individual company under the 
present arrangements.... Individuals would compose families, and families towns, as 
under the existing system.... The present distribution of people in towns and villages, 
bad as it is, would not be directly interfered with.... Under this joint-stock system, the 
same as under that now existing, every individual would be at liberty to accumulate as 
much as he pleased, and to enjoy such accumulations when and where he might think 
proper.... The great productive section of the community ... is divided into an 
indefinite number of smaller sections, all working, producing and exchanging their 
products on a footing of the most perfect equality.... And the joint-stock modification 
(which is nothing but a concession to present-day society in order to obtain 
communism), by being so constituted as to admit of individual property in productions 
in connection with a common property in productive powers — making every individual 
dependent on his own exertions, and at the same time allowing him an equal 
participation in every advantage afforded by nature and art — is fitted to take society 
as it is, and to prepare the way for other and better changes." (Bray, pp. 158, 160, 162, 
[163], 168, [170 and] 194.) 

We only need to reply in a few words to Mr. Bray who without us 
and in spite of us has managed to supplant M. Proudhon, except that 
Mr. Bray, far from claiming the last word on behalf of humanity, 
proposes merely measures which he thinks good for a period of 
transition between existing society and a community regime. 

One hour of Peter's labour exchanges for one hour of Paul's 
labour. That is Mr. Bray's fundamental axiom. 

Let us suppose Peter has twelve hours' labour before him, and 
Paul only six. Peter will be able to make with Paul an exchange of 
only six for six. Peter will consequently have six hours' labour left 
over. What will he do with these six hours' labour? 

Either he will do nothing — in which case he will have worked six 
hours for nothing; or else he will remain idle for another six hours to 
get even; or else, as a last resource, he will give these six hours' 
labour, which he has no use for, to Paul into the bargain. 

What in the end will Peter have earned more than Paul? Some 
hours of labour? No! He will have gained only hours of leisure; he 
will be forced to play the loafer for six hours. And in order that this 
new right to loaf might be not only relished but sought after in the 
new society, this society would have to find in idleness its highest 
bliss, and to look upon labour as a heavy shackle from which it must 
break free at all costs. And again, to return to our example, if only 
these hours of leisure that Peter has gained in excess of Paul were 
really a gain! Not in the least. Paul, beginning by working only six 
hours, attains by steady and regular work a result that Peter secures 
only by beginning with an excess of work. Everyone will want to be 
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Paul, there will be a competition to occupy Paul's position, a 
competition in idleness. 

Well, then! What has the exchange of equal quantities of labour 
brought us? Overproduction, depreciation, excess of labour followed 
by unemployment; in short, economic relations such as we see in 
present-day society, minus the competition of labour. 

No! We are wrong! There is still an expedient which may save this 
new society, the society of Peters and Pauls. Peter will consume by 
himself the product of the six hours' labour which he has left. But 
since he has no longer to exchange in order to have produced, he has 
no need to produce in order to exchange; and the whole hypothesis 
of a society founded on the exchange and division of labour will fall 
to the ground. Equality of exchange will have been saved by the 
simple fact that exchange will have ceased to be: Paul and Peter will 
arrive at the position of Robinson. 

Thus, if all the members of society are supposed to be immediate 
workers, the exchange of equal quantities of hours of labour is 
possible only on condition that the number of hours to be spent on 
material production is agreed on beforehand. But such an agree-
ment negates individual exchange. 

We still come to the same result, if we take as our starting point not 
the distribution of the products created but the act of production. In 
large-scale industry, Peter is not free to fix for himself the time of his 
labour, for Peter's labour is nothing without the co-operation of all 
the Peters and all the Pauls who make up the workshop. This 
explains very well the dogged resistance which the English factory 
owners put up to the Ten Hours Bill. They knew only too well 
that a two hours' reduction of labour granted to women and 
children76 would carry with it an equal reduction of working hours 
for adult men. It is in the nature of large-scale industry that working 
hours should be equal for all. What is today the result of capital and 
the competition of workers among themselves will be tomorrow, 
if you sever the relation between labour and capital, an actual 
agreement based upon the relation between the sum of productive 
forces and the sum of existing needs. 

But such an agreement is a condemnation of individual exchange, 
and we are back again at our first conclusion! 

In principle, there is no exchange of products—but there 
is the exchange of the labour which co-operates in produc-
tion. The mode of exchange of products depends upon the mode 
of exchange of the productive forces. In general, the form of ex-
change of products corresponds to the form of production. Change 
the latter, and the former will change in consequence. Thus 
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in the history of society we see that the mode of exchanging products 
is regulated by the mode of producing them. Individual exchange 
corresponds also to a definite mode of production which itself 
corresponds to class antagonism. There is thus no individual 
exchange without the antagonism of classes. 

But the honest conscience refuses to see this obvious fact. So long 
as one is a bourgeois, one cannot but see in this relation of 
antagonism a relation of harmony and eternal justice, which allows 
no one to gain at the expense of another. For the bourgeois, 
individual exchange can exist without any antagonism of classes. For 
him, these are two quite unconnected things. Individual exchange, as 
the bourgeois conceives it, is far from resembling individual 
exchange as it is practised. 

Mr. Bray turns the illusion of the respectable bourgeois into an 
ideal he would like to attain. In a purified individual exchange, freed 
from all the elements of antagonism he finds in it, he sees an 
" equalitariari, relation which he would like society to adopt. 

Mr. Bray does not see that this equalitarian relation, this corrective 
ideal that he would like to apply to the world, is itself nothing but the 
reflection of the actual world; and that therefore it is totally 
impossible to reconstitute society on the basis of what is merely an 
embellished shadow of it. In proportion as this shadow takes on 
substance again, we perceive that this substance, far from being the 
transfiguration dreamt of, is the actual body of existing society.* 

§ 3. APPLICATION OF THE LAW 
OF THE PROPORTIONALITY OF VALUE 

A) Money 

"Gold and silver were the first commodities to have their value constituted." fl 69] 

Thus gold and silver are the first applications of "value 
constituted" ... by M. Proudhon. And as M. Proudhon constitutes the 

* Mr. Bray's theory, like all theories, has found supporters who have allowed 
themselves to be deluded by appearances. Equitable-labour-exchange bazaars have 
been set up in London, Sheffield, Leeds and many other towns in England. These 
bazaars have all ended in scandalous failures after having absorbed considerable 
capital. The taste for them has gone for ever. You are warned, M. Proudhon! [Note by 
Marx. The copy with corrections in Marx's hand has "Nota!" in the margin opposite 
this note.] 

It is known that Proudhon did not take this warning to heart. In 1849 he himself 
made an attempt with a new Exchange Bank in Paris. The bank, however, failed 
before it had got going properly: a court case against Proudhon had to serve to cover 
its collapse. F. E. [Note to the German edition, 1885.] 
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value of products determining it by the comparative amount of 
labour embodied in them, the only thing he had to do was to prove 
that variations in the value of gold and silver are always explained by 
variations in the labour time taken to produce them. M. Proudhon 
has no intention of doing so. He speaks of gold and silver not as 
commodities, but as money. 

His only logic, if logic it be, consists in juggling with the capacity of 
gold and silver to be used as money for the benefit of all the 
commodities which have the property of being evaluated by labour 
time. Decidedly there is more naïveté than malice in this jugglery. 

A useful product, being evaluated by the labour time needed to 
produce it, is always acceptable in exchange. Witness, cries M. 
Proudhon, gold and silver, which exist in my desired conditions of 
"exchangeability"! Gold and silver, then, are value which has 
reached a state of constitution: they are the incorporation of M. 
Proudhon's idea. He could not have been happier in his choice of an 
example. Gold and silver, apart from their capacity of being 
commodities, evaluated like other commodities in labour time, have 
also the capacity of being the universal agents of exchange, of being 
money. By now considering gold and silver as an application of 
"value constituted" by labour time, nothing is easier than to prove that 
all commodities whose value is constituted by labour time will always 
be exchangeable, will be money. 

A very simple question occurs to M. Proudhon. Why have gold and 
silver the privilege of typifying "constituted value"? 

"The special function which usage has devolved upon the precious metals, that of 
serving as a medium for trade, is purely conventional^ and any other commodity 
could, less conveniently perhaps, but just as authentically, fulfil this function. 
Economists recognise this, and cite more than one example. What then is the reason 
for this universal preference for metals as money? And what is the explanation of this 
specialisation of the functions of silver — which has no analogy in political economy?... 
Is it possible to reconstruct the series from which money seems to have broken away, and 
hence to trace it back to its true principle?" [I 68, 69] 

By formulating the question in these terms, M. Proudhon has 
already presupposed the existence of money. The first question he 
should have asked himself was, why, in exchanges as they are actually 
constituted, it has been necessary to individualise exchangeable 
value, so to speak, by the creation of a special agent of exchange. 
Money is not a thing, it is a social relation. Why is the money relation 
a production relation like any other economic relation, such as the 
division of labour, etc.? If M. Proudhon had properly taken account 
of this relation, he would not have seen in money an exception, an 
element detached from a series unknown or needing reconstruction. 
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He would have realised, on the contrary, that this relation is a link, 
and, as such, closely connected with a whole chain of other economic 
relations; that this relation corresponds to a definite mode of 
production neither more nor less than does individual exchange. 
What does he do? He starts off by detaching money from the actual 
mode of production as a whole, and then makes it the first member 
of an imaginary series, of a series to be reconstructed. 

Once the necessity for a specific agent of exchange, that is, for 
money, has been recognised, all that remains to be explained is why 
this particular function has devolved upon gold and silver rather 
than upon any other commodity. This is a secondary question, which 
is explained not by the chain of production relations, but by the 
specific qualities inherent in gold and silver as substances. If all this 
has made economists for once "go outside the domains of their own 
science, to dabble in physics, mechanics, history and so on" [I 69], as 
M. Proudhon reproaches them with doing, they have merely done 
what they were compelled to do. The question is no longer within the 
domain of political economy. 

"What no economist," says M. Proudhon, "has either seen or understood is the 
economic reason which has determined, in favour of the precious metals, the favour 
they enjoy." [I 69] 

This economic reason which nobody — with good ground in-
deed— has seen or understood, M. Proudhon has seen, understood 
and bequeathed to posterity. 

"What nobody else has noticed is that, of all commodities, gold and silver were the 
first to have their value attain constitution. In the patriarchal period, gold and silver 
were still bartered and exchanged in ingots but even then they showed a visible 
tendency to become dominant and received a marked preference. Little by 
little the sovereigns took possession of them and affixed their seal to them: and of this 
sovereign consecration was born money, that is, the commodity par excellence, which, 
notwithstanding all the shocks of commerce, retains a definite proportional value and 
makes itself accepted for all payments.... The distinguishing characteristic of gold and 
silver is due, I repeat, to the fact that, thanks to their metallic properties, to the 
difficulties of their production, and above all to the intervention of state authority 
they early won stability and authenticity as commodities." [I 69, 70] 

To say that, of all commodities, gold and silver were the first to 
have their value constituted, is to say, after all that has gone before, 
that gold and silver were the first to attain the status of money. This 
is M. Proudhon's great revelation, this is the truth that none had 
discovered before him. 

If, by these words, M. Proudhon means that of all commodities 
gold and silver are the ones whose time of production was known the 
earliest, this would be yet another of the suppositions with which he 
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is so ready to regale his readers. If we wished to harp on this 
patriarchal erudition, we would inform M. Proudhon that it was the 
time needed to produce objects of prime necessity such as iron, etc., 
which was the first to be known. We shall spare him Adam Smith's 
classic bow.78 

But, after all that, how can M. Proudhon go on talking about the 
constitution of a value, since a value is never constituted all alone? It 
is constituted, not by the time needed to produce it all alone, but in 
relation to the quota of each and every other product which can be 
created in the same time. Thus the constitution of the value of gold 
and silver presupposes an already completed constitution of a 
number of other products. 

It is then not the commodity that has attained, in gold and silver, 
the status of "constituted value", it is M. Proudhon's "constituted 
value" that has attained, in gold and silver, the status of money. 

Let us now make a closer examination of these economic reasons 
which, according to M. Proudhon, have bestowed upon gold and 
silver the advantage of being raised to the status of money sooner 
than other products, thanks to their having passed through the 
constitutive phase of value. 

These economic reasons are: the "visible tendency to become 
dominant", the "marked preference" even in the "patriarchal 
period" [I 69], and other circumlocutions about the actual 
fact — which increase the difficulty, since they multiply the fact by 
multiplying the incidents which M. Proudhon brings in to explain 
the fact. M. Proudhon has not yet exhausted all the so-called 
economic reasons. Here is one of sovereign, irresistible force: 

"Money is born of sovereign consecration: the sovereigns took possession of gold 
and silver and affixed their seal to them." fl 69] 

Thus the whim of sovereigns is for M. Proudhon the highest 
reason in political economy. 

Truly, one must be destitute of all historical knowledge not to 
know that it is the sovereigns who in all ages have been subject to 
economic conditions, but they have never dictated laws to them. 
Legislation, whether political or civil, never does more than 
proclaim, express in words, the will of economic relations. 

Was it the sovereign who took possession of gold and silver to 
make them the universal agents of exchange by affixing his seal to 
them? Or was it not, rather, these universal agents of exchange 
which took possession of the sovereign and forced him to affix his 
seal to them and thus give them a political consecration? 

The impress which was and is still given to silver is not that of its 
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value but of its weight. The stability and authenticity M. Proudhon 
speaks of apply only to the standard of the money; and this standard 
indicates how much metallic matter there is in a coined piece of 
silver. 

"The sole intrinsic value of a silver mark," says Voltaire, with his habitual good 
sense, "is a mark of silver, half a pound weighing eight ounces. The weight and the 
standard alone form this intrinsic value." (Voltaire, Systeme de Law.3) 

But the question: how much is an ounce of gold or silver worth, 
remains nonetheless. If a cashmere from the Grand Colbert stores 
bore the trade mark pure wool, this trade mark would not tell you the 
value of the cashmere. There would still remain the question: how 
much is wool worth? 

"Philip I, King of France," says M. Proudhon, "mixes with Charlemagne's Tours 
pound a third of alloy, imagining that, having the monopoly of the manufacture of 
money, he could do what is done by every tradesman who has the monopoly of a 
product. What was actually this debasement of the currency for which Philip and his 
successors have been so much blamed? It was perfectly sound reasoning from the 
point of view of commercial practice, but very unsound economic science, viz., to 
suppose that, as supply and demand regulate value, it is possible, either by producing 
an artificial scarcity or by monopolising manufacture, to increase the estimation and 
consequently the value of things; and that this is true of gold and silver as of corn, 
wine, oil or tobacco. But Philip's fraud was no sooner suspected than his money was 
reduced to its true value, and he himself lost what he had thought to gain from his 
subjects. The same thing has happened as a result of every similar attempt." [I 70-71] 

It has been proved times without number that, if a prince takes 
into his head to debase the currency, it is he who loses. What he gains 
once at the first issue he loses every time the falsified coinage returns 
to him in the form of taxes, etc. But Philip and his successors were 
able to protect themselves more or less against this loss, for, once the 
debased coinage was put into circulation, they hastened to order a 
general re-minting of money on the old footing. 

And besides, if Philip I had really reasoned like M. Proudhon, he 
would not have reasoned well "from the commercial point of view". 
Neither Philip I nor M. Proudhon displays any mercantile genius in 
imagining that it is possible to alter the value of gold as well as that of 
every other commodity merely because their value is determined by 
the relation between supply and demand. 

If King Philip had decreed that one muid of wheat was in future to 
be called two muids of wheat, he would have been a swindler. He 
would have deceived all the rentiers, all the people who were entitled 
to receive a hundred muids of wheat. He would have been the cause 

a Voltaire, Histoire du parlement, chapitre LX "Finances et système de Law pendant 
la régence."—Ed. 
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of all these people receiving only fifty instead of a hundred. Suppose 
the king owed a hundred muids of wheat; he would have had to pay 
only fifty. But in commerce a hundred such muids would never have 
been worth more than fifty. By changing the name we do not change 
the thing. The quantity of wheat, whether supplied or demanded, 
will be neither decreased nor increased by this mere change of name. 
Thus, the relation between supply and demand being just the same 
in spite of this change of name, the price of wheat will undergo no 
real change. When we speak of the supply and demand of things, we 
do not speak of the supply and demand of the name of things. Philip 
I was not a maker of gold or silver, as M. Proudhon says; he was a 
maker of names for coins. Pass off your French cashmeres as Asiatic 
cashmeres, and you may deceive a buyer or two; but once the fraud 
becomes known, your so-called Asiatic cashmeres will drop to the 
price of French cashmeres. When he put a false label on gold and 
silver, King Philip could deceive only so long as the fraud was not 
known. Like any other shopkeeper, he deceived his customers by a 
false description of his wares, which could not last for long. He was 
bound sooner or later to suffer the rigour of commercial laws. Is this 
what M. Proudhon wanted to prove? No. According to him it is from 
the sovereign and not from commerce that money gets its value. And 
what has he really proved? That commerce is more sovereign than 
the sovereign. Let the sovereign decree that one mark shall in future 
be two marks, commerce will keep on saying that these two marks are 
worth no more than one mark was formerly. 

But, for all that, the question of value determined by the quantity 
of labour has not been advanced a step. It still remains to be decided 
whether the value of these two marks (which have become what one 
mark was once) is determined by the cost of production or by the law 
of supply and demand. 

M. Proudhon continues: 

"It should even be borne in mind that if, instead of debasing the currency, it had 
been in the king's power to double its bulk, the exchange value of gold and silver 
would immediately have dropped by half, always for reasons of proportion and 
equilibrium." [I 71] 

If this opinion, which M. Proudhon shares with the other 
economists, is valid, it argues in favour of the latter's doctrine of 
supply and demand, and in no way in favour of M. Proudhon's 
proportionality. For, whatever the quantity of labour embodied in 
the doubled bulk of gold and silver, its value would have dropped by 
half, the demand having remained the same and the supply having 
doubled. Or can it be, by any chance, that the "law of proportionality" 
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would become confused this time with the so much disdained law of 
supply and demand? This correct proportion of M. Proudhon's is 
indeed so elastic, is capable of so many variations, combinations and 
permutations, that it might well coincide for once with the relation 
between supply and demand. 

To make "every commodity acceptable in exchange, if not in fact 
then at least in law," on the basis of the role of gold and silver is, 
then, to misunderstand this role. Gold and silver are acceptable in 
law only because they are acceptable in fact; and they are acceptable 
in fact because the present organisation of production needs a 
universal agent of exchange. Law is only the official recognition of 
fact. 

We have seen that the example of silver as an application of value 
which has attained constitution was chosen by M. Proudhon only to 
smuggle through his whole doctrine of exchangeability, that is to say, 
to prove that every commodity assessed by its cost of production 
must attain the status of money. All this would be very fine, were it 
not for the awkward fact that precisely gold and silver, as money, are 
of all commodities the only ones not determined by their cost of 
production; and this is so true that in circulation they can be replaced 
by paper. So long as there is a certain proportion observed between 
the requirements of circulation and the amount of money issued, be 
it paper, gold, platinum or copper money, there can be no question 
of a proportion to be observed between the intrinsic value (cost of 
production) and the nominal value of money. Doubtless, in 
international trade, money is determined, like any other commodity, 
by labour time. But it is also true that gold and silver in international 
trade are means of exchange as products and not as money. In other 
words, they lose this characteristic of "stability and authenticity", of 
"sovereign consecration", which, for M. Proudhon, forms their 
specific characteristic. Ricardo understood this truth so well that 
after basing his whole system on value determined by labour time, 
and after saying: "Gold and silver, like all other commodities, are 
valuable only in proportion to the quantity of labour necessary to 
produce them, and bring them to market", he adds, nevertheless, 
that the value of money is not determined by the labour time its 
substance embodies, but by the law of supply and demand only. 

"Though it" (paper money) "has no intrinsic value, yet, by limiting its quantity, its 
value in exchange is as great as an equal denomination of coin, or of bullion in that 
coin. On the same principle, too, namely, by a limitation of its quantity, a debased coin 
would circulate at the value it should bear, if it were of the legal weight and fineness, 
and not at the value of the quantity of metal which it actually contained. In the history 
of the British coinage, we find, accordingly, that the currency was never depreciated 
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in the same proportion that it was debased; the reason of which was, that it never was 
increased in quantity, in proportion to its diminished intrinsic value." (Ricardo, loc. cit. 
[II 206-07; Eng. ed., pp. 422-23].) 

This is what J. B. Say observes on this passage of Ricardo's: 
"This example should suffice, I think, to convince the author that the basis of all value 

is not the amount of labour needed to make a commodity, but the need felt for that 
commodity, balanced by its scarcity,"3 

Thus money, which for Ricardo is no longer a value determined bv 
labour time, and which J. B. Say therefore takes as an example to 
convince Ricardo that the other values could not be determined by 
labour time either, this money, I say, taken by J. B. Say as an example 
of a value determined exclusively by supply and demand, becomes 
for M. Proudhon the example par excellence of the application of 
value constituted ... by labour time. 

To conclude, if money is not a "value constituted" by labour time, 
it is all the less likely that it could have anything in common with M. 
Proudhon's correct "proportion". Gold and silver are always 
exchangeable, because they have the special function of serving as 
the universal agent of exchange, and in no wise because they exist in 
a quantity proportional to the sum total of wealth; or, to put it still 
better, they are always proportional because, alone of all com-
modities, they serve as money, the universal agent of exchange, 
whatever their quantity in relation to the sum total of wealth. 

"A circulation can never be so abundant as to overflow; for by diminishing its 
value in the same proportion you will increase its quantity, and by increasing its value, 
diminish its quantity." (Ricardo [II 205; Eng. ed., p. 422 ].) 

"What an imbroglio political economy is!" cries M. Proudhon. [I 72] 

"'Cursed gold!' cries a Communist flippantly" (through the mouth of M 
Proudhon). "You might as well say: Cursed wheat, cursed vines, cursed sheep!—for 
just like gold and silver, every commercial value must attain its strict and exact 
determination." [I 73] 

The idea of making sheep and vines attain the status of money is 
not new. In France, it belongs to the age of Louis XIV. At that 
period, money having begun to establish its omnipotence, the 
depreciation of all other commodities was being complained of, and 
the time when "every commercial value" might attain its strict and 
exact determination, the status of money, was being eagerly invoked. 
Even in the writings of Boisguillebert, one of the oldest of French 
economists, we find: 

a Say's note to the French edition of Ricardo's book, tome II, p . 207.— Ed. 
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"Money then, by the arrival of innumerable competitors in the form of 
commodities themselves, re-established in their true values, will be thrust back again 
within its natural limits."a (Économistes financiers du XVIIIe siècle, Daire edition, 
p. 422.) 

One sees that the first illusions of the bourgeoisie are also their 
last. 

B) Surplus Left by Labour 

"In works on political economy we read this absurd hypothesis: If the price of 
everything were doubled.... As if the price of everything were not the proportion of 
things—and one could double a proportion, a relation, a law!" (Proudhon, tome I, 
p. 81.) 

Economists have fallen into this error through not knowing how to 
apply the "law of proportionality" and "constituted value". 

Unfortunately in the very same work by M. Proudhon, tome I, p. 
110, we read the absurd hypothesis that, "if wages rose generally, the 
price of everything would rise". Furthermore, if we find the phrase 
in question in works on political economy, we also find an 
explanation of it. 

"When one speaks of the price of all commodities going up or down, one always 
excludes some one commodity. The excluded commodity is, in general, money or 
labour." (Encyclopaedia Metropolitana, or Universal Dictionary of Knowledge, Vol. VI, 
Article Political Economy, by Senior, London, 1836. Regarding the phrase under 
discussion, see also J. St. Mill: Essays on Some Unsettled Questions of Political Economy, 
London, 1844, and Tooke: A History of Prices, etc., London, 1838.) 

Let us pass now to the second applicationoî "constituted value", and 
of other proportions—whose only defect is their lack of proportion. 
And let us see whether M. Proudhon is happier here than in the 
monétisation of sheep. 

"An axiom generally admitted by economists is that all labour must leave a surplus. 
In my opinion this proposition is universally and absolutely true: it is the corollary of 
the law of proportion, which may be regarded as the summary of the whole of 
economic science. But, if the economists will permit me to say so, the principle that all 
labour must leave a surplus is meaningless according to their theory, and is not 
susceptible of any demonstration." (Proudhon [I 73].) 

To prove that all labour must leave a surplus, M. Proudhon 
personifies society; he turns it into a person-society—a society which is 
not by any means a society of persons, since it has its laws apart, 
which have nothing in common with the persons of which society is 
composed, and its "own intelligence", which is not the intelligence of 

P. Boisguillebert, Dissertation sur la nature des richesses....— Ed. 
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common men, but an intelligence devoid of common sense. M. 
Proudhon reproaches the economists with not having understood 
the personality of this collective being. We have pleasure in 
confronting him with the following passage from an American 
economist, who accuses the economists of just the opposite: 

"The moral entity—the grammatical being3 called a nation, has been clothed in 
attributes that have no real existence except in the imagination of those who 
metamorphose a word into a thing.... This has given rise to many difficulties and to 
some deplorable misunderstandings in political economy." (Th. Cooper, Lectures on 
the Elements of Political Economy, Columbia, 1826. ) 

"This principle of the surplus left by labour," continues M. Proudhon, "is true of 
individuals only because it emanates from society, which thus confers on them the 
benefit of its own laws." [I 75] 

Does M. Proudhon thereby mean merely that the production of 
the social individual exceeds that of the isolated individual? Is M. 
Proudhon referring to this surplus of the production of associated 
individuals over that of non-associated individuals? If so, we could 
quote for him a hundred economists who have expressed this simple 
truth without any of the mysticism with which M. Proudhon 
surrounds himself. This, for example, is what Mr. Sadler says: 

"Combined labour produces results which individual exertion could never 
accomplish. As mankind, therefore, multiply in number, the products of their united 
industry would greatly exceed the amount of any mere arithmetical addition 
calculated on such an increase.... In the mechanical arts, as well as in pursuits of 
science, a man may achieve more in a day ... than a solitary ... individual could perform 
in his whole life.... Geometry says ... that the whole is only equal to the sum of all its 
parts; as applied to the subject before us, this axiom would be false. Regarding labour, 
the great pillar of human existenceb, it may be said that the entire product of 
combined exertion almost infinitely exceeds all which individual and disconnected 
efforts could possibly accomplish." (T. Sadler, The Law of Population, London, 1830 
[pp. 83, 84].) 

To return to M. Proudhon. The surplus left by labour, he says, is 
explained by the person-society. The life of this person is guided by 
laws which are the opposite of those which govern the activities of 
man as an individual. He desires to prove this by "facts". 

"The discovery of an economic process can never provide the inventor with a 
profit equal to that which he procures for society.... It has been remarked that railway 
enterprises are much less a source of wealth for the contractors than for the state.... 
The average cost of transporting commodities by road is 18 centimes per ton per 
kilometre, from the collection of the goods to their delivery. It has been calculated that 

a In the original both terms are given in English in parentheses after the 
French.— Ed. 

b In the original the words "the great pillar of human existence" are given in 
English in parentheses after the French.—Ed. 
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at this rate an ordinary railway enterprise would not obtain 10 per cent net profit, a 
result approximately equal to that of a road-transport enterprise. But let us suppose 
that the speed of rail transport compared with that of road transport is as 4 is to 1. 
Since in society time is value itself, the railway would, prices being equal, present an 
advantage of 400 per cent over road transport. Yet this enormous advantage, very real 
for society, is far from being realised in the same proportion for the carrier, who, 
while bestowing upon society an extra value of 400 per cent, does not for his own part 
draw 10 per cent. To bring the matter home still more pointedly, let us suppose, in 
fact, that the railway puts up its rate to 25 centimes, the cost of road transport 
remaining at 18: it would instantly lose all its consignments. Senders, receivers, 
everybody would return to the van, to the primitive waggon if necessary. The 
locomotive would be abandoned. A social advantage of 400 per cent would be 
sacrificed to a private loss of 35 per cent. The reason for this is easily grasped: the 
advantage resulting from the speed of the railway is entirely social, and each 
individual participates in it only in a minute proportion (it must be remembered that 
at the moment we are dealing only with the transport of goods), while the loss strikes 
the consumer directly and personally. A social profit equal to 400 represents for the 
individual, if society is composed only of a million men, four ten-thousandths; while a 
loss of 33 per cent for the consumer would suppose a social deficit of 33 million." 
(Proudhon [I 75, 76].) 

We may even overlook the fact that M. Proudhon expresses a 
quadrupled speed as 400 per cent of the original speed; but that he 
should bring into relation the percentage of speed and the 
percentage of profit and establish a proportion between two 
relations which, although measured separately by percentages, are 
nevertheless incommensurable with each other, is to establish a 
proportion between the percentages without reference to denomina-
tions. 

Percentages are always percentages, 10 per cent and 400 per cent 
are commensurable; they are to each other as 10 is to 400. 
Therefore, concludes M. Proudhon, a profit of 10 per cent is worth 
forty times less than a quadrupled speed. To save appearances, he 
says that, for society, time is money.3 This error arises from his 
recollecting vaguely that there is a connection between value and 
labour time, and he hastens to identify labour time with transport 
time; that is, he identifies the few firemen, guards and conductors, 
whose labour time is actually transport time, with the whole of society. 
Thus at one blow, speed has become capital, and in this case he is en-
tirely right in saying: "A profit of 400 per cent will be sacrificed to a 
loss of 35 per cent." After establishing this strange proposition as a 
mathematician, he gives us the explanation of it as an economist. 

"A social profit equal to 400 represents for the individual, if 
society is composed only of a million men, four ten-thousandths." 

In the original the words "time is money" are given in English in parentheses 
after the French.— Ed. 
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Agreed; but we are dealing not with 400, but with 400 per cent, and a 
profit of 400 per cent represents for the individual 400 per cent, 
neither more nor less. Whatever be the capital, the dividends will 
always be in the ratio of 400 per cent. What does M. Proudhon do? 
He takes percentages for capital, and, as if he were afraid of his 
confusion not being manifest enough, "pointed" enough, he 
continues: 

"A loss of 33 per cent for the consumer would suppose a social 
deficit of 33 million." A loss of 33 per cent for the consumer remains 
a loss of 33 per cent for a million consumers. How then can M. 
Proudhon say pertinently that the social deficit in the case of a 33 per 
cent loss amounts to 33 million, when he knows neither the social 
capital nor even the capital of a single one of the persons concerned? 
Thus it was not enough for M. Proudhon to have confused capital 
with percentage; he surpasses himself by identifying the capital sunk in 
an enterprise with the number of interested parties. 

"To bring the matter home still more pointedly let us suppose in 
fact" a given capital. A social profit of 400 per cent divided among a 
million participants, each of them interested to the extent of one 
franc, would give 4 francs profit per head—and not 0.0004, as M. 
Proudhon alleges. Likewise a loss of 33 per cent for each of the 
participants represents a social deficit of 330,000 francs and not of 
33 million (100:33=1,000,000:330,000). 

M. Proudhon, preoccupied with his theory of the person-society, 
forgets to divide by 100 and gets a loss of 330,000 francs; but 4 francs 
profit per head makes 4 million francs profit for society. There 
remains for society a net profit of 3.670,000 francs. This accurate 
calculation proves precisely the contrary of that which M. Proudhon 
wanted to prove: namely, that the profits and losses of society are not 
in inverse ratio to the profits and losses of individuals. 

Having rectified these simple errors of pure calculation let us take 
a look at the consequences which we would arrive at, if we admitted 
this relation between speed and capital in the case of railways, as M. 
Proudhon gives it—minus the mistakes in calculation. Let us suppose 
that a transport four times as rapid costs four times as much; this 
transport would not yield less profit than cartage, which is four times 
slower and costs a quarter of the amount. Thus, if cartage takes 18 
centimes, rail transport could take 72 centimes. This would be, 
according to "the rigour of mathematics", the consequence of M. 
Proudhon's suppositions—always minus his mistakes in calculation. 
But here he is all of a sudden telling us that if, instead of 72 centimes, 
rail transport takes only 25, it would instantly lose all its consign-
ments. Decidedly we should have to go back to the van, to the 
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primitive waggon even. Only, if we have any advice to give M. 
Proudhon, it is not to forget, in his Programme of the Progressive 
Association, to divide by 100. But, alas! it is scarcely to be hoped that 
our advice will be listened to, for M. Proudhon is so delighted with 
his "progressive" calculation, corresponding to the "progressive 
association", that he cries most emphatically: 

"I have already shown in Chapter II, by the solution of the antinomy of value, that 
the advantage of every useful discovery is incomparably less for the inventor, 
whatever he may do, than for society. I have carried the demonstration in regard to 
this point to the rigour of mathematicsl" [I 241] 

Let us return to the fiction of the person-society, a fiction which 
has no other aim than that of proving this simple truth—that a new 
invention which enables a given amount of labour to produce a 
greater number of commodities, lowers the marketable value of the 
product. Society, then, makes a profit, not by obtaining more 
exchange values, but by obtaining more commodities for the same 
value. As for the inventor, competition makes his profit fall 
successively to the general level of profits. Has M. Proudhon proved 
this proposition as he wanted to? No. This does not prevent him 
from reproaching the economists with failure to prove it. To prove 
to him on the contrary that they have proved it, we shall cite only 
Ricardo and Lauderdale—Ricardo, the head of the school which 
determines value by labour time, and Lauderdale, one of the most 
uncompromising defenders of the determination of value by supply 
and demand. Both have expounded the same proposition: 

"By constantly increasing the facility of production, we constantly diminish the 
value of some of the commodities before produced, though by the same means we not 
only add to the national riches, but also to the power of future production.... As soon as 
by the aid of machinery, or by the knowledge of natural philosophy, you oblige 
natural agents to do the work which was before done by man, the exchangeable value 
of such work falls accordingly. If ten men turned a corn mill, and it be discovered that 
by the assistance of wind, or of water, the labour of these ten men may be spared, the 
flour which is the produce partly of the work performed by the mill, would 
immediately fall in value, in proportion to the quantity of labour saved; and the society 
would be richer by the commodities which the labour of the ten men could produce, 
the funds destined for their maintenance being in no degree impaired." (Ricardo [II 
59, 82; Eng. ed., pp. 321-22, 336].) 

Lauderdale, in his turn, says: 
"In every instance where capital is so employed as to produce a profit, it uniformly 

arises, either—from its supplanting a portion of labour, which would otherwise be 
performed by the hand of man; or—from its performing a portion of labour, which is 
beyond the reach of the personal exertion of man to accomplish.... The small profit 
which the proprietors of machinery generally acquire, when compared with the wages 
of labour, which the machine supplants, may perhaps create a suspicion of the 
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rectitude of this opinion. Some fire-engines, for instance, draw more water from a 
coalpit in one day than could be conveyed on the shoulders of three hundred men, 
even assisted by the machinery of buckets; and a fire-engine undoubtedly performs its 
labour at a much smaller expense than the amount of the wages of those whose labour 
it thus supplants. This is, in truth, the case with all machinery. All machines must 
execute the labour that was antecedently performed at a cheaper rate than it could be 
done by the hand of man.... If such a privilege is given for the invention of a machine, 
which performs, by the labour of one man, a quantity of work that used to take the 
labour of four; as the possession of the exclusive privilege prevents any competition in 
doing the work, but what proceeds from the labour of the workmen, their wages, as 
long as the patent continues, must obviously form the measure of the patentee's 
charge; that is to secure employment, he has only to charge a little less than the wages 
of the labour which the machine supplants. But when the patent expires, other 
machines of the same nature are brought into competition; and then his charge must 
be regulated on the same principle as every other, according to the abundance of 
machines.... The profit of capital employed..., though it arises from supplanting 
labour, comes to be regulated, not by the value of the labour it supplants, but, as in all 
other cases, by the competition among the proprietors of capital; and it will be great or 
small in proportion to the quantity of capital that presents itself for performing the 
duty, and the demand for it." [Pp. 119, 123, 124-25, 134; Eng. ed., pp. 161, 166-67, 
168-69, 181-82.] 

Finally, then, so long as the profit is greater than in other 
industries, capital will be thrown into the new industry until the rate 
of profit falls to the general level. 

We have just seen that the example of the railway was scarcely 
suited to throw any light on the fiction of the person-society. 
Nevertheless, M. Proudhon boldly resumes his discourse: 

"With these points cleared up, nothing is easier than to explain how labour must 
leave a surplus for each producer." [I 77] 

What now follows belongs to classical antiquity. It is a poetical 
narrative intended to refresh the reader after the fatigue which the 
rigour of the preceding mathematical demonstrations must have 
caused him. M. Proudhon gives his person-society the name of 
Prometheus, whose high deeds he glorifies in these terms: 

"First of all, Prometheus emerging from the bosom of nature awakes to life, in a 
delightful inertia," etc., etc. "Prometheus sets to work, and on this first day, die first day 
of the second creation, Prometheus' product, i. e., his wealth, his well-being, is equal 
to ten. On the second day, Prometheus divides his labour, and his product becomes 
equal to a hundred. On the third day and on each of the following days, Prometheus 
invents machines, discovers new utilities in bodies, new forces in nature.... With every 
step of his industrial activity, there is an increase in the number of his products, which 
marks an enhancement of happiness for him. And since, after all, to consume is for 
him to produce, it is clear that every day's consumption, using up only the product of 
the day before, leaves a surplus product for the next day." [I 77, 78] 

This Prometheus of M. Proudhon's is a queer character, as weak in 
logic as in political economy. So long as Prometheus merely teaches 
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us the division of labour, the application of machinery, the 
exploitation of natural forces and scientific power, multiplying the 
productive forces of men and giving a surplus compared with the 
produce of labour in isolation, this new Prometheus has the 
misfortune only of coming too late. But the moment Prometheus 
starts talking about production and consumption he becomes really 
ludicrous. To consume, for him, is to produce; he consumes the next 
day what he produced the day before, so that he is always one day in 
advance; this day in advance is his "surplus left by labour". But, if he 
consumes one day what he produced the day before, he must, on the 
first day, which had no day before, have done two days' work in 
order to be one day in advance later on. How did Prometheus earn 
this surplus on the first day, when there was neither division of 
labour, nor machinery, nor even any knowledge of physical forces 
other than fire? Thus the question, for all its being carried back "to 
the first day of the second creation", has not advanced a single step 
forward. This way of explaining things savours both of Greek and of 
Hebrew, it is at once mystical and allegorical. It gives M. Proudhon a 
perfect right to say: 

"I have proved by theory and by facts the principle that all labour must leave a 
surplus." [I 79] 

The "facts" are the famous progressive calculation; the theory is 
the myth of Prometheus. 

"But," continues M. Proudhon, "this principle, while being as certain as an 
arithmetical proposition, is as yet far from being realised by everyone. Whereas, with 
the progress of collective industry, every day's individual labour produces a greater 
and greater product, and whereas therefore, by a necessary consequence, the worker 
with the same wagea ought to become richer every day, there actuallv exist estates in 
society which profit and others which decay." fl 79-80] 

In 1770 the population of the United Kingdom of Great Britain 
was 15 million, and the productive population was 3 million. The 
scientific power of production equalled a population of about 12 
million individuals more. Therefore there were, altogether, 15 
million of productive forces. Thus the productive power was to the 
population as 1 is to 1 ; and the scientific power was to the manual 
power as 4 is to 1. 

In 1840 the population did not exceed 30 million: the productive 
population was 6 million. But the scientific power amounted to 650 
million; that is, it was to the whole population as 21 is to 1, and to 
manual power as 108 is to 1. 

d In the copy with corrections in Marx's hand the words "with the same wage" are 
underscored and the word "Nota" is written in the margin.— Ed. 
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In English society the working day thus acquired in seventy years a 
surplus of 2,700 per cent productivity; that is, in 1840 it produced 27 
times as much as in 1770. According to M. Proudhon, the following 
question should be raised: why was not the English worker of 1840 
twenty-seven times as rich as the one of 1770? In raising such a 
question one would naturally be supposing that the English could 
have produced this wealth without the historical conditions in which 
it was produced, such as: private accumulation of capital, modern 
division of labour, automatic workshops, anarchical competition, the 
wage system—in short, everything that is based upon class antago-
nism. Now, these were precisely the necessary conditions of existence 
for the development of productive forces and of the surplus left by 
labour. Therefore, to obtain this development of productive forces 
and this surplus left by labour, there had to be classes which profited 
and classes which decayed. 

What then, ultimately, is this Prometheus resuscitated by M. 
Proudhon? It is society, social relations based on class antagonism. 
These relations are not relations between individual and individual, 
but between worker and capitalist, between farmer and landlord, etc. 
Wipe out these relations and you annihilate all society, and your 
Prometheus is nothing but a ghost without arms or legs; that is, 
without automatic workshops, without division of labour—in a word, 
without everything that you gave him to start with in order to make 
him obtain this surplus left by labour. 

If then, in theory, it sufficed to interpret, as M. Proudhon does, 
the formula of the surplus left by labour in the equalitarian sense, 
without taking into account the actual conditions of production, it 
should suffice, in practice, to share out equally among the workers all 
the wealth at present acquired, without changing in any way the 
present conditions of production. Such a distribution would certainly 
not assure a high degree of comfort to the individual participants. 

But M. Proudhon is not so pessimistic as one might think. As 
proportionality is everything for him, he has to see in his fully 
equipped Prometheus, that is, in present-day society, the beginnings 
of a realisation of his favourite idea. 

"But everywhere, too, the progress of wealth, that is, the proportion of values, is the 
dominant law; and when economists hold up against the complaints of the social party 
the progressive growth of the public wealth, and the improved conditions of even the 
most unfortunate classes, they unwittingly proclaim a truth which is the condemnation 
of their theories." [I 80] 

What is, actually, collective wealth, public fortune? It is the wealth 
of the bourgeoisie—not that of each bourgeois in particular. Well, 
the economists have done nothing but show how, in the existing 
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relations of production, the wealth of the bourgeoisie has grown and 
must grow still further. As for the working classes, it still remains a 
very debatable question whether their condition has improved as a 
result of the increase in so-called public wealth. If the economists, in 
support of their optimism, cite the example of the English workers 
employed in the cotton industry, they see the condition of the latter 
only in the rare moments of trade prosperity. These moments of 
prosperity are to the periods of crisis and stagnation in the "correct 
proportion" of 3 to 10. But perhaps also, in speaking of 
improvement, the economists were thinking of the millions of 
workers who had to perish in the East Indies so as to procure for the 
million and a half workers employed in the same industry in England 
three years' prosperity out of ten. 

As for the temporary participation in the increase of public wealth, 
that is a different matter. The fact of temporary participation is 
explained by the theory of the economists. It is the confirmation of 
this theory and not its "condemnation", as M. Proudhon calls it. If 
there were anything to be condemned, it would surely be the system 
of M. Proudhon, who would reduce the worker, as we have shown, to 
the minimum wage, in spite of the increase in wealth. It is only by 
reducing the worker to the minimum wage that he would be able to 
apply the correct proportion of values, of "value constituted" by 
labour time. It is because wages, as a result of competition, oscillate 
now above, now below, the price of food necessary for the sustenance 
of the worker, that he can participate to a certain extent in the 
development of collective wealth, and can also perish from want. 
This is the whole theory of the economists who have no illusions on 
the subject. 

After his lengthy digressions on railways, on Prometheus, and on 
the new society to be reconstituted on "constituted value", M. 
Proudhon collects himself; emotion overpowers him and he cries in 
fatherly tones: 

"I beseech the economists to question themselves for one moment, in the silence of 
their hearts—far from the prejudices that trouble them and regardless of the 
employment they are engaged in or hope to obtain, of the interests they subserve, or 
the approbation to which they aspire, of the honours which nurse their vanity—let 
them say whether before this day the principle that all labour must leave a surplus 
appeared to them with this chain of premises and consequences that we have 
revealed." [I 80] 



CHAPTER II 

THE METAPHYSICS OF POLITICAL ECONOMY 

§1 . THE METHOD 

Here we are, in the heart of Germany. We shall now have to talk 
metaphysics while talking political economy. And in this again we 
shall but follow M. Proudhon's "contradictions". Just now he forced 
us to speak English, to become pretty well English ourselves. Now the 
scene is changing. M. Proudhon is transporting us to our dear 
fatherland and is forcing us, whether we like it or not, to become 
German again. 

If the Englishman transforms men into hats, the German 
transforms hats into ideas. The Englishman is Ricardo, a rich 
banker and distinguished economist; the German is Hegel, an 
ordinary professor of philosophy at the University of Berlin. 

Louis XV, the last absolute monarch and representative of the 
decadence of French royalty, had attached to his person a physician 
who was himself France's first economist. This physician, this 
economist, represented the imminent and certain triumph of the 
French bourgeoisie. Doctor Quesnay made a science out of political 
economy; he summarised it in his famous Tableau économique. 
Besides the thousand and one commentaries on this table which have 
appeared, we possess one by the doctor himself. It is the "Analyse du 
Tableau économique", followed by "seven observations importantes". 

M. Proudhon is another Dr. Quesnay. He is the Quesnay of the 
metaphysics of political economy. 

Now metaphysics—indeed all philosophy—can be summed up, 
according to Hegel, in method. We must, therefore, try to elucidate 
the method of M. Proudhon, which is at least as obscure as Tableau 
économique. It is for this reason that we are making seven more or less 
important observations. If Dr. Proudhon is not pleased with our 
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observations, well, then, he will have to become an Abbé Baudeaua 

and give the "explanation of the economico-metaphysical method" 
himself. 

First Observation 

"We are not giving a history according to the order in time, but according to the sequence 
of ideas. Economic phases or categories are in their manifestation sometimes contempor-
ary, sometimes inverted.... Economic theories have nonetheless their logical sequence 
and their serial relation in the understanding: it is this order that we flatter ourselves to 
have discovered." (Proudhon, tome I, pp. 145 and 146.) 

M. Proudhon most certainly wanted to frighten the French by 
flinging quasi-Hegelian phrases at them. So we have to deal with two 
men: first with M. Proudhon, and then with Hegel. How does M. 
Proudhon distinguish himself from other economists? And what 
part does Hegel play in M. Proudhon's political economy? 

Economists express the relations of bourgeois production, the 
division of labour, credit, money, etc., as fixed, immutable, eternal 
categories. M. Proudhon, who has these ready-made categories 
before him, wants to explain to us the act of formation, the genesis of 
these categories, principles, laws, ideas, thoughts. 

Economists explain how production takes place in the above-
mentioned relations, but what they do not explain is how these 
relations themselves are produced, that is, the historical movement 
which gave them birth. M. Proudhon, taking these relations for 
principles, categories, abstract thoughts, has merely to put into order 
these thoughts, which are to be found alphabetically arranged at the 
end of every treatise on political economy. The economists' material 
is the active, energetic life of man; M. Proudhon's material is the 
dogmas of the economists. But the moment we cease to pursue the 
historical movement of production relations, of which the categories 
are but the theoretical expression, the moment we want to see in 
these categories no more than ideas, spontaneous thoughts, indepen-
dent of real relations, we are forced to attribute the origin of these 
thoughts to the movement of pure reason. How does pure, eternal, 
impersonal reason give rise to these thoughts? How does it proceed 
in order to produce them? 

If we had M. Proudhon's intrepidity in the matter of Hegelianism 
we should say: it is distinguished in itself from itself. What does this 
mean? Impersonal reason, having outside itself neither a base on 
which it can pose itself, nor an object to which it can oppose itself, 

a An allusion to the book: N. Baudeau, Explication du Tableau économique.— Ed. 
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nor a subject with which it can compose itself, is forced to turn head 
over heels, in posing itself, opposing itself and composing it-
self—position, opposition, composition. Or, to speak Greek—we 
have thesis, antithesis and synthesis. For those who do not know the 
Hegelian language, we shall give the ritual formula: affirmation, 
negation and negation of the negation. That is what language means. 
It is certainly not Hebrew (with due apologies to M. Proudhon); but 
it is the language of this pure reason, separate from the individual. 
Instead of the ordinary individual with his ordinary manner of 
speaking and thinking we have nothing but this ordinary manner 
purely and simply—without the individual. 

Is it surprising that everything, in the final abstraction—for we 
have here an abstraction, and not an analysis—presents itself as a 
logical category? Is it surprising that, if you let drop little by little all 
that constitutes the individuality of a house, leaving out first of all the 
materials of which it is composed, then the form that distinguishes it, 
vou end up with nothing but a body; that, if you leave out of account 
the limits of this body, you soon have nothing but a space—that if, 
finally, you leave out of account the dimensions of this space, there is 
absolutely nothing left but pure quantity, the logical category? If we 
abstract thus from every subject all the alleged accidents, animate or 
inanimate, men or things, we are right in saying that in the final 
abstraction, the only substance left is the logical categories. Thus the 
metaphysicians who, in making these abstractions, think they are 
making analyses, and who, the more they detach themselves from 
things, imagine themselves to be getting all the nearer to the point of 
penetrating to their core—these metaphysicians in turn are right in 
saying that things here below are embroideries of which the logical 
categories constitute the canvas. This is what distinguishes the 
philosopher from the Christian. The Christian, in spite of logic, has 
only one incarnation of the Logos; with the philosopher there is 
no end to incarnations. If all that exists, all that lives on land and 
under water can be reduced by abstraction to a logical category— 
if the whole real world can be drowned thus in a world of abstrac-
tions, in the world of logical categories—who need be astonished 
at it? 

All that exists, all that lives on land and under water, exists and 
lives only by some kind of movement. Thus the movement of history 
produces social relations; industrial movement gives us industrial 
products, etc. 

Just as by dint of abstraction we have transformed everything into 
a logical category, so one has only to make an abstraction of every 
characteristic distinctive of different movements to attain movement 

7—1826 
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in its abstract condition—purely formal movement, the purely logical 
formula of movement. If one finds in logical categories the substance 
of all things, one imagines one has found in the logical formula of 
movement the absolute method, which not only explains all things, but 
also implies the movement of things. 

It is of this absolute method that Hegel speaks in these terms: 
"Method is the absolute, unique, supreme, infinite force, which no object can 

resist; it is the tendency of reason to find itself again, to recognise itself in every 
object."80 (Logic,3 Vol. III.) 

All things being reduced to a logical category, and every 
movement, every act of production, to method, it follows naturally 
that every aggregate of products and production, of objects and of 
movement, can be reduced to applied metaphysics. What Hegel has 
done for religion, law, etc., M. Proudhon seeks to do for political 
economy. 

So what is this absolute method? The abstraction of movement. 
What is the abstraction of movement? Movement in abstract 
condition. What is movement in abstract condition? The purely 
logical formula of movement or the movement of pure reason. 
Wherein does the movement of pure reason consist? In posing 
itself, opposing itself, composing itself; in formulation itself as 
thesis, antithesis, synthesis; or, yet again, in affirming itself, negating 
itself and negating its negation. 

How does reason manage to affirm itself, to pose itself as a definite 
category? That is the business of reason itself and of its apologists. 

But once it has managed to pose itself as a thesis, this thesis, this 
thought, opposed to itself, splits up into two contradictory 
thoughts—the positive and the negative, the yes and the no. The 
struggle between these two antagonistic elements comprised in the 
antithesis constitutes the dialectic movement. The yes becoming 
no, the no becoming yes, the yes becoming both yes and no, the no 
becoming both no and yes, the contraries balance, neutralise, 
paralyse each other. The fusion of these two contradictory thoughts 
constitutes a new thought, which is the synthesis of them. This 
thought splits up once again into two contradictory thoughts, which 
in turn fuse into a new synthesis. Of this travail is born a group of 
thoughts. This group of thoughts follows the same dialectic 
movement as the simple category, and has a contradictory group as 
antithesis. Of these two groups of thoughts is born a new group of 
thoughts, which is the synthesis of them. 

a G. W. F. Hegel, Wissenschaft der Logik.— Ed. 
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Just as from the dialectic movement of the simple categories is 
born the group, so from the dialectic movement of the groups is 
born the series, and from the dialectic movement of the series is born 
the entire system. 

Apply this method to the categories of political economy, and you 
have the logic and metaphysics of political economy, or, in other 
words, you have the economic categories that everybody knows 
translated into a little-known language which makes them look as if 
they had newly blossomed forth in an intellect of pure reason; so 
much do these categories seem to engender one another, to be linked 
up and intertwined with one another by the very working of the 
dialectic movement. The reader must not get alarmed at these 
metaphysics with all their scaffolding of categories, groups, series 
and systems. M. Proudhon, in spite of all the trouble he has taken to 
scale the heights of the system of contradictions, has never been able to 
raise himself above the first two rungs of simple thesis and antithesis; 
and even these he has mounted only twice, and on one of these two 
occasions he fell over backwards. 

Up to now we have expounded only the dialectics of Hegel. We 
shall see later how M. Proudhon has succeeded in reducing it to the 
meanest proportions. Thus, for Hegel, all that has happened and is 
still happening is only just what is happening in his own mind. Thus 
the philosophy of history is nothing but the history of philosophy, of 
his own philosophy. There is no longer a "history according to 
the order in time", there is only "the sequence of ideas in the 
understanding". He thinks he is constructing the world by the 
movement of thought, whereas he is merely reconstructing systemat-
ically and classifying by the absolute method the thoughts which are 
in the minds of all. 

Second Observation 

Economic categories are only the theoretical expressions, the 
abstractions of the social relations of production. M. Proudhon, 
holding things upside down like a true philosopher, sees in actual 
relations nothing but the incarnation of these principles, of these 
categories, which were slumbering—so M. Proudhon the phi-
losopher tells us—in the bosom of the "impersonal reason of hu-
manity". 

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

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

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

There is a continual movement of growth in productive forces, of 
destruction in social relations, of formation in ideas; the only 
immutable thing is the abstraction of movement—mors immortalisa 

Third Observation 

The production relations of every society form a whole. M. 
Proudhon considers economic relations as so many social phases, 
engendering one another, resulting one from the other like the 
antithesis from the thesis, and realising in their logical sequence the 
impersonal reason of humanity. 

The only drawback to this method is that when he comes to 
examine a single one of these phases, M. Proudhon cannot explain it 
without having recourse to all the other relations of society; which 
relations, however, he has not yet made his dialectic movement 
engender. When, after that, M. Proudhon, by means of pure reason, 
proceeds to give birth to these other phases, he treats them as if they 
were newborn babes. He forgets that they are of the same age as the 
first. 

Thus, to arrive at the constitution of value, which for him is the 
basis of all economic evolutions, he could not do without division of 
labour, competition, etc. Yet in the series, in the understanding of 
M. Proudhon, in the logical sequence, these relations did not yet 
exist. 

In constructing the edifice of an ideological system by means of the 
categories of political economy, the limbs of the social system are 

a These words are from Lucretius' poem On the Nature of Things, Book III, line 
882 ("mortalem vitam mors immortalis ademit" — "mortal life has been usurped by 
death the immortal").— Ed. 
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dislocated. The different limbs of society are converted into so many 
separate societies, following one upon the other. How, indeed, could 
the single logical formula of movement, of sequence, of time, explain 
the structure of society, in which all relations coexist simultaneously 
and support one another? 

Fourth Observation 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

* This was perfectly correct for the year 1847. At that time the world trade of the 
United States was limited mainly to import of immigrants and industrial products, and 
export of cotton and tobacco, i.e., of the products of southern slave labour. The 
Northern States produced mainly corn and meat for the slave States. It was only when 
the North produced corn and meat for export and also became an industrial country, 
and when the American cotton monopoly had to face powerful competition, in In-
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Thus slavery, because it is an economic category, has always 
existed among the institutions of the peoples. Modern nations have 
been able only to disguise slavery in their own countries, but they 
have imposed it without disguise upon the New World. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

By taking the economic categories thus successively, one by one, 
and making one the antidote to the other, M. Proudhon manages to 
make with this mixture of contradictions and antidotes to contradic-
tions, two volumes of contradictions, which he rightly entitles: Le 
Système des contradictions économiques. 
dia, Egypt, Brazil, etc., that the abolition of slavery became possible. And even then 
this led to the ruin of the South, which did not succeed in replacing the open Negro 
slavery by the disguised slavery of Indian and Chinese coolies, F. E. [Note to the German 
edition, 1885.] 
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Fifth Observation 

"In the absolute reason all these ideas ... are equally simple, and general.... In fact, 
we attain knowledge only by a sort of scaffolding of our ideas. But truth in itself is 
independent of these dialectical symbols and free from the combinations of our 
minds." (Proudhon, tome II, p. 97.) 

Here all of a sudden, by a kind of switch-over of which we now 
know the secret, the metaphysics of political economy has become an 
illusion. Never has M. Proudhon spoken more truly. Indeed, from 
the moment the process of the dialectic movement is reduced to the 
simple process of opposing good to bad, of posing problems tending 
to eliminate the bad, and of administering one category as an 
antidote to another, the categories are deprived of all spontaneity; 
the idea "no longer functions"; there is no life left in it. It is no longer 
posed or decomposed into categories. The sequence of categories 
has become a sort of scaffolding. Dialectics has ceased to be the 
movement of absolute reason. There is no longer any dialectics but 
only, at the most, absolutely pure morality. 

When M. Proudhon spoke of the serial relation in the understanding, 
of the logical sequence of categories, he declared positively that he did 
not want to give history according to the order in time, that is, in M. 
Proudhon's view, the historical sequence in which the categories have 
manifested themselves. Thus for him everything happened in the pure 
ether of reason. Everything was to be derived from this ether by means 
of dialectics. Now that he has to put this dialectics into practice, his 
reason is in default. M. Proudhon's dialectics runs counter to Hegel's 
dialectics, and now we have M. Proudhon reduced to saying that the 
order in which he gives the economic categories is no longer the 
order in which they engender one another. Economic evolutions are 
no longer the evolutions of reason itself. 

What then does M. Proudhon give us? Real history, which is, 
according to M. Proudhon's understanding, the sequence in which 
the categories have manifested themselves in order of time? No! His-
tory as it takes place in the idea itself? Still less! That is, neither the 
profane history of the categories, nor their sacred history! What his-
tory does he give us then? The history of his own contradictions. Let 
us see how they go, and how they drag M. Proudhon in their train. 

Before entering upon this examination, which gives rise to the 
sixth important observation, we have yet another, less important 
observation to make. 

Let us admit with M. Proudhon that real history, history according 
to the order in time, is the historical sequence in which ideas 
categories and principles have manifested themselves. 
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Each principle has had its own century in which to manifest itself. 
The principle of authority, for example, had the eleventh century, 
just as the principle of individualism had the eighteenth century. In 
logical sequence, it was the century that belonged to the principle, 
and not the principle that belonged to the century. In other words it 
was the principle that made the history, and not the history that 
made the principle. When, consequently, in order to save principles 
as much as to save history, we ask ourselves why a particular 
principle was manifested in the eleventh or in the eighteenth century 
rather than in any other, we are necessarily forced to examine 
minutely what men were like in the eleventh century, what they were 
like in the eighteenth, what were their respective needs, their 
productive forces, their mode of production, the raw materials of 
their production—in short, what were the relations between man 
and man which resulted from all these conditions of existence. To 
get to the bottom of all these questions—what is this but to draw up 
the real, profane history of men in every century and to present 
these men as both the authors and the actors of their own drama? 
But the moment you present men as the actors and authors of their 
own history, you arrive—by a detour—at the real starting point, 
because you have abandoned those eternal principles of which you 
spoke at the outset. 

M. Proudhon has not even gone far enough along the sideroad 
which an ideologist takes to reach the main road of history. 

Sixth Observation 

Let us take the sideroad with M. Proudhon. 
We shall concede that economic relations, viewed as immutable 

laws, eternal principles, ideal categories, existed before active and 
energetic men did; we shall concede further that these laws, 
principles and categories had, since the beginning of time, slum-
bered "in the impersonal reason of humanity". We have already 
seen that, with all these changeless and motionless eternities, there is 
no history left; there is at most history in the idea, that is, history 
reflected in the dialectic movement of pure reason. M. Proudhon, by 
saying that, in the dialectic movement, ideas are no longer 
"differentiated', has done away with both the shadow of movement and 
the movement of shadows, by means of which one could still have 
created at least a semblance of history. Instead of that, he imputes to 
history his own impotence. He lays the blame on everything, even the 
French language. 
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"It is inexact then," says M. Proudhon the philosopher, "to say that something 
appears, that something is produced: in civilisation as in the universe, everything has 
existed, has acted, from eternity.... This applies to the whole of social economy." (Tome 
II. p. 102.) 

So great is the productive force of the contradictions which 
function and which make M. Proudhon function, that, in trying to 
explain history, he is forced to deny it; in trying to explain the 
successive appearance of social relations, he denies that anything can 
appear: in trying to explain production, with all its phases, he 
questions whether anything can be produced] 

Thus, for M. Proudhon, there is no longer any history: no longer 
any sequence of ideas. And yet his book still exists; and it is precisely 
that book which is, to use his own expression, "history according to the 
sequence of ideas". How shall we find a formula, for M. Proudhon is a 
man of formulas, to help him to clear all these contradictions in one 
leap? 

To this end he has invented a new reason, which is neither the 
pure and virgin absolute reason, nor the common reason of men 
living and acting in different periods, but a reason quite apart—the 
reason of the person-society—of the subject, humanity—which under 
the pen of M. Proudhon figures at times also as "social genius", 
"general reason", or finally as "human reason". This reason, decked 
out under so many names, betrays itself nevertheless, at every 
moment, as the individual reason of M. Proudhon, with its good and 
its bad side, its antidotes and its problems. 

"Human reason does not create truth", hidden in the depths of 
absolute, eternal reason. It can only unveil it. But such truths as it 
has unveiled up to now are incomplete, insufficient and consequent-
ly contradictory. Hence, economic categories, being themselves 
truths discovered, revealed by human reason, by social genius, are 
equally incomplete and contain within themselves the germ of 
contradiction. Before M. Proudhon, social genius saw only the 
antagonistic elements, and not the synthetic formula, both hidden 
simultaneously in absolute reason. Economic relations, which merely 
realise on earth these insufficient truths, these incomplete categories, 
these contradictory notions, are consequently contradictory in 
themselves, and present two sides, one good, the other bad. 

To find complete truth, the notion, in all its fullness, the synthetic 
formula that is to annihilate the antinomy, this is the problem of 
social genius. This again is why, in M. Proudhon's illusion, this same 
social genius has been carried from one category to another without 
ever having been able, despite all its battery of categories, to snatch 
from God, from absolute reason, a synthetic formula. 
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"At first, society" (social genius) "poses a primary fact, puts forward a hypothesis... 
a veritable antinomy, whose antagonistic results develop in the social economy in the 
same way as its consequences could have been deduced in the mind; so that industrial 
movement, following in all things the deduction of ideas, splits up into two currents, 
one of useful effects, the other of subversive results.... To bring harmony into 
the constitution of this two-sided principle, and to solve this antinomy, society gives 
rise to a second, which will soon be followed by a third; and the progress of social genius 
will take place in this manner, until, having exhausted all its contradictions—I sup-
pose, but it is not proved that there is a limit to human contradictions—it returns in 
one leap to all its former positions and in a single formula solves all its problems." 
(Tome I, p. 133.) 

Just as the antithesis was before turned into an antidote, so now the 
thesis becomes a hypothesis. This change of terms, coming from M. 
Proudhon, has no longer anything surprising for us! Human reason, 
which is anything but pure, having only incomplete vision, 
encounters at every step new problems to be solved. Every new thesis 
which it discovers in absolute reason and which is the negation of the 
first thesis, becomes for it a synthesis, which it accepts rather naively 
as the solution of the problem in question. It is thus that this reason 
frets and fumes in ever renewing contradictions until, coming to the 
end of the contradictions, it perceives that all its theses and syntheses 
are merely contradictory hypotheses. In its perplexity, "human 
reason, social genius, returns in one leap to all its former positions 
and in a single formula solves all its problems". This unique formula, 
by the way, constitutes M. Proudhon's true discovery. It is constituted 
value. 

Hypotheses are made only in view of some aim. The aim that social 
genius, speaking through the mouth of M. Proudhon, set itself in the 
first place, was to eliminate the bad in every economic category, in 
order to have nothing left but the good. For it, the good, the 
supreme good, the real practical aim, is equality. And why did the 
social genius aim at equality rather than inequality, fraternity, Catholi-
cism, or any other principle? Because "humanity has successively 
realised so many separate hypotheses only in view of a superior 
hypothesis" [I 12], which precisely is equality. In other words: 
because equality is M. Proudhon's ideal. He imagines that the 
division of labour, credit, the workshop—all economic rela-
tions—were invented merely for the benefit of equality, and yet they 
always ended up by turning against it. Since history and the fiction of 
M. Proudhon contradict each other at every step, the latter concludes 
that there is a contradiction. If there is a contradiction, it exists only 
between his fixed idea and real movement. 

Henceforth the good side of an economic relation is that which 
affirms equality; the bad side, that which negates it and affirms 
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inequality. Every new category is a hypothesis of the social genius to 
eliminate the inequality engendered by the preceding hypothesis. In 
short, equality is the primordial intention, the mystical tendency, the 
providential aim that the social genius has constantly before its eyes as 
it whirls in the circle of economic contradictions. Thus Providence is 
the locomotive which makes the whole of M. Proudhon's economic 
baggage move better than his pure and volatilised reason. He has 
devoted to providence a whole chapter, which follows the one on 
taxes.81 

Providence, providential aim, this is the great word used today to 
explain the march of history. In fact, this word explains nothing. It is 
at most a rhetorical form, one of the various ways of paraphrasing 
facts. 

It is a fact that in Scotland landed property acquired a new value 
through the development of English industry. This industry opened 
up new outlets for wool. In order to produce wool on a large scale, 
arable land had to be transformed into pastures. To effect this 
transformation, the estates had to be concentrated. To concentrate 
the estates, small holdings had first to be abolished, thousands of 
tenants had to be driven from their native soil and a few shepherds 
in charge of millions of sheep to be installed in their place. Thus, by 
successive transformations, landed property in Scotland has resulted 
in men being driven out by sheep. Now say that the providential 
aim of the institution of landed property in Scotland was to have 
men driven out by sheep, and you will have made providential 
history. 

Of course, the tendency towards equality belongs to our century. 
To say now that all former centuries, with entirely different needs, 
means of production, etc., worked providentially for the realisation 
of equality is, first of all, to substitute the means and the men of our 
century for the men and the means of earlier centuries and to 
misunderstand the historical movement by which the successive 
generations transformed the results acquired by the generations that 
preceded them. Economists know very well that the very thing that 
was for the one a finished product was for the other but the raw 
material for new production. 

Suppose, as M. Proudhon does, that social genius produced, or 
rather improvised, the feudal lords with the providential aim of 
transforming the settlers into responsible and equally-placed workers: 
and you will have effected a substitution of aims and of persons 
worthy of the Providence that instituted landed property in 
Scotland, in order to give itself the malicious pleasure of having men 
driven out by sheep. 
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But since M. Proudhon takes such a tender interest in Providence, 
we refer him to the Histoire de l'économie politique of M. de 
Villeneuve-Bargemont, who likewise goes in pursuit of a providen-
tial aim. This aim, however, is not equality, but Catholicism. 

Seventh and Last Observation 

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

Feudalism also had its proletariat—serfage, which contained all 
the germs of the bourgeoisie. Feudal production also had two 
antagonistic elements which are likewise designated by the name of 
the good side and the bad side of feudalism, irrespective of the fact 
that it is always the bad side that in the end triumphs over the good 
side. It is the bad side that produces the movement which makes 
history, by providing a struggle. If, during the epoch of the 
domination of feudalism, the economists, enthusiastic over the 
knightly virtues, the beautiful harmony between rights and duties, 
the patriarchal life of the towns, the prosperous condition of 
domestic industry in the countryside, the development of industry 
organised into corporations, guilds and fraternities, in short, every-
thing that constitutes the good side of feudalism, had set themselves 
the problem of eliminating everything that cast a shadow on this 
picture—serfdom, privileges, anarchy—what would have happened? 
All the elements which called forth the struggle would have been 
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destroyed, and the development of the bourgeoisie nipped in the 
bud. One would have set oneself the absurd problem of eliminating 
history. 

After the triumph of the bourgeoisie there was no longer any 
question of the good or the bad side of feudalism. The bourgeoisie 
took possession of the productive forces it had developed under 
feudalism. All the old economic forms, the corresponding civil 
relations, the political system which was the official expression of the 
old civil society, were smashed. 

Thus feudal production, to be judged properly, must be 
considered as a mode of production founded on antagonism. It must 
be shown how wealth was produced within this antagonism, how the 
productive forces were developed at the same time as class 
antagonisms, how one of the classes, the bad side, the drawback of 
society, went on growing until the material conditions for its 
emancipation had attained full maturity. Is not this as good as saying 
that the mode of production, the relations in which productive forces 
are developed, are anything but eternal laws, but that they 
correspond to a definite development of men and of their 
productive forces, and that a change in men's productive forces 
necessarily brings about a change in their3 relations of production? 
As the main thing is not to be deprived of the fruits of civilisation, of 
the acquired productive forces, the traditional forms in which they 
were produced must be smashed. From this moment the revolu-
tionary class becomes conservative. 

The bourgeoisie begins with a proletariat which is itself a relic of 
the proletariatb of feudal times. In the course of its historical 
development, the bourgeoisie necessarily develops its antagonistic 
character, which at first is more or less disguised, existing only in a 
latent state. As the bourgeoisie develops, there develops in its bosom 
a new proletariat, a modern proletariat; there develops a struggle 
between the proletarian class and the bourgeois class, a struggle 
which, before being felt, perceived, appreciated, understood, 
avowed and proclaimed aloud by both sides, expresses itself, to start 
with, merely in partial and momentary conflicts, in subversive acts. 

a In the 1847 edition the word "leurs" ("their") is not used; in the copy with 
corrections in Marx's hand and the one presented to N. Utina the word "leurs" is 
inserted instead of "les" ("the"). The correction was reproduced in the German 
edition of 1885 and the French edition of 1896.— Ed. 

In the copy with corrections in Marx's hand the words "du proletariat" ("of the 
proletariat") are underscored and the words "de la classe travailleuse" ("of the class of 
workers") are written in Engels' hand in the margin. These latter words are 
reproduced in the copy presented to N. Utina.— Ed. 
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On the other hand, if all the members of the modern bourgeoisie 
have the same interests inasmuch as they form a class as against 
another class, they have opposite, antagonistic interests inasmuch as 
they stand face to face with one another. This opposition of interests 
results from the economic conditions of their bourgeois life. From 
day to day it thus becomes clearer tnat the production relations in 
which the bourgeoisie moves have not a simple, uniform character, 
but a dual character; that in the selfsame relations in which wealth is 
produced, poverty is produced also; that in the selfsame relations in 
which there is a development of the productive forces, there is also a 
force producing repression; that these relations produce bourgeois 
wealth, i. e., the wealth of the bourgeois class, only by continually 
annihilating the wealth of the individual members of this class and by 
producing an ever-growing proletariat. 

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

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

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

Next comes the humanitarian school, which takes to heart the bad 
side of present-day production relations. It seeks, by way of easing its 
conscience, to palliate even if slightly the real contrasts; it sincerely 
deplores the distress of the proletariat, the unbridled competition of 
the bourgeois among themselves; it counsels the workers to be 
sober, to work hard and to have few children; it advises the bour-
geois to put a judicious ardour into production. The whole theory 
of this school rests on interminable distinctions between theory 
and practice, between principles and results, between idea 
and application, between content and form, between essence and 
reality, between law and fact, between the good side and the bad 
side. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

§2. DIVISION OF LABOUR AND MACHINERY 

The division of labour, according to M. Proudhon, opens the 
series of economic evolutions. 

Good side of 
the division of labour 

"Considered in its essence, the divi-
sion of labour is the manner in which 
equality of conditions and of intelli 
'^ence is realised." (Tome I, p. 93.) 
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Bad side of 
the division of labour 

Problem to be solved 

"The division of labour has become 
for us an instrument of poverty." 
(Tome I, p. 94.) 

Variant 

"Labour, by dividing itself according 
to the law which is peculiar to it and 
which is the primary condition of its 
fruitfulness, ends in the negation of its 
aims and destroys itself." (Tome I, p. 

V 94.) 

To find the "recomposition which 
wipes out the drawbacks of the divi-
sion, while retaining its useful effects." 

UTome I, p. 97.) 
The division of labour is, according to M. Proudhon, an eternal 

law, a simple, abstract category. Therefore the abstraction, the idea, 
the word must suffice for him to explain the division of labour at 
different historical epochs. Castes, corporations, manufacture, 
large-scale industry must be explained by the single word divide. 
First study carefully the meaning of "divide", and you will have no 
need to study the numerous influences which give the division of 
labour a definite character in each epoch. 

Certainly, it would be oversimplifying things to reduce them to 
M. Proudhon's categories. History does not proceed so categorically. 
It took three whole centuries in Germany to establish the first big 
division of labour, the separation of the towns from the country. In 
proportion as this one relation of town and country was modified, 
the whole of society was modified. To take only this one aspect of the 
division of labour, you have the republics of antiquity and you have 
Christian feudalism; you have old England with its barons and you 
have modern England with its cotton lords.3 In the fourteenth and 
fifteenth centuries, when there were as yet no colonies, when 
America did not yet exist for Europe, when Asia existed only 
through the intermediary of Constantinople, when the Mediterra-
nean was the centre of commercial activity, the division of labour had 
a very different form, a very different aspect from that of the 
seventeenth century, when the Spanish, the Portuguese, the Dutch, 
the English, and the French had colonies established in all parts of 

a In the original the words "cotton lords" are given in English in parentheses after 
the French.— Ed. 
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the world. The extent 01 the market, its physiognomy, give to the 
division of labour at different periods a physiognomy, a character, 
which it would be difficult to deduce from the single word divide, 
from the idea, from the category. 

"All economists since Adam Smith," says M. Proudhon, "have pointed out the 
advantages and drawbacks of the law of division, but insist much more on the first than 
on the second, because that was more serviceable for their optimism, and none of 
them has ever wondered what could be the drawbacks to a law.... How does the same 
principle, pursued vigorously to its consequences, lead to diametrically opposite 
results? Not one economist before or since A. Smith has even perceived that here was a 
problem to elucidate. Say goes to the length of recognising that in the division of 
labour the same cause that produces the good engenders the bad." [I 95-96] 

Adam Smith goes further than M. Proudhon thinks. He saw 
clearly that 

"the difference of natural talents in different men is, in reality, much less than we 
are aware of; and the very different genius which appears to distinguish men of 
different professions, when grown up to maturity, is not so much the cause as the 
effect of the division of labour".3 

In principle, a porter differs less from a philosopher than a mastiff 
from a greyhound. It is the division of labour which has set a gulf 
between them. All this does not prevent M. Proudhon from saying 
elsewhere that Adam Smith had not the slightest idea of the 
drawbacks produced by the division of labour. It is this again that 
makes him say that J. B. Say was the first to recognise "that in the 
division of labour the same cause that produces the good engenders 
the bad". [I 96] 

But let us listen to Lemontey; Suum cuique. 
"M. J. B. Say has done me the honour of adopting in his excellent treatise on 

political economy the principle that I brought to light in this fragment on the moral 
influence of the division of labour. The somewhat frivolous title of my book b doubtless 
prevented him from citing me. It is only to this motive that I can attribute the silence 
of a writer too rich in his own stock to disavow so modest a loan." (Lemontey 
[»"Influence morale de la division du travail"], Œuvres complètes, tome I, p . 245, Paris, 
1840.) 

Let us do him this justice: Lemontey wittily exposed the 
regrettable consequences of the division of labour as it is constituted 
today, and M. Proudhon found nothing to add to it. But now that, 
through the fault of M. Proudhon, we have been drawn into this 
question of priority, let us say again, in passing, that long before M. 

a A. Smith, Recherches sur la nature et les causes de la richesse des nations, t. I, Paris, 
1802, pp. 33-34; Eng. ed., pp. 56-57.— Ed. 

b P. E. Lemontey, Raison, folie, chacun son mot; petit cours de morale mis a la portée des 
vieux enfants.— Ed. 
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Lemontey, and seventeen years before Adam Smith, who was a pupil 
of A. Ferguson, the last-named gave a clear exposition of the subject 
in a chapter which deals specifically with the division of labour. 

"It may even be doubted, whether the measure of national capacity increases with 
the advancement of arts. Many mechanical arts ... succeed best under a total 
suppression of sentiment and reason; and ignorance is the mother of industry as well 
as of superstition. Reflection and fancy are subject to err; but a habit of moving the 
hand, or the foot, is independent of either. Manufactures, accordingly, prosper most, 
where the mind is least consulted, and where the workshop may, without any great 
effort of imagination, be considered as an engine, the parts of which are men.... The 
general officer may be a great proficient in the knowledge of war, while the skill of the 
soldier is confined to a few motions of the hand and the foot. The former may have 
gained what the latter has lost.... And thinking itself, in this age of separations, may 
become a peculiar craft." (A. Ferguson, Essai sur l'histoire de la société civile, Paris, 1783 
[II 108, 109, 110; Eng. ed., pp. 280, 281].) 

To bring this literary survey to a close, we expressly deny that "all 
economists have insisted far more on the advantages than on the 
drawbacks of the division of labour". It suffices to mention 
Sismondi. 

Thus, as far as the advantages of the division of labour are 
concerned, M. Proudhon had nothing further to do than to 
paraphrase more or less pompously the general propositions known 
to everybody. 

Let us now see how he derives from the division of labour, taken as 
a general law, as a category, as a thought, the drawbacks which are 
attached to it. How is it that this category, this law implies an unequal 
distribution of labour to the detriment of M. Proudhon's equalitarian 
system? 

"At this solemn hour of the division of labour, the storm winds begin to blow over 
humanity. Progress does not take place for all in an equal and uniform manner.... It 
begins by taking possession of a small number of the privileged.... It is this preference 
for persons on the part of progress that has for so long kept up the belief in the 
natural and providential inequality of conditions, has given rise to castes, and 
hierarchically constituted all societies." (Proudhon, tome I, p. 94.) 

The division of labour created castes. Now, castes are the 
drawbacks of the division of labour; thus it is the division of labour 
that has engendered the drawbacks. Quod erat demonstrandum. Will 
you go further and ask what made the division of labour create 
castes, hierarchical constitutions and privileged persons? M. 
Proudhon will tell you: Progress. And what made progress? 
Limitation. Limitation, for M. Proudhon, is discrimination of 
persons on the part of progress. 

After philosophy comes history. It is no longer either descriptive 
history or dialectical history, it is comparative history. M. Proudhon 
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establishes a parallel between the present-day printing worker and 
the printing worker of the Middle Ages; between the worker of 
Creusot82 and the country blacksmith; between the man of letters of 
today and the man of letters of the Middle Ages, and he weighs down 
the balance on the side of those who belong more or less to the 
division of labour as the Middle Ages constituted or transmitted it. 
He opposes the division of labour of one historical epoch to the 
division of labour of another historical epoch. Was that what M. 
Proudhon had to prove? No. He should have shown us the 
drawbacks of the division of labour in general, of the division of 
labour as a category. Besides, why stress this part of M. Proudhon's 
work, since a little later we shall see him formally retract all these 
alleged arguments? 

"The first effect of fractional labour," continues M. Proudhon, "after the 
depravation of the soul, is the lengthening of the shifts, which grow in inverse ratio to the 
sum total of intelligence expended.... But as the length of the shifts cannot exceed 
sixteen to eighteen hours per day, since the compensation cannot be taken out of the 
time, it will be taken out of the price, and the wages will diminish.... What is certain, 
and the only thing for us to note, is that the universal conscience does not assess at the 
same rate the work of a foreman and the labour of an unskilled worker. It is therefore 
necessary to reduce the price of the day's work; so that the worker, after having been 
afflicted in his soul by a degrading function, cannot escape being struck in his body by 
the meagreness of his remuneration." [I 97, 98] 

We pass over the logical value of these syllogisms, which Kant 
would call paralogisms which lead astray. 

This is the substance of it: 
The division of labour reduces the worker to a degrading 

function; to this degrading function corresponds a depraved soul; to 
the depravation of the soul is befitting an ever-increasing wage 
reduction. And to prove that this reduction is befitting to a depraved 
soul, M. Proudhon says, to relieve his conscience, that the universal 
conscience wills it thus. Is M. Proudhon's soul to be reckoned as a 
part of the universal conscience? 

Machinery is, for M. Proudhon, "the logical antithesis of the 
division of labour" [I 135], and in support of his dialectics, he begins 
by transforming the machinery into the workshop. 

After presupposing the modern workshop, in order to make 
poverty the outcome of the division of labour, M. Proudhon 
presupposes poverty engendered by the division of labour, in order 
to come to the workshop and be able to represent it as the dialectical 
negation of that poverty. After striking the worker morally by a 
degrading function, physically by the meagreness of the wage; after 
putting the worker under the dependence of the foreman, and debasing 
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his work to the labour of an unskilled worker, he lays the blame again on 
the workshop and the machinery for degrading the worker "by giving 
him a master", and he completes his abasement by making him "sink 
from the rank of artisan to that of navvy". [I 164] Excellent dialectics! 
And if he only stopped there! But no, he has to have a new history of 
the division of labour, not any longer to derive the contradictions 
from it, but to reconstruct the workshop after his own fashion. To 
attain this end he finds himself compelled to forget all he has just 
said about division. 

Labour is organised, is divided differently according to the 
instruments it has at its disposal. The hand-mill presupposes a 
different division of labour from the steam-mill. Thus it is slapping 
history in the face to want to begin with the division of labour in 
general, in order to arrive subsequently at a specific instrument of 
production, machinery. 

Machinery is no more an economic category than the bullock that 
drags the plough. Machinery is merely a productive force. The 
modern workshop, which is based on the application of machinery, is 
a social production relation, an economic category. 

Let us see now how things happen in M. Proudhon's brilliant 
imagination. 

"In society, the incessant appearance of machinery is the antithesis, the inverse 
formula of the division of labour: it is the protest of the industrial genius against 
fractional and homicidal labour. What, actually, is a machine? A way of uniting different 
portions of labour which had been separated by the division of labour. Every machine 
can be defined as a summary of several operations.... Thus through the machine there 
will be a restoration of the worker.... Machinery, which in political economy places itself in 
contradiction to the division of labour, represents synthesis, which in the human mind 
is opposed to analysis.... Division merely separated the different parts of labour, 
letting each one devote himself to the speciality which most suited him; the workshop 
groups the workers according to the relation of each part to the whole.... It introduces 
the principle of authority in labour.... But this is not all; the machine or the workshop, 
after degrading the worker by giving him a master, completes his abasement by 
making him sink from the rank of artisan to that of navvy.... The period we are going 
through at the moment, that of machinery, is distinguished by a special characteristic, 
the wage system. The wage system is subsequent to the division of labour and to 
exchange." [I 135, 136, 161, 164, 161] 

Just a simple remark to M. Proudhon. The separation of the 
different parts of labour, leaving to each one the opportunity of 
devoting himself to the speciality best suited to him—a separation 
which M. Proudhon dates from the beginning of the world—exists 
only in modern industry under the rule of competition. 

M. Proudhon goes on to give us a most "interesting genealogy", to 
show how the workshop arose from the division of labour and the 
wage system from the workshop. 
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1) He supposes a man who "noticed that by dividing up 
production into its different parts and having each one performed 
by a separate worker" the forces of production would be multi-
plied. 

2) This man, "grasping the thread of this idea, tells himself that, 
by forming a permanent group of workers selected for the special 
purpose he sets himself, he will obtain a more sustained production, 
etc." [I 161] 

3) This man makes a proposal to other men, to make them grasp 
his idea and the thread of his idea. 

4) This man, at the beginning of industry, deals on terms of equality 
with his companions who later become his workmen. 

5) "One realises, in fact, that this original equality had rapidly to 
disappear in view of the advantageous position of the master and the 
dependence of the wage worker." [I 163] 

There we have another example of M. Proudhon's historical and 
descriptive method. 

Let us now examine, from the historical and economic point of 
view, whether the workshop or the machine really introduced the 
principle of authority in society subsequently to the division of labour; 
whether it rehabilitated the worker on the one hand, while 
submitting him to authority on the other; whether the machine is the 
recomposition of divided labour, the synthesis of labour as opposed to 
its analysis. 

Society as a whole has this in common with the interior of a 
workshop, that it too has its division of labour. If one took as a model 
the division of labour in a modern workshop, in order to apply it to a 
whole society, the society best organised for the production of wealth 
would undoubtedly be that which had a single chief employer, 
distributing tasks to the different members of the community 
according to a previously fixed rule. But this is by no means the case. 
While inside the modern workshop the division of labour is 
meticulously regulated by the authority of the employer, modern 
society has no other rule, no other authority for the distribution of 
labour than free competition. 

Under the patriarchal system, under the caste system, under the 
feudal and guild system, there was division of labour in the whole of 
society according to fixed rules. Were these rules established by a 
legislator? No. Originally born of the conditions of material 
production, they were raised to the status of laws only much later. In 
this way these different forms of the division of labour became so 
many bases of social organisation. As for the division of labour in the 
workshop, it was very little developed in all these forms of society. 



The Poverty of Philosophy 185 

It can even be laid down as a general rule that the less authority 
presides over the division of labour inside society, the more the 
division of labour develops inside the workshop, and the more it is 
subjected there to the authority of a single person. Thus authority in 
the workshop and authority in society, in relation to the division of 
labour, are in inverse ratio to each other. 

The question now is what kind of workshop it is in which the 
occupations are very much separated, where each worker's task is 
reduced to a very simple operation, and where the authority, capital, 
groups and directs the work. How was this workshop brought into 
existence? In order to answer this question we shall have to examine 
how manufacturing industry, properly so-called, has developed. I 
am speaking here of that industry which is not yet modern industry, 
with its machinery, but which is already no longer the industry of the 
artisans of the Middle Ages, nor domestic industry. We shall not go 
into great detail: we shall merely give a few main points to show that 
history cannot be made with formulas. 

One of the most indispensable conditions for the formation of 
manufacturing industry was the accumulation of capital, facili-
tated by the discovery of America and the import of its precious 
metals. 

It is sufficiently proved that the increase in the means of exchange 
resulted in the depreciation of wages and land rents, on the one 
hand, and the growth of industrial profits on the other. In other 
words: to the extent that the propertied class and the class of 
workers, the feudal lords and the people, sank, to that extent the 
capitalist class, the bourgeoisie, rose. 

There were yet other circumstances which contributed simultane-
ously to the development of manufacturing industry: the increase of 
commodities put into circulation from the moment trade penetrated 
to the East Indies by way of the Cape of Good Hope; the colonial 
system; the development of maritime trade. 

Another point which has not yet been sufficiently appreciated in 
the history of manufacturing industry is the disbanding of the 
numerous retinues of feudal lords, whose subordinate ranks became 
vagrants before entering the workshop. The creation of the 
workshop was preceded by an almost universal vagrancy in the 
fifteenth and sixteenth centuries. The workshop found, besides, a 
powerful support in the many peasants who, continually driven from 
the country owing to the transformation of the fields into pastures 
and to the progress in agriculture which necessitated fewer hands for 
the tillage of the soil, went on congregating in the towns during 
whole centuries. 
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The growth of the market, the accumulation of capital, the 
modification in the social position of the classes, a large number of 
persons being deprived of their sources of income, all these are 
historical preconditions for the formation of manufacture. It was 
not, as M. Proudhon says, friendly agreements between equals that 
brought men together into the workshop. It was not even in the 
bosom of the old guilds that manufacture was born. It was the 
merchant that became the head of the modern workshop, and not 
the old guildmaster. Almost everywhere there was a desperate 
struggle between manufacture and the crafts. 

The accumulation and concentration of instruments and workers 
preceded the development of the division of labour inside the 
workshop. Manufacture consisted much more in the bringing 
together of many workers and many crafts in one place, in one room, 
under the command of one capital, than in the analysis of labour and 
the adaptation of a special worker to a very simple task. 

The utility of a workshop consisted much less in the division of 
labour as such than in the circumstance that work was done on a 
much larger scale, that many unnecessary expenses were saved, etc. 
At the end of the sixteenth and at the beginning of the seventeenth 
century, Dutch manufacture scarcely knew any division of labour. 

The development of the division of labour supposes the assem-
blage of workers in a workshop. There is not one single example, 
whether in the sixteenth or in the seventeenth century, of the 
different branches of one and the same craft being exploited 
separately to such an extent that it would have sufficed to assemble 
them all in one place so as to obtain a complete, ready-made work-
shop. But once the men and the instruments had been brought toge-
ther, the division of labour, such as it had existed in the form of the 
guilds, was reproduced, necessarily reflected inside the workshop. 

For M. Proudhon, who sees things upside down, if he sees them at 
all, the division of labour, in Adam Smith's sense, precedes the 
workshop, which is a condition of its existence. 

Machinery, properly so-called, dates from the end of the eighteenth 
century. Nothing is more absurd than to see in machinery the 
antithesis of the division of labour, the synthesis restoring unity to 
divided labour. 

The machine is a uniting of the instruments of labour, and by no 
means a combination of different operations for the worker himself. 

"When," by the division of labour, "each particular operation has been simplified 
to the use of a simple instrument, the linking-up of all these instruments, set in motion 
by a single engine, constitutes a machine." (Babbage, Traité sur l'Économie des machines, 
etc., Paris, 1833 [p. 230; cf. Eng. ed., p. 171].) 
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Simple tools; accumulation of tools; composite tools; setting in 
motion of a composite tool by a single hand engine, by man; setting 
in motion of these instruments by natural forces; machines; system 
of machines having one motor; system of machines having an 
automatic motor—this is the progress of machinery. 

The concentration of the instruments of production and the 
division of labour are as inseparable one from the other as are, in the 
political sphere, the concentration of public powers and the division 
of private interests. England, with the concentration of the land, this 
instrument of agricultural labour, has at the same time division of 
agricultural labour and the application of machinery to the 
exploitation of the soil. France, which has the division of the 
instruments, the small holdings system, has, in general, neither 
division of agricultural labour nor application of machinery to the 
soil. 

For M. Proudhon the concentration of the instruments of labour is 
the negation of the division of labour. In reality we find again the 
reverse. As the concentration of instruments develops, the division 
develops also, and vice versa. This is why every big mechanical 
invention is followed by a greater division of labour* and each 
increase in the division of labour gives rise in turn to new mechanical 
inventions. 

We need not recall the fact that the great progress of the division 
of labour began in England after the invention of machinery. Thus 
the weavers and spinners were for the most part peasants like those 
one still meets in backward countries. The invention of machinery 
brought about the separation of manufacturing industry from 
agricultural industry. The weaver and the spinner, united but lately 
in a single family, were separated by the machine. Thanks to the 
machine, the spinner can live in England while the weaver resides in 
the East Indies. Before the invention of machinery, the industry of a 
country was carried on chiefly with raw materials that were the 
products of its own soil; in England — wool, in Germany — flax, in 
France — silks and flax, in the East Indies and the Levant — cotton, 
etc. Thanks to the application of machinery and of steam, the 
division of labour was able to assume such dimensions that 
large-scale industry, detached from the national soil, depends 
entirely on the world market, on international exchange, on an 
international division of labour. Finally—the machine has so great an 
influence on the division of labour, that when, in the manufacture of 
some object, a means has been found to produce parts of it 
mechanically, the manufacture splits up immediately into two 
branches independent of each other. 
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Need we speak of the providential and philanthropic aim that M. 
Proudhon discovers in the invention and first application of 
machinery? 

When in England the market had become so far developed that 
manual labour was no longer adequate, the need for machinery was 
felt. Then came the idea of applying mechanical science, already 
quite developed in the eighteenth century. 

The automatic workshop opened its career with acts which were 
anything but philanthropic. Children were kept at work by means of 
the whip; they were made an object of traffic and contracts were 
undertaken with the orphanages. All the laws on the apprenticeship 
of workers were repealed, because, to use M. Proudhon's phraseolo-
gy, there was no further need of synthetic workers. Finally, from 1825 
onwards,8^ almost all the new inventions were the result of collisions 
between the worker and the employer who sought at all costs to 
depreciate the worker's specialised ability. After each new strike of 
any importance, there appeared a new machine. So little indeed did 
the worker see in the application of machinery a sort of rehabilita-
tion, restoration—as M. Proudhon would say—that in the eighteenth 
century he resisted for a very long time the incipient domination of 
automation. 

"Wyatt," says Doctor Ure, "... invented the series of fluted rollers (the spinning 
fingers usually ascribed to Arkwright).... The main difficulty did not ... lie so much in 
the invention of a proper self-acting mechanism ... as ... in training human beings to 
renounce their desultory habits of work, and to identify themselves with the unvarying 
regularity of the complex automation. To devise and administer a successful code of 
factory discipline, suited to the necessities of factory diligence, was the Herculean 
enterprise, the noble achievement of Arkwright."3 

In short, with the introduction of machinery the division of labour 
inside society has increased, the task of the worker inside the 
workshop has been simplified, capital has been concentrated, the 
human being has been further dismembered. 

When M. Proudhon wants to be an economist, and to abandon for 
a moment the "evolution in serial relation in the understanding", 
then he goes and draws erudition from Adam Smith, from a 
time when the automatic workshop was only just coming into 
existence. Indeed, what a difference between the division of labour 
as it existed in Adam Smith's day and as we see it in the automatic 
workshop! In order to make this properly understood, we need only 
quote a few passages from Dr. Ure's Philosophie des manufactures. 

3 A. Ure, Philosophie des manufactures, t. I, Bruxelles, 1836, pp. 23, 21, 22, Eng. ed., 
pp. 16 and 15.— Ed. 



The Poverty of Philosophy 189 

"When Adam Smith wrote his immortal elements of economics, automatic 
machinery being hardly known, he was properly led to regard the division of labour as 
the grand principle of manufacturing improvement; and he showed, in the example 
of pin-making, how each handicraftsman, being thereby enabled to perfect himself by 
practice in one point, became a quicker and cheaper workman. In each branch of 
manufacture he saw that some parts were, on that principle, of easy execution, like the 
cutting of pin wires into uniform lengths, and some were comparatively difficult, like 
the formation and fixation of their heads; and therefore he concluded that to each a 
workman of appropriate value and cost was naturally assigned. This appropriation 
forms the very essence of the division of labour.... But what was in Dr. Smith's time a 
topic of useful illustration, cannot now be used without risk of misleading the public 
mind as to the right principle of manufacturing industry. In fact, the division, or 
rather adaptation of labour to the different talents of men, is little thought of in 
factory employment. On the contrary, wherever a process requires peculiar dexterity 
and steadiness of hand, it is withdrawn as soon as possible from the cunning workman, 
who is prone to irregularities of many kinds, and it is placed in charge of a peculiar 
mechanism, so self-regulating, that a child may superintend it.... 

"The principle of the factory system then is to substitute mechanical science for 
hand skill, and the partition of a process into its essential constituents, for the division 
or gradation of labour among artisans. On the handicraft plan, labour more or less 
skilled was usually the most expensive element of production ... but on the automatic 
plan, skilled labour gets progressively superseded, and will, eventually, be replaced by 
mere overlookers of machines. 

"By the infirmity of human nature it happens, that the more skilful the workman, 
the more self-willed and intractable he is apt to become, and, of course, the less fit a 
component of a mechanical system, in which, by occasional irregularities, he may do 
great damage to the whole. The grand object therefore of the modern manufacturer 
is, through the union of capital and science, to reduce the task of his workpeople to the 
exercise of vigilance and dexterity—faculties, when concentrated to one process, speedily 
brought to perfection in the young.... 

"On the gradation system, a man must serve an apprenticeship of many years 
before his hand and eye become skilled enough for certain mechanical feats; but on 
the system of decomposing a process into its constituents, and embodying each part in 
an automatic machine, a person of common care and capacity may be entrusted with 
any of the said elementary parts after a short probation, and may be transferred from 
one to another, on any emergency, at the discretion of the master. Such translations 
are utterly at variance with the old practice of the division of labour, which fixed one 
man to shaping the head of a pin, and another to sharpening its point, with most 
irksome and spirit-wasting uniformity.... But on the equalisation plan of self-acting 
machines, the operative needs to call his faculties only into agreeable exercise.... As his 
business consists in tending the work of a well-regulated mechanism, he can learn it in 
a short period; and when he transfers his services from one machine to another, he 
varies his task, and enlarges his views, by thinking on those general combinations 
which result from his and his companions' labours. Thus, that cramping of the 
faculties, that narrowing of the mind, that stunting of the frame, which were ascribed, 
and not unjustly, ... to the division of labour, cannot, in common circumstances, occur 
under the equable distribution of industry.... 

"It is, in fact, the constant aim and tendency of every improvement in machinery to 
supersede human labour altogether, or to diminish its cost, by substituting the 
industry of women and children for that of men; or that of ordinary labourers for 
trained artisans.... This tendency to employ merely children with watchful eyes and 
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nimble fingers, instead of journeymen of long experience, shows how the scholastic 
dogma of the division of labour into degrees of skill has been exploded by our 
enlightened manufacturers." (André Ure, Philosophie des manufactures ou Économie 
industrielle, t. I, chap. I [pp. 27-30, 32-35; Eng. ed., pp. 19-23].) 

What characterises the division of labour inside modern society is 
that it engenders specialities, specialists, and with them craft-idiocy. 

"We are struck with admiration," says Lemontey, "when we see among the 
ancients the same person distinguishing himself to a high degree as philosopher, poet, 
orator, historian, priest, administrator, general of an army. Our souls are appalled at 
the sight of so vast a domain. Each one of us plants his hedge and shuts himself up in 
his enclosure. I do not know whether by this parcellation the field is enlarged, but I do 
know that man is belittled." [Op. cit., p. 213.] 

What characterises the division of labour in the automatic 
workshop is that labour has there completely lost its specialised 
character. But the moment every special development stops, the 
need for universality, the tendency towards an integral development 
of the individual begins to be felt. The automatic workshop wipes out 
specialists and craft-idiocy. 

M. Proudhon, not having understood even this one revolutionary 
side of the automatic workshop, takes a step backward and proposes 
to the worker that he make not only the twelfth part of a pin, but 
successively all twelve parts of it. The worker would thus come to 
know and realise the pin. This is M. Proudhon's synthetic labour. 
Nobody will contest that to make a movement forward and another 
movement backward is also to make a synthetic movement. 

To sum up, M. Proudhon has not gone further than the 
petty-bourgeois ideal. And to realise this ideal, he can think of 
nothing better than to take us back to the journeyman or, at most, to 
the master craftsman of the Middle Ages. It is enough, he says 
somewhere in his book, to have created a masterpiece once in one's 
life, to have felt oneself just once to be a man. Is not this, in form as 
in content, the masterpiece demanded by the craft guild of the 
Middle Ages? 

§3. COMPETITION AND MONOPOLY 

"Competition is as essential to labour 
as division.... It is necessary ... for the 
advent of equality." [I 186, 1881 

"The principle is the negation of 
Bad side of J itself. Its most certain result is to ruin 
competition | those whom it drags in its train." [I 

I 185] 

Good side of 
competition 
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"The drawbacks which follow in its 
wake, just as the good it provides ... 
both flow logically from the principle." 
[I 185-86] 

"To seek the principle of accommoda-
tion, which must be derived from a law 
superior to liberty itself." [I 185] 

Variant 
"There can, therefore, be no ques-

tion here of destroying competition, a 
thing as impossible to destroy as liber-
ty; we have only to find its equilibrium, 
I would be ready to say its police." [I 
223] 

M. Proudhon begins by defending the eternal necessity of 
competition against those who wish to replace it by emulation.* 

There is no "purposeless emulation", and as "the object of every passion is 
necessarily analogous to the passion itself—a woman for the lover, power for the 
ambitious, gold for the miser, a garland for the poet—the object of industrial 
emulation is necessarily profit... Emulation is nothing but competition itself." [I 187] 

Competition is emulation with a view to profit. Is industrial 
emulation necessarily emulation with a view to profit, that is, 
competition? M. Proudhon proves it by affirming it. We have seen 
that, for him, to affirm is to prove, just as to suppose is to deny. 

If the immediate object of the lover is the woman, the immediate 
object of industrial emulation is the product and not the profit. 

Competition is not industrial emulation, it is commercial emula-
tion. In our time industrial emulation exists only in view of 
commerce. There are even phases in the economic life of modern 
nations when everybody is seized with a sort of craze for making 
profit without producing. This speculation craze, which recurs 
periodically, lays bare the true character of competition, which seeks 
to escape the need for industrial emulation. 

If you had told an artisan of the fourteenth century that the 
privileges and the whole feudal organisation of industry were going 
to be abrogated in favour of industrial emulation, called competition, 
he would have replied that the privileges of the various corporations, 
guilds and fraternities were organised competition. M. Proudhon 

* The Fourierists. F. E. [Note to the German edition, 1885.] 

General reflection 

Problem to be 
solved 



192 Karl Marx 

does not improve upon this when he affirms that "emulation is 
nothing but competition itself". 

"Ordain that from the first of January 1847, labour and wages shall be guaranteed 
to everybody: immediately an immense relaxation will succeed the high tension of 
industry." [I 189] 

Instead of a supposition, an affirmation and a negation, we have 
now an ordinance that M. Proudhon issues purposely to prove the 
necessity of competition, its eternity as a category, etc. 

If we imagine that ordinances are all that is needed to get away 
from competition, we shall never get away from it. And if we go so 
far as to propose to abolish competition while retaining wages, we 
shall be proposing nonsense by royal decree. But nations do not 
proceed by royal decree. Before framing such ordinances, they must 
at least have changed from top to bottom the conditions of their 
industrial and political existence, and consequently their whole 
manner of being. 

M. Proudhon will reply, with his imperturbable assurance, that it is 
the hypothesis of "a transformation of our nature without historical 
antecedents", and that he would be right in "excluding us from the 
discussion" [I 191], we know not in virtue of which ordinance. 

M. Proudhon does not know that all history is nothing but a 
continuous transformation of human nature. 

"Let us stick to the facts.... The French Revolution was made for industrial liberty 
as much as for political liberty; and although France, in 1789, had not perceived—let 
us say it openly—all the consequences of the principle whose realisation it demanded, 
it was mistaken neither in its wishes nor in its expectations. Whoever attempts to deny 
this loses, in my view, the right to criticism. I will never dispute with an adversary who 
puts as principle the spontaneous error of twenty-five million men.... Why then, if 
competition had not been a principle of social economy, a decree of fate, a necessity of the 
human soul, why, instead of abolishing corporations, guilds and fraternities, did nobody 
think rather of repairing the whole?" [I 191, 192] 

So, since the French of the eighteenth century abolished 
corporations, guilds and fraternities instead of modifying them, the 
French of the nineteenth century must modify competition instead 
of abolishing it. Since competition was established in France in the 
eighteenth century as a result of historical needs, this competition 
must not be destroyed in the nineteenth century because of other 
historical needs. M. Proudhon, not understanding that the establish-
ment of competition was bound up with the actual development of 
the men of the eighteenth century, makes of competition a necessity 
of the human soul, in partibus infidelium.84 What would he have made 
of the great Colbert for the seventeenth century? 



The Poverty of Philosophy 193 

After the revolution comes the present state of affairs. M. 
Proudhon equally draws facts from it to show the eternity of 
competition, by proving that all industries in which this category is 
not yet sufficiently developed, as in agriculture, are in a state of 
inferiority and decay. 

To say that there are industries which have not yet reached the 
stage of competition, that others again are below the level of 
bourgeois production, is drivel which gives not the slightest proof of 
the eternity of competition. 

All M. Proudhon's logic amounts to this: competition is a social 
relation in which we are now developing our productive forces. To 
this truth, he gives no logical development, but only forms, often 
very well developed, when he says that competition is industrial 
emulation, the present-day mode of freedom, responsibility in 
labour, constitution of value, a condition for the advent of equality, a 
principle of social economy, a decree of fate, a necessity of the 
human soul, an inspiration of eternal justice, liberty in division, 
division in liberty, an economic category. 

"Competition and association rely on each other.... Far from excluding each other 
they are not even divergent. Whoever says competition already supposes a common aim. 
Competition is therefore not egoism, and the most deplorable error committed by 
socialism is to have regarded it as the overthrow of society." [I 223] 

Whoever says competition says common aim, and that proves, on 
the one hand, that competition is association; on the other, that 
competition is not egoism. And whoever says egoism, does he not say 
common aim? Every egoism operates in society and by the fact of 
society. Hence it presupposes society, that is to say, common aims, 
common needs, common means of production, etc., etc. Is it, then, 
by mere chance that the competition and association which the 
socialists talk about are not even-divergent? 

Socialists know well enough that present-day society is founded on 
competition. How could they accuse competition of overthrowing 
present-day society which they want to overthrow themselves? And 
how could they accuse competition of overthrowing the society to 
come, in which they see, on the contrary, the overthrow of 
competition? 

M. Proudhon says, later on, that competition is the opposite of 
monopoly, and consequently cannot be the opposite of association. 

Feudalism was, from its origin, opposed to patriarchal monarchy; 
it was thus not opposed to competition, which was not yet in 
existence. Does it follow that competition is not opposed to 
feudalism? 



194 Karl Marx 

In actual fact, society, association are denominations which can be 
given to every society, to feudal society as well as to bourgeois society, 
which is association founded on competition. How then can there be 
socialists, who, by the single word association, think they can refute 
competition? And how can M. Proudhon himself wish to defend 
competition against socialism by describing competition by the single 
word association? 

All we have just said makes up the beautiful side of competition as 
M. Proudhon sees it. Now let us pass on to the ugly side, that is the 
negative side, of competition, its drawbacks, its destructive subver-
sive injurious qualities. 

There is something dismal about the picture M. Proudhon draws 
of it. 

Competition engenders misery, it foments civil war, it "changes 
natural zones", mixes up nationalities, causes trouble in families, 
corrupts the public conscience, "subverts the notion of equity, of 
justice", of morality, and what is worse, it destroys free, honest trade, 
and does not even give in exchange synthetic value, fixed, honest 
price. [I 203] It disillusions everyone, even economists. It pushes 
things so far as to destroy its very self. 

After all the ill M. Proudhon says of it, can there be for the 
relations of bourgeois society, for its principles and its illusions, a 
more disintegrating, more destructive element than competition? 

It must be noted that competition always becomes the more 
destructive for bourgeois relations in proportion as it urges on a 
feverish creation of new productive forces, that is, of the material 
conditions of a new society. In this respect at least, the bad side of 
competition would have its good points. 

"Competition as an economic position or phase, considered in its origin, is the 
necessary result ... of the theory of the reduction of general expenses." [I 235] 

For M. Proudhon, the circulation of the blood must be a 
consequence of Harvey's theory. 

"Monopoly is the inevitable doom of competition, which engenders it by a continual 
negation of itself. This generation of monopoly is in itself a justification of it.... 
Monopoly is the natural opposite of competition ... but since competition is necessary, 
it implies the idea of monopoly, for monopoly is, as it were, the seat of each competing 
individuality." [I 236, 237] 

We rejoice with M. Proudhon that he can for once at least properly 
apply his formula of thesis and antithesis. Everyone knows that 
modern monopoly is engendered by competition itself. 

As for the content, M. Proudhon clings to poetic images. 
Competition made "of every subdivision of labour a sort of 
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sovereignty in which each individual stood with his power and his 
independence." [I 186] Monopoly is "the seat of each competing 
individuality". The sovereignty is worth at least as much as the seat. 

M. Proudhon speaks only of modern monopoly engendered by 
competition. But we all know that competition was engendered by 
feudal monopoly. Thus competition was originally the opposite of 
monopoly and not monopoly the opposite of competition. So that 
modern monopoly is not a simple antithesis, it is on the contrary the 
true synthesis. 

Thesis: Feudal monopoly, before competition. 
Antithesis: Competition. 
Synthesis: Modern monopoly, which is the negation of feudal 

monopoly insofar as it implies the system of competition, and the 
negation of competition insofar as it is monopoly. 

Thus modern monopoly, bourgeois monopoly, is synthetic 
monopoly, the negation of the negation, the unity of opposites. It is 
monopoly in the pure, normal, rational state. M. Proudhon is in 
contradiction with his own philosophy when he turns bourgeois 
monopoly into monopoly in the crude, primitive, contradictory, 
spasmodic state. M. Rossi, whom M. Proudhon quotes several times 
on the subject of monopoly, seems to have a better grasp of the 
synthetic character of bourgeois monopoly. In his Cours d'économie 
politique, he distinguishes between artificial monopolies and natural 
monopolies. Feudal monopolies, he says, are artificial, that is, 
arbitrary; bourgeois monopolies are natural, that is, rational. 

Monopoly is a good thing, M. Proudhon reasons, since it is an 
economic category, an emanation "from the impersonal reason of 
humanity". Competition, again, is a good thing, since it also is an 
economic category. But what is not good is the reality of monopoly 
and the reality of competition. What is still worse is that competition 
and monopoly devour each other. What is to be done? Look for the 
synthesis of these two eternal thoughts, wrest it from the bosom of 
God, where it has been deposited from time immemorial. 

In practical life we find not only competition, monopoly and the 
antagonism between them, but also the synthesis of the two, which is 
not a formula, but a movement. Monopoly produces competition, 
competition produces monopoly. Monopolists compete among 
themselves; competitors become monopolists. If the monopolists 
restrict thçir mutual competition by means of partial associations, 
competition increases among the workers; and the more the mass of 
the proletarians grows as against the monopolists of one nation, the 
more desperate competition becomes between the monopolists of 
different nations. The synthesis is such that monopoly can only 

8—1826 
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maintain itself by continually entering into the struggle of competi-
tion. 

To make the dialectical transition to the taxes which come after 
monopoly, M. Proudhon talks to us about the social genius which, after 
zigzagging intrepidly onward, 

"after striding with a jaunty step, without repenting and without halting, reaches the 
corner of monopoly, casts backward a melancholy glance, and, after profound reflection, 
assails all the objects of production with taxes, and creates a whole administrative 
organisation, in order that all employments be given to the proletariat and paid by the men of 
monopoly". [I 284, 285] 

What can we say of this genius, which, while fasting, walks about in 
a zigzag? And what can we say of this walking which has no other 
object than to destroy the bourgeois by taxes, whereas taxes are the 
very means of giving the bourgeois the wherewithal to preserve 
themselves as the ruling class? 

Merely to give a glimpse of the manner in which M. Proudhon 
treats economic details, it suffices to say that, according to him, the 
tax on consumption was established with a view to equality, and to 
relieve the proletariat. 

The tax on consumption has assumed its true development only 
since the rise of the bourgeoisie. In the hands of industrial capital, 
that is, of sober and economical wealth, which maintains, reproduces 
and increases itself by the direct exploitation of labour, the tax on 
consumption was a means of exploiting the frivolous, gay, prodigal 
wealth of the fine lords who did nothing but consume. James Steuart 
clearly developed this original purpose of the tax on consumption in 
his Recherche des principes de l'économie politique, which he published 
ten years before Adam Smith. 

"Under the pure monarchy, the prince seems jealous, as it were, of growing 
wealth, and therefore imposes taxes upon people who are grooving richer,—taxes on 
production. Under constitutional government they are calculated chiefly to affect those 
who are growing poorer,—taxes on consumption. Thus the monarch imposes a tax 
upon industry... the poll-tax and taille, for example, are proportioned to the supposed 
opulence of everyone liable to them. Everyone is taxed in proportion to the gain he is 
supposed to make. In constitutional governments, impositions are more generally laid 
upon consumption. Everyone is taxed according to his expenditure." [II 190-91; cf. 
Eng. ed., pp. 353, 354]85 

As for the logical sequence of taxes, of the balance of trade, of 
credit—in the understanding of M. Proudhon—we would only 
remark that the English bourgeoisie, on attaining its political 
constitution under William of Orange, created all at once a new 
system of taxes, public credit and the system of protective duties, as 
soon as it was in a position freely to develop its conditions of 
existence. 
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This brief summary will suffice to give the reader a true idea of M. 
Proudhon's lucubrations on the police or on taxes, the balance of 
trade, credit, communism and population. We defy the most 
indulgent criticism to treat these chapters seriously. 

§ 4. PROPERTY OR RENT 

In each historical epoch, property has developed differently and 
under a set of entirely different social relations. Thus to define 
bourgeois property is nothing else than to give an exposition of all 
the social relations of bourgeois production. 

To try to give a definition of property as of an independent 
relation, a category apart, an abstract and eternal idea, can be 
nothing but an illusion of metaphysics or jurisprudence. 

M. Proudhon, while seeming to speak of property in general, deals 
only with landed property, with rent. 

"The origin of rent, as of property, is, so to speak, extra-economic: it rests in 
psychological and moral considerations which are only very distantly connected with 
the production of wealth." (T. II, p. 269.) 

So M. Proudhon declares himself incapable of understanding the 
economic origin of rent and of property. He admits that this 
incapacity obliges him to resort to psychological and moral 
considerations, which, indeed, while only distantly connected with 
the production of wealth, have yet a very close connection with the 
narrowness of his historical views. M. Proudhon affirms that there is 
something mystical and mysterious about the origin of property. Now, 
to see mystery in the origin of property—that is, to make a mystery of 
the relation between production itself and the distribution of the 
instruments of production—is not this, to use M. Proudhon's 
language, a renunciation of all claims to economic science? 

M. Proudhon 
"confines himself to recalling that at the seventh epoch of economic evolution" 

(credit) "when fiction had caused reality to vanish, and human activity threatened to 
lose itself in empty space, it had become necessary to bind man more closely to nature. 
Now rent was the price of this new contract." (T. II, p. 265.) 

L'homme aux quarante ecus foresaw a M. Proudhon of the future: 

"Mr. Creator, by your leave; everyone is master in his own world; but you will never 
make me believe that the one we live in is made of glass."3 

a Voltaire, "L'homme aux quarante ecus", Œuvres complètes de Voltaire, t. 45, 
Gotha, 1787, p. 44.—Ed. 

s* 
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In your world, where credit was a means of losing oneself in empty 
space, it is very possible that property became necessary in order to 
bind man to nature. In the world of real production, where landed 
property always precedes credit, M. Proudhon's horror vacui could 
not exist. 

The existence of rent once admitted, whatever its origin, it 
becomes a subject of a violent contention between the farmer and the 
landed proprietor. What is the ultimate result of this contention, in 
other words, what is the average amount of rent? This is what M. 
Proudhon says: 

"Ricardo's theory answers this question. In the beginnings of society, when man, 
new to earth, had before him nothing but huge forests, when the earth was vast and 
when industry was beginning to come to life, rent must have been nil. Land, as yet 
unformed by labour, was an object of utility; it was not an exchange value, it was 
common, not social. Little by little, the multiplication of families and the progress of 
agriculture caused the price of land to make itself felt. Labour came to give the soil its 
worth: from this, rent came into being. The more fruit a field yielded with the same 
amount of labour, the higher it was valued; hence the tendency of proprietors was 
always to arrogate to themselves the whole amount of the fruits of the soil, less the 
wages of the farmer—that is, less the costs of production. Thus property followed on 
the heels of labour to take from it all the product that exceeded the actual expenses. 
As the proprietor fulfils a mystic duty and represents the community as against the 
colonus, the farmer is, by the dispensation of Providence, no more than a responsible 
labourer, who must account to society for all he reaps above his legitimate wage.... In 
essence and by destination, then, rent is an instrument of distributive justice, one of 
the thousand means that the genius of economy employs to attain to equality. It is an 
immense land valuation which is carried out contradictorily by the proprietors and the 
farmers, without any possible collusion,3 in a higher interest, and whose ultimate 
result must be to equalise the possession of the land between the exploiters of the soil 
and the industrialists.... It needed no less than this magic of property to snatch from 
the colonus the surplus of his product which he cannot help regarding as his own and 
of which he considers himself to be exclusively the author. Rent, or rather property, 
has broken down agricultural egoism and created a solidarity that no power, no 
partition of the land could have brought into being.... The moral effect of property 
having been secured, at present what remains to be done is to distribute the rent." 
[II 270-72] 

All this tumult of words may be reduced firstly to this: Ricardo says 
that the excess of the price of agricultural products over their cost of 
production, including the ordinary profit and interest on the capital, 
gives the measure of the rent. M. Proudhon does better. He makes 
the proprietor intervene, like a deus ex machinal and snatch from the 

a The original has a misprint: "collision" instead of "collusion".— Ed. 
b Literally: god out of the machine. (In the theatre of antiquity actors playing the 

role of gods made their appearance by means of stage machinery.) Figuratively, a 
person who appears unexpectedly to save a situation.— Ed. 
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colonus all the surplus of his production over the cost of production. 
He makes use of the intervention of the proprietor to explain 
property, of the intervention of the rent-receiver to explain rent. He 
answers the problem by formulating the same problem and adding 
an extra syllable.3 

Let us note also that in determining rent by the difference in 
fertility of the soil, M. Proudhon assigns a new origin to it, since land, 
before being assessed according to different degrees of fertility, "was 
not", in his view, "an exchange value, but was common". What, then, 
has happened to the fiction about rent having come into being 
through the necessity of bringing back to the land man who was about to 
lose himself in the infinity of empty space? 

Now let us free Ricardo's doctrine from the providential, 
allegorical and mystical phrases in which M. Proudhon has been 
careful to wrap it. 

Rent, in the Ricardian sense, is property in land in its bourgeois 
state, that is, feudal property which has become subject to the 
conditions of bourgeois production. 

We have seen that, according to the Ricardian doctrine, the price 
of all objects is determined ultimately by the cost of production, 
including the industrial profit; in other words, by the labour 
time employed. In manufacturing industry, the price of the 
product obtained by the minimum of labour regulates the price 
of all other commodities of the same kind, seeing that the cheap-
est and most productive instruments of production can be mul-
tiplied to infinity and that free competition necessarily gives rise to 
a market price, that is, a common price for all products of the same 
kind. 

In agricultural industry, on the contrary, it is the price of the 
product obtained by the greatest amount of labour which regulates 
the price of all products of the same kind. In the first place, one 
cannot, as in manufacturing industry, multiply at will the instru-
ments of production possessing the same degree of productivity, that 
is, plots of land with the same degree of fertility. Then, as population 
increases, land of an inferior quality begins to be exploited, or new 
outlays of capital, proportionately less productive than before, are 
made upon the same plot of land. In both cases a greater amount of 
labour is expended to obtain a proportionately smaller product. The 
needs of the population having rendered necessary this increase of 
labour, the product of the land whose exploitation is the more costly 

a Propriété (property) is explained by the intervention of the propriétaire 
(proprietor); rente (rent), by the intervention of the rentier (rent-receiver).—Ed. 
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has as certain a sale as has that of a piece of land whose exploitation is 
cheaper. As competition levels the market price, the product of the 
better soil will be paid for as dearly as that of the inferior. It is the 
excess of the price of the products of the better soil over the cost of 
their production that constitutes rent. If one could always have at 
one's disposal plots of land of the same degree of fertility; if one 
could, as in manufacturing industry, have recourse continually to 
cheaper and more productive machines, or if the subsequent outlays 
of capital produced as much as the first, then the price of 
agricultural products would be determined by the cost price of 
commodities produced by the best instruments of production, as we 
have seen with the price of manufactured products. But from this 
moment rent would have disappeared also. 

For the Ricardian doctrine to be generally true, it is essential3 that 
capital should be freely applicable to different branches of industry; 
that a strongly developed competition among capitalists should have 
brought profits to an equal level; that the farmer should be no more 
than an industrial capitalist claiming for the use of his capital on 
inferior land5 a profit equal to that which he would draw from his 
capital if it were applied in any kind of manufacture0; that 
agricultural exploitation should be subjected to the regime of 
large-scale industry; and finally, that the landowner himself should 
aim at nothing beyond the money return. 

It may happen, as in Ireland, that rent does not yet exist,d although 
the letting of land has reached an extreme development there. Rent 
being the excess not only over wages, but also over industrial profit, 

a In the copy with corrections in Marx's hand and in the one presented to N. 
Utina, the beginning of the phrase was altered as follows: "Pour que la doctrine de 
Ricardo—les prémisses une fois accordées—soit généralement vraie, il faut encore" 
("For the Ricardian doctrine, once the premises granted, to be generally true it is 
moreover essential...").—Ed. 

In the copy with corrections in Marx's hand and in the one presented to 
N. Utina the words "à la terre" ("on the land") are substituted for "à des terrains-
inférieurs" ("on inferior land"). The correction is reproduced in the French edition 
of 1896.—Ed. 

The edition of 1847 had "par exemple, à l'industrie cotonnière" ("for example, 
in cotton industry") instead of "dans une manufacture quelconque" ("in any kind of 
manufacture"). The change was made in the copy with corrections in Marx's hand and 
in the one presented to N. Utina, and reproduced in the German edition of 1885 and 
the French edition of 1896.—Ed. 

d In the 1847 edition this sentence began as follows: "En Irlande, la rente n'existe 
pas encore" ("In Ireland rent does not yet exist"). The changes were made in the copy 
with corrections in Marx's hand and in the one presented to N. Utina, and reproduced 
in the German edition of 1885 and the French edition of 1896.— Ed. 
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it cannot exist where the landowner's income is nothing but a 
deduction from wages.3 

Thus, far from converting the exploiter of the land, the farmer, 
into a simple labourer, and "snatching from the colonus the surplus of 
his product which he cannot help regarding as his own", rent 
confronts the landowner, not with the slave, the serf, the payer of 
tribute, the wage labourer, but with the industrial capitalist. Once 
constituted as rent, landed property has in its possession only the 
surplus over production costs, which are determined not only by 
wages but also by industrial profit. It is therefore from the 
landowner that rent snatched a part of his income.5 Hence, there was 
a big lapse of time before the feudal farmer was replaced by the 
industrial capitalist. In Germany, for example, this transformation 
began only in the last third of the eighteenth century. It is in England 
alone that this relation between the industrial capitalist and the 
landed proprietor has been fully developed. 

So long as there was only M. Proudhon's colonus, there was no rent. 
The moment rent exists, the colonus is no longer the farmer, but the 
worker, the farmer's colonus. The abasement of the labourer, 
reduced to the role of a simple worker, day labourer, wage-earner, 
working for the industrial capitalist; the intervention of the 
industrial capitalist, exploiting the land like any other factory; the 
transformation of the landed proprietor from a petty sovereign into 
a vulgar usurer: these are the different relations expressed by rent. 

Rent, in the Ricardian sense, is patriarchal agriculture trans-
formed into commercial industry, industrial capital applied to land, 
the town bourgeoisie transplanted into the country. Rent, instead of 
binding man to nature, has merely bound the exploitation of the land 
to competition. Once established as rent, landed property itself is the 
result of competition, since from that time onwards it depends on the 
market value of agricultural produce. As rent, landed property is 

a In the 1847 edition the end of this sentence read: "elle ne saurait exister dans les 
pays où, comme en Irlande, le revenu du propriétaire n'est qu'un prélèvement sur le 
salaire" ("It cannot exist in those countries where, as in Ireland, the landowner's 
income is a deduction from wages"). The changes were made in the copy with 
corrections in Marx's hand and in the one presented to N. Utina, and reproduced in 
the German edition of 1885 and the French edition of 1896.—Ed. 

b In the copy with corrections in Marx's hand and in the one presented to N. Utina 
this paragraph has many changes, some of which are illegible. In the German 
edition of 1885 the last two sentences were omitted and instead the following sentence 
was added after the words "the industrial capitalist": "who exploits the soil by means 
of his wage workers, and who pays to the landowner as rent only the surplus over the 
production costs, including profit on capital". In the French edition of 1896 the two 
sentences mentioned are also omitted.— Ed. 
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mobilised and becomes an article of commerce. Rent is possible only 
from the moment when the development of urban industry, and the 
social organisation resulting therefrom, force the landowner to aim 
solely at commercial profit, at the money his agricultural products 
fetch—in fact to look upon his landed property only as a machine for 
coining money. Rent has so completely divorced the landed 
proprietor from the soil, from nature, that he has no need even to 
know his estates, as is to be seen in England. As for the farmer, the 
industrial capitalist and the agricultural worker, they are no more 
bound to the land they exploit than are the employer and the worker 
in the factories to the cotton and wool they manufacture; they feel an 
attachment only for the price of their production, the monetary 
product. Hence the jeremiads of the reactionary parties, who offer 
up all their prayers for the return of feudalism, of the good old 
patriarchal life, of the simple manners and the fine virtues of our 
forefathers. The subjection of the soil to the laws which dominate all 
other industries is and always will be the subject of interested 
condolences. Thus it may be said that rent has become the motive 
power which has introduced idyll into the movement of history. 

Ricardo, after postulating bourgeois production as necessary for 
determining rent, applies the conception of rent, nevertheless, to the 
landed property of all ages and all countries. This is an error 
common to all the economists, who represent the bourgeois relations 
of production as eternal categories. 

From the providential aim of rent—which is, for M. Proudhon, the 
transformation of the colonus into a responsible worker, he passes to the 
equalised distribution of rent. 

Rent, as we have just seen, is constituted by the equal price of the 
products of lands of unequal fertility, so that a hectolitre of corn 
which has cost ten francs is sold for twenty francs if the cost of 
production rises to twenty francs upon soil of inferior quality. 

So long as necessity forces the purchase of all the agricultural 
products brought into the market, the market price is determined by 
the cost of the most expensive product. Thus it is this equalisation of 
price, resulting from competition and not from the different 
fertilities of the lands, that secures for the owner of the better soil a 
rent of ten francs for every hectolitre that his farmer sells. 

Let us suppose for a moment that the price of corn is determined 
by the labour time needed to produce it, and at once the hectolitre of 
corn obtained from the better soil will sell at ten francs, while the 
hectolitre of corn obtained on the inferior soil will cost twenty francs. 
This being admitted, the average market price will be fifteen francs, 
whereas, according to the law of competition, it is twenty francs. If 



The Poverty of Philosophy 203 

the average price were fifteen francs, there would be no occasion for 
any distribution, whether equalised or otherwise, for there would be 
no rent. Rent exists only when one can sell for twenty francs the 
hectolitre of corn which has cost the producer ten francs. M. 
Proudhon supposes equality of the market price, with unequal costs 
of production, in order to arrive at an equalised sharing out of the 
product of inequality. 

We understand such economists as Mill, Cherbuliez, Hilditch and 
others demanding that rent should be handed over to the state to 
serve in place of taxes. That is a frank expression of the hatred the 
industrial capitalist bears towards the landed proprietor, who seems 
to him a useless thing, an excrescence upon the general body of 
bourgeois production. 

But first to make the price of the hectolitre of corn twenty francs in 
order then to make a general distribution of the ten francs 
overcharge levied on the consumer, is indeed enough to make the 
social genius pursue its zigzag course mournfully—and knock its head 
against some corner. 

Rent becomes, under M. Proudhon's pen, 

"an immense land valuation which is carried out contradictorily by the proprietors 
and the farmers ... in a higher interest, and whose ultimate result must be to equalise the 
possession of the land between the exploiters of the soil and the industrialists". [I I 271 ] 

For any land valuation based upon rent to be of practical value, the 
conditions of present society must not be departed from. 

Now we have shown that the rent paid by the farmer to the 
landowner expresses the rent with any exactitude only in the 
countries most advanced in industry and commerce. Moreover, this 
rent often includes interest paid to the landowner on capital 
incorporated in the land. The location of the land, the nearness of 
towns, and many other circumstances influence the farm rent and 
modify the land rent. These peremptory reasons would be enough to 
prove the inaccuracy of a land valuation based on rent. 

On the other hand, rent could not be the invariable index of the 
degree of fertility of the land, since every moment the modern 
application of chemistry is changing the nature of the soil, and 
geological knowledge is just now, in our days, beginning to 
revolutionise all the old estimates of relative fertility. It is only about 
twenty years since vast lands in the eastern counties of England 
were cleared; they had been left uncultivated due to the lack of 
proper comprehension of the relation between the humus and the 
composition of the sub-soil. 
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Thus history, far from supplying, in rent, a ready-made land 
valuation, does nothing but change and turn topsy-turyy the land 
valuations already made. 

Finally, fertility is not so natural a quality as might be thought; it is 
closely bound up with the social relations of the time. A piece of land 
may be very fertile for corn growing, and yet the market price may 
induce the cultivator to turn it into an artificial pastureland and thus 
render it infertile. 

M. Proudhon has improvised his land valuation, which has not 
even the value of an ordinary land valuation, only to give substance 
to the providentially equalitarian aim of rent. 

"Rent," continues M. Proudhon, "is the interest paid on a capital which never 
perishes, namely—land. And as the capital is capable of no increase in matter, but only 
of an indefinite improvement in its use, it comes about that while the interest or profit 
on a loan (mutuum) tends to diminish continually through abundance of capital, rent 
tends always to increase through the perfecting of industry, from which results the 
improvement in the use of the land.... Such, in its essence, is rent." (Tome II, p. 265.) 

This time, M. Proudhon sees in rent all the characteristics of 
interest, save that it is derived from capital of a specific nature. This 
capital is land, an eternal capital, "which is capable of no increase in 
matter, but only of an indefinite improvement in its use". In the 
progressive advance of civilisation, interest has a continual tendency 
to fall, whilst rent continually tends to rise. Interest falls because of 
the abundance of capital; rent rises owing to the improvements 
brought about in industry, which result in an ever better utilisation 
of land. 

Such, in its essence, is the opinion of M. Proudhon. 
Let us first examine how far it is true to say that rent is interest on 

capital. 
For the landed proprietor himself rent represents the interest on 

the capital that the land has cost him, or that he would draw from.it if 
he sold it. But in buying or selling land he only buys or sells rent. The 
price he pays to make himself a receiver of rent is regulated by the 
rate of interest in general and has nothing to do with the actual 
nature of rent. The interest on capital invested in land is in general 
lower than the interest on capital invested in manufacture or 
commerce. Thus, for those who make no distinction between the 
interest that the land represents to the owner and the rent itself, the 
interest on land as capital diminishes still more than does the interest 
on other capital. But it is not a question of the purchase or sale price 
of rent, of the marketable value of rent, of capitalised rent, it is a 
question of rent itself. 
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Farm rent can imply again, apart from rent proper, the interest on 
the capital incorporated in the land. In this instance the landowner 
receives this part of the farm rent, not as a landowner but 
as a capitalist; but this is not the rent proper that we are to deal 
with. 

Land, so long as it is not exploited as a means of production, is not 
capital. Land as capital can be increased just as much as all the other 
instruments of production. Nothing is added to its matter, to use M. 
Proudhon's language, but the lands which serve as instruments of 
production are multiplied. The very fact of applying further outlays 
of capital to land already transformed into means of production 
increases land as capital without adding anything to land as matter, 
that is, to the extent of the land. M. Proudhon's land as matter is the 
earth in its limitation. As for the eternity he attributes to land, we 
grant readily it has this virtue as matter. Land as capital is no more 
eternal than any other capital. 

Gold and silver, which yield interest, are just as lasting and eternal 
as land. If the price of gold and silver falls, while that of land keeps 
rising, this is certainly not because of its more or less eternal nature. 

Land as capital is fixed capital; but fixed capital gets used up just 
as much as circulating capital. Improvements to the land need 
reproduction and upkeep; they last only for a time; and this they 
have in common with all other improvements used to transform 
matter into means of production. If land as capital were eternal, 
some lands would present a very different appearance from what 
they do today, and we should see the Roman Campagna, Sicily, 
Palestine, in all the splendour of their former prosperity. 

There are even instances when land as capital might disappear, 
even though the improvements remain incorporated in the land 

In the first place, this occurs every time rent proper is wiped out oy 
the competition of new and more fertile soils; secondly, the 
improvements which might have been valuable at one time cease to 
be of value the moment they become universal owing to the 
development of agronomy. 

The representative of land as capital is not the landowner, but the 
farmer. The proceeds yielded by land as capital are interest and 
industrial profit, not rent. There are lands which yield such interest 
and profit but still yield no rent. 

Briefly, land insofar as it yields interest is land capital, and as land 
capital it yields no rent, it is not landed property. Rent results from 
the social relations in which the exploitation of the land takes place. 
It cannot be a result of the more or less solid, more or less durable 
nature of the soil. Rent is a product of society and not of the soil. 
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According to M. Proudhon, "improvement in the use of the 
land"—a consequence "of the perfecting of industry"—causes the 
continual rise in rent. On the contrary, this improvement causes its 
periodical fall. 

Wherein consists, in general, any improvement, whether in 
agriculture or in manufacture? In producing more with the same 
labour; in producing as much, or even more, with less labour. 
Thanks to these improvements, the farmer is spared from using a 
greater amount of labour for a relatively smaller product. He has no 
need, therefore, to resort to inferior soils, and instalments of capital 
applied successively to the same soil remain equally productive. 
Thus, these improvements, far from continually raising rent, as M. 
Proudhon says, become on the contrary so many temporary obstacles 
preventing its rise. 

The English landowners of the seventeenth century were so well 
aware of this truth, that they opposed the progress of agriculture for 
fear of seeing their incomes diminish. (See Petty, an English 
economist of the time of Charles II.a) 

§ 5. STRIKES AND COMBINATIONS OF WORKERS 

"Every upward movement in wages can have no other effect than a rise in the price 
of corn, wine, etc., that is, the effect of a dearth. For what are wages? They are the cost 
price of corn, etc.; they are the integrant price of everything. We may go even further: 
wages are the proportion of the elements composing wealth and consumed 
reproductively every day by the mass of the workers. Now, to double wages ... is to 
attribute to each one of the producers a greater share than his product, which is 
contradictory, and if the rise extends only to a small number of industries, it brings 
about a general disturbance in exchange; in a word, a dearth.... It is impossible, I 
declare, for strikes followed by an increase in wages not to culminate in a general rise in 
prices: this is as certain as that two and two make four." (Proudhon, tome I, pp. 110 
and 111.) 

We deny all these assertions, except that two and two make four. 
In the first place, there is no general rise in prices. If the price of 

everything doubles at the same time as wages, there is no change in 
price, the only change is in terms. 

Then again, a general rise in wages can never produce a more or 
less general rise in the price of goods. Actually, if every industry 
employed the same number of workers in relation to fixed capital or 
to the instruments used, a general rise in wages would produce a 
general fall in profits and the current price of goods would undergo 
no alteration. 

a W. Petty, Political Arithmetick (1676).—Ed. 
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But as the relation of manual labour to fixed capital is not the same 
in different industries, all the industries which employ a relatively 
greater mass of fixed capital and fewer workers, will be forced 
sooner or later to lower the price of their goods. In the opposite case, 
in which the price of their goods is not lowered, their profit will rise 
above the general rate of profits. Machines are not wage-earners. 
Therefore, the general rise in wages will affect less those industries, 
which, compared with the others, employ more machines than 
workers. But as competition always tends to level the rate of profits, 
those profits which rise above the general rate cannot but be 
transitory. Thus, apart from a few fluctuations, a general rise in 
wages will lead, not as M. Proudhon says, to a general increase in 
prices, but to a partial fall, that is a fall in the current price of the 
goods that are made chiefly with the help of machines. 

The rise and fall of profits and wages express merely the 
proportion in which capitalists and workers share in the product of a 
day's work, without influencing in most instances the price of the 
product. But that "strikes followed by an increase in wages culminate 
in a general rise in prices, in a dearth even"—these are notions which 
can blossom only in the brain of a poet who has not been understood. 

In England, strikes have regularly given rise to the invention and 
application of new machines. Machines were, it may be said, the 
weapon employed by the capitalists to quell the revolt of specialised 
labour. The self-acting mule? the greatest invention of modern 
industry, put out of action the spinners who were in revolt. If 
combinations and strikes had no other effect than that of making the 
efforts of mechanical genius react against them, they would still 
exercise an immense influence on the development of industry. 

"I find," continues M. Proudhon, "in an article published by M. Léon Faucher ... 
September 1845,b that for some time the English workers have got out of the habit of 
combination, which is assuredly a progress for which one cannot but congratulate 
them: but this improvement in the morale of the workers comes chiefly from their 
economic education. 'It is not on the manufacturers,' cried a spinning-mill worker at a 
Bolton meeting, 'that wages depend. In periods of depression the masters are, so to 
speak, merely the whip with which necessity arms itself, and whether they want to or 
not, they have to deal blows. The regulative principle is the relation of supply to 
demand; and the masters have not this power'.... Well done," cries M. Proudhon, 
"these are well-trained workers, model workers," etc., etc. "Such poverty did not 
exist in England; it will not cross the Channel." (Proudhon, tome I, pp. 261 and 262.) 

Of all the towns in England, Bolton is the one in which radicalism 
is the most developed. The Bolton workers are known to be the most 

a This term is given in English in the original.— Ed. 
b L. Faucher, "Les coalitions condamnées par les ouvriers anglais."—Ed. 
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revolutionary of all. At the time of the great agitation in England for 
the abolition of the Corn Laws,86 the English manufacturers thought 
that they could cope with the landowners only by thrusting the 
workers to the fore. But as the interests of the workers were no less 
opposed to those of the manufacturers than the interests of the 
manufacturers were to those of the landowners, it was natural that 
the manufacturers should fare badly in the workers' meetings. What 
did the manufacturers do? To save appearances they organised 
meetings composed, to a large extent, of foremen, of the small 
number of workers who were devoted to them, and of the real friends 
of trade. When later on the genuine workers tried, as in Bolton and 
Manchester, to take part in these sham demonstrations, in order to 
protest against them, they were forbidden admittance on the ground 
that it was a ticket meeting1—a meeting to which only persons with 
entrance cards were admitted. Yet the posters placarded on the walls 
had announced public meetings. Every time one of these meetings 
was held, the manufacturers' newspapers gave a pompous and 
detailed account of the speeches made. It goes without saying that it 
was the foremen who made these speeches. The London papers 
reproduced them word for word. M. Proudhon has the misfortune 
to take foremen for ordinary workers, and enjoins them not to cross 
the Channel. 

If in 1844 and 1845 strikes drew less attention than before, it was 
because 1844 and 1845 were the first two years of prosperity that 
English industry had had since 1837.87 Nevertheless none of the 
trades unions had been dissolved. 

Now let us listen to the foremen of Bolton. According to them 
manufacturers have no command over wages because they have no 
command over the price of products, and they have no command 
over the price of products because they have no command over the 
world market. For this reason they wish it to be understood that 
combinations should not be formed to extort an increase in wages 
from the masters. M. Proudhon, on the contrary, forbids combina-
tions for fear they should be followed by a rise in wages which would 
bring with it a general dearth. We have no need to say that on one 
point there is an entente cordiale between the foremen and M. 
Proudhon: that a rise in wages is equivalent to a rise in the price of 
products. 

But is the fear of a dearth the true cause of M. Proudhon's 
rancour? No. Quite simply he is annoyed with the Bolton foremen 

These two words are given in English in the original.—Ed. 



The Poverrty of Philosophy 209 

because they determine value by supply and demand and hardly take 
any account of constituted value, of value which has passed into the 
state of constitution, of the constitution of value, including permanent 
exchangeability and all the other proportionalities of relations and 
relations of proportionality, with Providence at their side. 

"A workers' strike is illegal, and it is not only the Penal Code that says so, it is the 
economic system, the necessity of the established order.... That each worker 
individually should dispose freely over his person and his hands, this can be tolerated, 
but that workers should undertake by combination to do violence to monopoly, is 
something society cannot permit." (Tome I, pp. 334 and 335.) 

M. Proudhon wants to pass off an article of the Penal Code as a 
necessary and general result of bourgeois relations of production. 

In England combination is authorised by an Act of Parliament, 
and it is the economic system which has forced Parliament to grant 
this legal authorisation. In 1825, when, under the Minister 
Huskisson, Parliament had to modify the law in order to bring it 
more and more into line with the conditions resulting from free 
competition, it had of necessity to abolish all laws forbidding 
combinations of workers.88 The more modern industry and competi-
tion develop, the more elements there are which call forth and 
strengthen combination, and as soon as combination becomes an 
economic fact, daily gaining in solidity, it is bound before long to 
become a legal fact. 

Thus the article of the Penal Code proves at the most that modern 
industry and competition were not yet well developed under the 
Constituent Assembly and under the Empire.89 

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

The economists say to the workers: Do not combine. By 
combination you hinder the regular progress of industry, you 
prevent manufacturers from carrying out their orders, you disturb 
trade and you precipitate the invasion of machines which, by 
rendering your labour in part useless, force you to accept a still lower 
wage. Besides, whatever you do, your wages will always be 
determined by the relation of hands demanded to hands supplied, 
and it is an effort as ridiculous as it is dangerous for you to revolt 
against the eternal laws of political economy. 

The socialists say to the workers: Do not combine, because what 
will you gain by it anyway? A rise in wages? The economists will 

* That is, the socialists of that time: the Fourierists in France, the Owenites in 
England. F. E. [Note to the German edition, 1885.] 
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prove to you quite clearly that the few ha'pence you may gain by it 
for a few moments if you succeed, will be followed by a permanent 
fall. Skilled calculators will prove to you that it would take you years 
merely to recover, through the increase in your wages, the expenses 
incurred for the organisation and upkeep of the combinations. And 
we, as socialists, tell you that, apart from the money question, you will 
continue nonetheless to be workers, and the masters will still 
continue to be the masters, just as before. So no combination! No 
politics! For is not entering into combination engaging in politics? 

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

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

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

In England they have not stopped at partial combinations which 
have no other objective than a passing strike, and which disappear 
with it. Permanent combinations have been formed, trades unions, 
which serve as bulwarks for the workers in their struggles with the 
employers. And at the present time all these local trades unions find a 
rallying point in the National Association of United Trades,90 the 
central committee of which is in London, and which already 
numbers 80,000 members. The organisation of these strikes, 
combinations, and trades unions went on simultaneously with the 
political struggles of the workers, who now constitute a large political 
party, under the name of Chartists. 

The first attempts of workers to associate among themselves always 
take place in the form of combinations. 

Large-scale industry concentrates in one place a crowd of people 
unknown to one another. Competition divides their interests. But 
the maintenance of wages, this common interest which they have 
against their boss, unites them in a common thought of resis-
tance—combination. Thus combination always has a double aim, that 
of stopping competition among the workers, so that they can carry 
on general competition with the capitalist. If the first aim of 
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resistance was merely the maintenance of wages, combinations, at 
first isolated, constitute themselves into groups as the capitalists in 
their turn unite for the purpose of repression, and in face of always 
united capital, the maintenance of the association becomes more 
necessary to them than that of wages. This is so true that English 
economists are amazed to see the workers sacrifice a good part of 
their wages in favour of associations, which, in the eyes of these 
economists, are established solely in favour of wages. In this 
struggle—a veritable civil war—all the elements necessary for a 
coming battle unite and develop. Once it has reached this point, 
association takes on a political character. 

Economic conditions had first transformed the mass of the people 
of the country into workers. The domination of capital has created 
for this mass a common situation, common interests. This mass is 
thus already a class as against capital, but not yet for itself. In the 
struggle, of which we have pointed out only a few phases, this mass 
becomes united, and constitutes itself as a class for itself. The 
interests it defends become class interests. But the struggle of class 
against class is a political struggle. 

In the bourgeoisie we have two phases to distinguish: that in which 
it constituted itself as a class under the regime of feudalism and 
absolute monarchy, and that in which, already constituted as a class, 
it overthrew feudalism and monarchy to make society into a 
bourgeois society. The first of these phases was the longer and 
necessitated the greater efforts. This too began by partial combina-
tions against the feudal lords. 

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

But when it is a question of making a precise study of strikes, 
combinations and other forms in which the proletarians carry out 
before our eyes their organisation as a class, some are seized with real 
fear and others display a transcendental disdain. 

An oppressed class is the vital condition for every society founded 
on the antagonism of classes. The emancipation of the oppressed 
class thus implies necessarily the creation of a new society. For the 
oppressed class to be able to emancipate itself it is necessary that the 
productive powers already acquired and the existing social relations 
should no longer be capable of existing side by side. Of all the 
instruments of production, the greatest productive power91 is the 
revolutionary class itself. The organisation of revolutionary elements 
as a class supposes the existence of all the productive forces which 
could be engendered in the bosom of the old society. 
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Does this mean that after the fall of the old society there will be a 
new class domination culminating in a new political power? No. 

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

The working class, in the course of its development, will substitute 
for the old civil society an association which will exclude classes and 
their antagonism, and there will be no more political power properly 
so-called, since political power is precisely the official expression of 
antagonism in civil society. 

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

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

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

"Le combat ou la mort; la lutte sanguinaire ou le néant. C'est ainsi que la question 
est invinciblement posée." 

George Sand.3 

* Estates here in the historical sense of the estates of feudalism, estates with 
definite and limited privileges. The revolution of the bourgeoisie abolished the estates 
and their privileges. Bourgeois society knows only classes. It was, therefore, absolutely 
in contradiction with history to describe the proletariat as the "fourth estate".92 F. E. 
[Note to the German edition, 1885.] 

"Combat or death, bloody struggle or extinction. Thus the question is inexorably 
put." (George Sand, Jean Ziska. Episode de la guerre des hussites. Introduction.) — Ed. 
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THE DECLINE AND APPROACHING FALL OF GUIZOT.— 
POSITION OF THE FRENCH BOURGEOISIE 

The English stage had better give over playing The School for 
Scandal* for, indeed, the greatest school of this sort has been set up 
in Paris, in the Chamber of Deputies. The amount of scandalous 
matter collected and brought forward there during the last four or 
five weeks, is really unprecedented in the annals of parliamentary 
discussion. You recollect the inscription Mr. Duncombe once pro-
posed for your own glorious House of Commons, "The most degrad-
ing and infamous proceedings take place within these walls". Well, here is 
a match for your own set of middle-class legislators; here are 
proceedings which will put British rascality to the blush. The honour 
of Old England is saved; Mr. Roebuck is outdone by M. de Girardin; 
Sir James Graham is beaten by M. Duchâtel. 

I shall not undertake to give you the whole list of scandalous 
affairs brought to the light within the last few weeks; I shall not say a 
word about the several dozen of bribery cases brought before the 
juries; not a word about M. Gudin, the ordnance officer of the King, 
who, not without some degree of cleverness, made an attempt to 
introduce the habits of the swell mob into the palace of the 
Tuileries93; I shall not give you a lengthy report of the dirty affair of 
Gen. Cubières, peer of France, formerly Minister of War, who, 
under pretext of bribing the ministry into granting the concession of 
allowing the formation of a mining company, cheated the said 
company out of forty shares, which he coolly put into his own pocket, 
and on account of which he is now under trial before the Chamber of 

a R. Sheridan, The School for Scandal. A comedy in five acts.— Ed. 
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Peers. No; I shall give you only a few choice bits—a few samples 
taken from two or three sittings of the Deputies, which will enable 
you to judge of the rest. 

M. Emile de Girardin, deputy and editor of the daily paper La 
Presse, supporting in both characters the new party of Progressive 
Conservatives, and for a considerable time past one of the most violent 
opponents of the Ministry, whom until lately he had supported, is a 
man of great talent and activity, but without any principles. From the 
beginning of his public career he unhesitatingly employed any 
means to make himself an important public character. It was he who 
forced Armand Carrel, the celebrated editor of the National, to a 
duel, and shot him, thus delivering himself from a dangerous 
competitor. The support of such a man, proprietor of an influential 
paper, and member of the Chamber of Deputies, was of course very 
important to the government; but M. de Girardin sold his support 
(for he always sold it) at a very high price. There was a deal of busi-
ness transacted between M. de Girardin and the Ministry, but not 
always to the complete satisfaction of both parties. In the meantime, 
M. de Girardin prepared himself for any turn which affairs might 
take. Foreseeing the probability of a rupture with the Guizot Mini-
stry, he collected accounts of scandalous transactions, bribings, and 
traffickings, which he was in the best position to learn, and which 
were brought to him by his friends and agents in high places. The 
turn which party discussions took this session showed to him that the 
fall of Guizot and Duchâtel was approaching. He was one of the 
principal actors in the formation of the new "Progressive Conserva-
tive" party, and repeatedly threatened the government with the full 
weight of his wrath, if they persisted in their course. M. Guizot 
refused, in pretty scornful terms, any compromise with the new 
party. These detached themselves from the majority, and annoyed 
the government by their opposition. The financial and other 
discussions of the Chamber unveiled so much scandal, that 
MM. Guizot and Duchâtel were obliged to throw several of their 
colleagues overboard in order to save themselves. The vacant places, 
however, were filled by such insignificant men, that no party was 
satisfied, and the Ministry were rather weakened than fortified. 
Then came Cubières' affair, which elicited some doubts, even in 
the majority, as to the possibility to keep M. Guizot in office. Now, at 
last, when he saw the Ministry totally disorganised and weakened, 
now M. de Girardin thought the moment had arrived when he might 
bring forth his Pandora's box of scandal, and achieve the ruin of a 
tottering government, by revelations fit to shake the faith even of the 
"belly" of the Chamber.94 
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He commenced by accusing the Ministry of having sold a peerage 
for 80,000 francs, but of not having kept their promise, after 
pocketing the money! The House of Peers found themselves insulted 
by this assertion made in La Presse, and asked leave from the 
Deputies to bring M. de Girardin before their bar. This demand 
occasioned a discussion in the Deputies, in the course of which M. de 
Girardin fully maintained his assertion, declaring he was in 
possession of the proofs, but refusing to give any names, as he would 
not play the part of a delator. He said, however, that three times he 
had mentioned the matter privately to M. Guizot, who never denied 
the fact, and that once he spoke about it to M. Duchâtel, who 
replied—"It was done during my absence, and I afterwards 
disapproved of it; it was M. Guizot who did it." The whole of this was 
flatly denied by M. Duchâtel. "Then," said M. de Girardin, "I will 
give you the proof that the Ministry is quite in the habit of proposing 
such transactions" ; and he read a letter from General Alexander de 
Girardin (the father, I believe, of M. Emile de Girardin; the latter is 
an illegitimate child) to the King. This letter expressed General de 
G.'s gratitude for the offer of a peerage made to him, but said at the 
same time, that M. Guizot having afterwards made it a condition of 
the grant that he (General de G.) should use his influence with M. 
Emile de G. to prevent him opposing the government, General de G. 
would be no party to such a transaction, and, therefore, declined the 
peerage. "O!" said M. Duchâtel, "if this is all, we will just mention 
that M. Emile de Girardin himself offered to us to cease his 
opposition if we would make him a peer, but we declined that offer." 
Hinc Mae lacrimae!* But Duchâtel replied not a word to the allegation 
contained in the letter. The Chamber then voted that M. Emile de G. 
should be delivered up to the peers for trial. He was tried, sustained 
the allegation, but declared, the sold peerages not having been made 
out, he could not have attacked the Chamber of Peers, but only the 
government. The peers then acquitted him. Girardin then brought 
forward another scandalous affair. There was got up last year a large 
paper, called the Epoque, which was to support the government, to 
beat all opposition papers out of the market, and to supersede the 
costly support of M. de Girardin's Presse. The experiment signally 
failed; partly, too, through the intrigues of M. de Girardin himself, 
who has his finger in every pie of that sort. Now, M. Duchâtel had 
answered, when charged with bribing the press, that the government 
had never paid any subsidies to any paper. M. de Girardin, against 
this assertion, maintained the notorious fact, that M. Duchâtel, after 

a Hence these tears. (Terence, Andria, Act I, Scene 1.) — Ed. 
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a deal of begging on the part of the editors of the Epoque, had told 
them: "Well, gold and silver I have none; but what I have that will I 
give unto you"; and had given them the privilege for a third 
opera-house for Paris, which privilege the "gents" of the Epoque so\d 
for 100,000 f., of which sum 60,000 f. were spent in support of the 
paper, and the remaining 40,000 f. went nobody knows where to. 
This, too, was flatly denied by M. Duchâtel; but the fact is notorious. 

There were, besides, some similar transactions brought forward by 
M. de Girardin, but these samples will be quite sufficient. 

Yesterday, in the Chamber of Deputies, M. de Girardin again got 
up and read some letters, from which it appeared that M. Duchâtel 
has caused the discussion in the above peerage affair to be printed at 
the public expense, and sent it to all town councils in the country; but 
that in this ministerial report neither M. de Girardin's nor M. 
Duchâtel's speeches were correctly reported; but, on the contrary, 
both of them were arranged so as to make M. de Girardin appear as a 
ridiculous calumniator, and M. Duchâtel in the light of the purest 
and most virtuous of men. As to the matter itself, he repeated all his 
assertions, and defied the government either to have them disproved 
by a parliamentary committee, or to bring him before a jury as a 
slanderer. In both cases, he said, he should be bound to give the 
names of the parties and all particulars, and thus be enabled to prove 
his accusations without placing himself in the position of a common 
informer. This excited a general storm in the Chamber. M. Duchâtel 
denied; M. de Girardin re-asserted; M. Duchâtel re-denied; M. de 
Girardin re-reasserted, and so on, the whole accompanied by the 
shouts and counter-shouts of the "choruses" of the Chamber. Other 
opposition members again defied the Ministry to have the matter 
looked into either by parliamentary inquiry, or by a trial. At last M. 
Duchâtel said,— 

"A Parliamentary inquiry, gentlemen, would presuppose a doubt in the 
integrity of the government on the part of the majority; and, therefore, the day this 
inquiry should be granted our places would be occupied by others than us; if you have 
any doubt tell us so plainly, and we shall resign immediately." 

"Then," said M. de Girardin, "there remains nothing but a trial. I am ready to 
undergo it; place me before a jury, if you dare." 

"No," said M. Hébert, Minister of Justice, "we shall not, because the majority of 
the Chamber will judge." 

"But," said M. Odilon Barrot, "this is not a political question; it is a legal one, and 
such a question is not within our competence, but of that of the public courts of law. If 
M. de Girardin has calumniated the government in his paper, why do you not have 
him tried for it?" 

"We won't!" 
"Well, but there is a plain allegation against other parties, too, of trafficking in 

peerages; why not bring them up? And this affair with the Epoque and the opera 
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privilege—if you are no parties to that, as you say, why do you not bring up those who 
are parties to such villainous traffic? Here are plain incriminations, and even partial 
proofs of crimes said to have been committed; why do not the lawyers of the Crown 
prosecute the alleged perpetrators of these crimes, as is their duty?" 

"We do not get up a prosecution," replied M. Hébert, "because the character of 
the allegations, and the character of those who bring them forward, is not such as to 
make the truth of these allegations anything like probable to the legal advisers of the 
Crown!" 

All this was every moment interrupted by groaning, shouting, 
knocking and all sorts of noises in general. This incomparable .sitting, 
which has shaken the Guizot Ministry to its very foundation, was 
concluded by a vote, which proves, that if the faith of the majority 
may be shaken, their system of voting is not! 

"The Chamber, after having heard the explanations of the Ministry, and found 
them satisfactory, passes to the order of the day!" 

What do you think of that? Which do you prefer, the ministry or 
the majority, the Deputies of France or your own Commons? M. 
Duchâtel or Sir James Graham? I dare say you will find the choice a 
difficult one. There is, however, one difference betwixt them. The 
English middle classes have, up to this day, to struggle against an 
aristocracy, which, although in a state of dissolution and decomposi-
tion, is not yet removed. The aristocracy of England always found 
some support in one fraction or the other of the middle classes 
themselves, and it was this division of the middle classes that saved 
the aristocracy from total ruin. At this moment the aristocracy is 
supported by the fund-holders, bankers, and owners of fixed 
incomes, and by a large part of the shipping trade against the 
manufacturers. The whole agitation for the repeal of the Corn Laws 
proves this.95 The advanced fraction of the English middle classes, 
therefore (I mean the manufacturers) will yet be able to carry out 
some progressive political measures which will more and more 
decompose the aristocracy. They will even be obliged to do so; they 
must extend their markets, which they cannot do without reducing 
their prices, which reduction must be preceded by a reduced cost of 
production, which reduced cost of production is mainly obtained by 
reduced wages, for reducing which there is no safer means than 
reduced price of the necessaries of life; and, to obtain this, they have 
no other means but reducing the taxes. This is the logical chain 
which ties the manufacturers of England to the necessity of 
destroying the Established Church, and reducing, or "equitably 
adjusting", the National Debt. Both these measures, and others in 
the same spirit, they will be forced to carry out as soon as they find, 
which they must, the market of the world insufficient to continually 
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and regularly buy up their produce. Thus the English middle classes 
are, as yet, in a progressive direction; they have an aristocracy and a 
privileged clergy to overthrow; there are certain progressive 
measures which they will be forced to carry, and which they are the 
fit and proper persons to carry. But the French middle classes are in 
a different position. There is no aristocracy of birth, nor a landed 
aristocracy, in that country. The revolution has swept it entirely 
away. Neither is there a privileged or Established Church; but on the 
contrary, both Catholic and Protestant clergy receive their salaries 
from the government, and are upon a footing of perfect equality. 
There is no important struggle possible in France between the 
fund-holders, bankers, shippers, and manufacturers, because, of all 
fractions of the middle classes the fund-holders and bankers (who, at 
the same time, are the principal shareholders in the railway, mining, 
and other companies) are decidedly the strongest fraction, and have, 
with a few interruptions only, ever since 1830, held the reins of 
government. The manufacturers, kept down by foreign competition 
in the foreign market, and threatened in their own, have no chance 
of growing to such a degree of power, that they successfully might 
struggle against the bankers and fund-holders. On the contrary, 
their chance decreases every year; their party in the Deputies, 
formerly one-half, is now not more than a third part of the Chamber. 
It results from all this that neither a single fraction, nor the whole of 
the ruling middle classes, are in a position to carry out anything like 
"progress"; that the government of the bourgeoisie is so fully 
established in France since the revolution of 1830, that the ruling 
class could do nothing but wear themselves out. This they have done. 
Instead of progressing, they were obliged to go backwards, to 
restrain the liberty of the press; to take away the right of free 
association and meeting; to make all sorts of exceptional laws in 
order to keep down the working people. And the scandalous affairs 
brought forward within the last few weeks are the evident proof that 
the ruling bourgeoisie of France are entirely worn out, totally "used 
UP"-

Indeed, the high bourgeoisie are in an awkward position. They had 
found, at last, in Guizot and Duchâtel, the men to govern them. They 
kept them in office seven years, and sent them at every election 
larger and larger majorities. And now, when all opposing fractions 
had been reduced to the utmost impotency in the Chamber,—now 
when Guizot and Duchâtel's days of glory seemed to have arrived, at 
that very moment a mass of scandal is discovered in the doings of the 
Ministry, that makes it impossible for them to remain in office, even 
if supported unanimously by the Chambers. There can be no doubt 
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that Guizot and Duchâtel will, with their colleagues, resign very 
shortly; they may drag on their ministerial existence a few weeks 
longer, but their end is drawing nigh—very nigh. And who is to 
govern after them? God knows! They may say, as Louis XV, "after 
me the deluge, ruin, and confusion". Thiers is unable to bring 
together a majority. Mole is an old, worn-out, and insignificant man, 
who will meet all sorts of difficulties, and who, in order to secure the 
support of the majority, must commit similar scandalous actions, and 
therefore, end in the same way as Guizot. This is the principal 
difficulty. The present electors will always elect a majority like that 
now sitting; the present majority will always require a ministry like 
that of Guizot and Duchâtel, committing all sorts of scandal; any 
ministry doing so will be overthrown by the mere weight of public 
opinion. This is the vicious circle in which the present system moves. 
But to go on as heretofore is impossible. What, then, is to be done? 
There is no other course but to leave this circle, to pass a measure of 
Electoral Reform; and Electoral Reform means admission of the 
smaller tradesmen to the Suffrage, and this means, in France, "the 
beginning of the end". Rothschild and Louis Philippe know very 
well, both of them, that admission of the smaller "bourgeoisie" to the 
Suffrage means nothing but "LA RÉPUBLIQUE!" 

Paris, June 26th, 1847 

First published in The Northern Star Reprinted from the newspaper 
No. 506, July 3, 1847 
with an editorial note: 
"From our own correspondent 
in the French capital" 



Karl Marx 

THE COMMUNISM 
OF THE RHEINISCHER BEOBACHTERN 

Brussels, September 5.—In issue No. 70 of this newspaper an 
article from the Rheinischer] Beobachter is introduced with the words: 

"In issue No. 2t)6 the Rheinischer] Beobachter] preaches communism as follows." 

Whether or not this comment is intended ironically, Communists 
must protest against the idea that the Rheinischer Beobachter could 
preach "communism", and especially against the idea that the article 
communicated in issue No. 70 of the D[eutsche]-B[russeler]-Z[eitung] is 
communist. 

If a certain section of German socialists has continually blustered 
against the liberal bourgeoisie, and has done so, in a manner which 
has benefited nobody but the German governments, and if at 
present government newspapers like the Rheinischer] Beobachter, 
basing themselves on the empty phrases of these people, claim that it 
is not the liberal bourgeoisie but the government which represents 
the interests of the proletariat, then the Communists have nothing in 
common with either the former or the latter. 

Certain people have admittedly wished to lay the responsibility for 
this on the German Communists, they have accused them of being in 
alliance with the government. 

This accusation is ludicrous. The government cannot unite with 
the Communists, nor the Communists with the government, for the 
simple reason that of all the revolutionary parties in Germany the 
Communists are by far the most revolutionary, and that the 
government knows this better than anyone else. 

Can Communists unite with a government which has pronounced 
them guilty of high treason and treats them as such? 
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Can the government propagate in its press principles, which, in 
France, are considered to be anarchistic, incendiary and destructive 
of all social relations, and to which this same government continually 
ascribes the very same characteristics? 

It is inconceivable. Let us examine the so-called communism of the 
Rheinischer Beobachter, and we snail find that it is very innocent. 

The article begins: 

"If we examine our (!) social condition, then the greatest distress and the most 
pressing want reveal themselves everywhere (!), and we have to admit that much has 
been neglected. This is, indeed, a fact, and the only (!) question which arises, is what 
causes it. We are convinced that our constitution does not bear the responsibility for 
this, for (!) as far as social conditions are concerned matters are (!) still worse in France 
and England. Nevertheless (!) liberalism seeks the remedy in representation alone; if 
the people were represented, it would help itself. This is quite illusory to be sure, but 
nonetheless (!) extremely (!!) plausible." 

In this paragraph we see the Beobachter [observer] before us, in the 
flesh—the way he chews his pen, at a loss for an introduction, 
speculates, writes, crosses out, writes again, and then finally, after 
some considerable time, produces the above magnificent passage. In 
order to arrive at liberalism, his own inherited hobby-horse, he 
begins with "our social condition", that is, strictly speaking, the social 
condition of the Beobachter, which may very well have its ^un-
pleasantnesses. By means of the extremely trivial observation that 
our social condition is miserable and that much has been neglected, 
he arrives, by way of some very thorny sentences, at a point where 
the only question which arises for him, is what causes it. This 
question arises for him, however, only to disappear again at once. 
The Beobachter does not, in fact, tell us what causes it, neither does he 
tell us what does not cause it, he tells us merely what he is convinced 
does not cause it, and that is, of course, the Prussian constitution. 
From the Prussian constitution, by means of a bold "for", he arrives 
at France and England, and from here to Prussian liberalism is for 
him of course only a trifling leap, which, supported by the least 
motivated "nevertheless" conceivable, he accomplishes with ease. 
And thus at last he has reached his favourite terrain, where he can 
exclaim, "This is quite illusory to be sure, but nonetheless extremely 
plausible." But nonetheless extremely!!! 

Is it possible that the Communists have sunk so low that the 
paternity of such utterances, such classical transitions, such ques-
tions, arising and disappearing with ease, such remarkable Onlys, 
Fofs and Nevertheless''s, and above all the phrase "but nonetheless 
extremely", should be ascribed to them? 
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Besides the "Old General", Arnold Ruge, there are only a few 
men in Germany who can write in this way, and these few are all 
Consistorial Counsellors in Herr Eichhorn's ministry. 

We cannot be required to go into the contents of this introductory 
passage. It has no content other than the awkwardness of its form, it 
is merely the portal through which we step into the hall where our 
observing Consistorial Counsellor is preaching a crusade against 
liberalism. 

Let us listen: 
"Liberalism has above all the advantage that its approach to the people takes easier 

and more pleasant forms than does that of the bureaucracy." (Indeed, not even Herr 
Dahlmann or Gervinus writes such clumsy and angular prose.) "It speaks of the 
welfare and the rights of the people. In reality, however, it only pushes the people 
forward in order thereby to intimidate the government; it considers the people only as 
cannon fodder in the great onslaught against the power of the government. To Seize 
the power of the state—this is the true tendency of liberalism, the welfare of the 
people is only of secondary importance to it." 

Does the Herr Consistorial Counsellor believe he has told the 
people anything new with this? The people, and in particular the 
communist section of the people, knows very well that the liberal 
bourgeoisie is only pursuing its own interests and that little reliance 
should be placed on its sympathy for the people. If, however, the 
Consistorial Counsellor concludes from this that the liberal 
bourgeoisie exploits the people for its own ends in so far as the 
people participates in the political movement, then we must answer 
him: "That is quite plausible for a Consistorial Counsellor, to be 
sure, but nonetheless extremely illusory." 

The people, or, to replace this broad and vague expression by a 
definite one, the proletariat, has quite another way of reasoning than 
the gentlemen of the ecclesiastical ministry permit themselves to 
imagine. The proletariat does not ask whether the welfare of the 
people is a matter of secondary or of primary importance to the 
bourgeoisie, or whether the bourgeoisie wishes to use proletarians as 
cannon fodder or not. The proletariat does not ask what the 
bourgeoisie merely wishes to do, but what it must do. It asks whether 
the present political system, the rule of the bureaucracy, or 
the one the liberals are striving for, the rule of the bourgeoisie, will 
offer it the means to achieve its own purposes. To this end it only has 
to compare the political position of the proletariat in England, 
France and America with that in Germany to see that the rule of the 
bourgeoisie does not only place quite new weapons in the hands of 
the proletariat for the struggle against the bourgeoisie, but that it also 
secures for it a quite different status, the status of a recognised party. 
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Does the Herr Consistorial Counsellor then believe that the 
proletariat, which is more and more adhering to the Communist 
Party, that the proletariat will be incapable of utilising the freedom 
of the press and the freedom of association? Let him just read the 
English and French working men's newspapers, let him just attend 
some time a single Chartist meeting! 

But in the ecclesiastical ministry, where the Rheinischer] Beobachter 
is edited, they have queer ideas about the proletariat. They think 
they are dealing with Pomeranian peasants or with Berlin loafers. 
They think they have reached the greatest depths of profundity 
when they promise the people no longer panem et circenses,a but panem 
et religionemb instead. They delude themselves that the proletariat 
wishes to be helped, they do not conceive that it expects help from 
nobody but itself. They do not suspect that the proletariat sees 
through all these empty consistorial phrases about the "welfare of 
the people" and bad social conditions just as well as through the 
similar phrases of the liberal bourgeoisie. 

And why is the welfare of the people only of secondary importance 
to the bourgeoisie? The Rheinischer] Beobachter replies: 

"The United Diet has proved it, the perfidy of liberalism is exposed. The Income 
Tax was the acid test of liberalism, and it failed the test." 

These well-meaning Consistorial Counsellors, imagining in their 
economic innocence that they can use the Income Tax to throw dust 
in the eyes of the proletariat! 

The Slaughter and Milling Tax directly affects wages, the Income 
Tax affects the profit of capital. Extremely plausible, Herr Consis-
torial Counsellor, isn't it? But the capitalists will not and cannot 
allow their profits to be taxed with impunity. This follows from com-
petition itself. So within a few months after the introduction of the 
Income Tax, wages will therefore have been reduced to precisely 
the extent by which they were actually raise.d by the abolition of the 
Slaughter and Milling Tax and by the reduced food prices resulting 
from this. 

The level of wages expressed, not in terms of money, but in terms 
of the means of subsistence necessary to the working man, that is the 
level of real, not of nominal wages, depends on the relationship 
between demand and supply. An alteration in the mode of taxation 
may cause a momentary disturbance, but will not change anything in 
the long run. 

a Bread and games.— Ed. 
b Bread and religion.— Ed. 
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The only economic advantage of the Income Tax is that it is 
cheaper to levy, and this the Consistorial Counsellor does not 
mention. Incidentally the proletariat gains nothing from this 
circumstance either. 

What, then, does all this talk about the Income Tax amount to? 
In the first place, the proletariat is not at all, or only momentarily, 

interested in the whole matter. 
In the second place, the government, which in levying the 

Slaughter and Milling Tax comes daily into direct contact with the 
proletariat and confronts it in a hateful fashion, the government 
remains in the background where the Income Tax is concerned, and 
forces the bourgeoisie to assume in full the odious business of 
pressing down wages. 

The Income Tax would thus be of benefit to the government 
alone, hence the anger of the Consistorial Counsellors at its rejection. 

But let us concede even for a moment that the proletariat has an 
interest in the matter; should this Diet have granted it? 

By no means. It ought not to have granted moneys at all, it should 
have left the financial system exactly as it was so long as the 
government had not fulfilled all its demands. The refusal of moneys 
is, in all parliamentary assemblies, the means by which the 
government is forced to yield to the majority. This consistent refusal 
of moneys was the only thing in which the Diet behaved energetical-
ly, and that is why the disappointed Consistorial Counsellors have to 
try and render it suspicious in the eyes of the people. 

"And yet," the Rheinischer] Beobachter] continues, "the organs of the liberal press 
quite appropriately raised the matter of the Income Tax." 

Quite correct, and it is indeed a purely bourgeois measure. For 
this very reason, though, the bourgeoisie is able to reject it when it is 
proposed to it at the wrong time by ministers whom it cannot trust an 
inch. 

We shall, incidentally, add this confession concerning the paternity 
of the Income Tax to the record; we shall find it useful later on. 

After some exceptionally vacuous and confused twaddle the 
Consistorial Counsellor suddenly stumbles over the proletariat in the 
following manner: 

"What is the proletariat?" (This is yet another of those questions which arise only to 
remain unanswered.) "It is no exaggeration when we" (that is, the Consistorial 
Counsellors of the Rheinischer] Beobachter], not, however, the other profane 
newspapers) "state that one-third of the people has no basis for its existence, and 
another third is on the decline. The problem of the proletariat is the problem of the 
great majority of the people, it is the cardinal question." 
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How rapidly, indeed, these bureaucrats are brought to see reason 
by a single United Diet with a little opposition! How long is it since 
the government was prohibiting newspapers from maintaining such 
exaggerations as that we might have a proletariat in Prussia? Ever 
since the Trier'sche Zeitung among others—that innocent organ!— 
was threatened with closure because it maliciously wished to present 
the evil circumstances of the proletariat in England and France as 
existing also in Prussia? Be that as the government wishes. We shall 
similarly add to the record that the great majority of the people 
are proletarians. 

"The Diet," it is further declared, "considered the question of principle to be the 
cardinal question, that is, the question of whether or not this exalted assembly should 
receive state power. And what was the people to receive? No railway, no annuity 
banks, no tax relief! Thrice happy people!" 

Observe how our sleek-pated Consistorial Counsellor is gradually 
beginning to show his fox's ears. "The Diet considered the question 
of principle to be the main question." The blessed simplicity of this 
amiable blind-worm! The question as to whether a loan of 30 
millions, an Income Tax providing a revenue not to be determined 
in advance, an annuity bank by means of which 400 to 500 millions 
can be raised on the domains—as to whether all this should be put at 
the disposal of the present dissolute and reactionary government, 
thus rendering it independent for an eternity, or whether it should 
be kept short, be rendered submissive to public opinion by the 
withdrawal of moneys, this our pussy-footing Consistorial Coun-
sellor calls the question of principle! 

"And what will the people receive?" asks the sympathetic 
Consistorial Counsellor. "No railway"—thus it will also avoid paying 
any taxes to cover the interest on the loan and the inevitable big 
losses in the running of this railway. 

"No annuity banks!" Our Consistorial Counsellor acts just as if the 
government wished to give annuities to the proletarians, doesn't he? 
But, on the contrary, it wanted to give annuities to the nobility, for 
which the people would have had to pay. In this way it was to be 
made easier for the peasants to buy themselves free from 
compulsory labour service. If the peasants wait a few years more they 
will probably no longer need to buy themselves free. When the lords 
of the manor come under the pitchforks of the peasants, and this 
could easily happen before very long, then corvée system will cease 
of its own accord. 

"No Income Tax. " But so long as the Income Tax brings no income 
to the people, this is a matter of utter indifference to it. 

9—1826 
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"Thrice happy people," continues the Consistorial Counsellor, "you have at least 
won the question of principle! And if you do not understand what this is, then let your 
representatives explain it to you; perhaps you will forget your hunger in the course of 
their lengthy speeches!" 

Who still dares to claim that the German press is not free? The 
Rheinischer] Beobachter] employs here with complete impunity a 
turn of phrase which many a French provincial jury would without 
more ado declare to be an incitement of the various classes of society 
against one another and cause to be punished. 

The Consistorial Counsellor behaves, incidentally, in a terribly 
awkward manner. He wishes to flatter the people, and does not even 
credit it with knowing what a question of principle might be. Because 
he has to feign sympathy for the people's hunger, he takes his revenge 
by declaring it to be stupid and politically incompetent. The 
proletariat knows so well what the question of principle is that it does 
not reproach the Diet for having won it, but for not having won it. 
The proletariat reproaches the Diet for having stayed on the 
defensive, for not having attacked, for not having gone ten times 
further. It reproaches it with not having behaved decisively enough 
to make possible the participation of the proletariat in the 
movement. The proletariat was certainly incapable of showing any 
interest in the Privileges of the Estates. But a Diet demanding trial by 
jury, equality before the law, the abolition of the corvée system, 
freedom of the press, freedom of association and true representa-
tion, a Diet having once and for all broken with the past and 
formulating its demands according to the needs of the present 
instead of according to the old laws—such a Diet could count on the 
strongest support from the proletariat. 

The Beobachter continues: 
"And may God grant that this Diet should not absorb the power of the 

government, otherwise an insuperable brake will be put upon all social improve-
ments." 

The Herr Consistorial Counsellor may calm himself. A Diet that 
could not even get the better of the Prussian government will be 
given short shrift by the proletariat when the need arises. 

"It has been said," the Consistorial Counsellor observes further, "that the Income 
Tax leads to revolution, to communism. To revolution, to be sure, that is to say, to a 
transformation of social relations, to the removal of limitless poverty." 

Either the Consistorial Counsellor wishes to mock his readers and 
merely say that the Income Tax removes limitless poverty in order to 
replace it with limited poverty, and more of a similar kind of bad 
Berlin jokes—or he is the greatest and most shameless ignoramus in 
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economic matters alive. He does not know that in England the 
Income Tax has been in existence for seven years and has not 
transformed a single social relation, has not removed the least hair's 
breadth of limitless poverty. He does not know that it is precisely 
where the most limitless poverty exists in Prussia, in the weaving 
villages of Silesia and Ravensberg, among the small peasants of 
Silesia, Posen, the Mosel and the Vistula, that the Class Tax, that is, 
the Income Tax, is in force. 

But who can reply seriously to such absurdities? It is further 
stated: 

"Also to communism, as it happens to be understood.... Where all relations have 
been so intertwined with one another and brought into flux by trade and industry that 
the individual loses his footing in the currents of competition, by the nature of the 
circumstances he is thrown upon the mercy of society which must compensate in respect of 
the particular for the consequences of the general fluctuations. Hence society has a duty 
of solidarity in respect of the existence of its members." 

And there we are supposed to have the communism of the 
Rh[einischer] Beobachter] Thus—in a society such as ours, where 
nobody is secure in his existence, in his position in life, society is duty 
bound to secure everybody's existence. First the Consistorial 
Counsellor admits that the existing society cannot do this, and then he 
demands of it that it should nevertheless perform this impossible 
feat. 

But it should compensate in respect of the particular for that for 
which it can show no consideration in its general fluctuations, this is 
what the Consistorial Counsellor means. 

"One-third of the people has no basis for its existence, and 
another third is on the decline." 

Ten million individuals, therefore, are to be individually compen-
sated for. Does the Consistorial Counsellor believe in all seriousness 
that the pauvre* Prussian government will be able to achieve this? 

To be sure, and what is more by means of the Income Tax, which 
leads to communism, as it happens to be understoodby the Rh[einischer] 
Beobachter. 

Magnificent. After bemusing us with confused balderdash about 
alleged communism, after declaring that society has a duty of 
solidarity in respect of the existence of its members, that it has to care 
for them, although it cannot do so, after all these aberrations, 
contradictions and impossible demands, we are urged to accept the 
Income Tax as the measure which will resolve all contradictions, 

a Poor.— Ed. 
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make all impossibilities possible and restore the solidarity of all 
members of society. 

We refer to Herr von Duesberg's memorandum on the Income 
Tax, which was presented to the Diet.a In this memorandum 
employment had already been found for the last penny of the 
revenue from the Income Tax. The hard-pressed government had 
not a farthing to spare for the compensation in respect of the 
particular for general fluctuations, for the fulfilment of society's 
duties of solidarity. And if, instead of ten million, only ten 
individuals had been through the nature of circumstances thrown 
upon Herr von Duesberg's mercy, Herr von Duesberg would have 
rejected all ten of them. 

But no, we are mistaken; besides the Income Tax the Herr 
Consistorial Counsellor has yet another means for introducing 
communism, as he happens to understand it: 

"What is the Alpha and Omega of the Christian faith? The dogma of original 
sin and redemption. And therein lies the association in solidarity of humanity in its 
highest potential: One for all and all for 6ne." 

Thrice happy people! The cardinal question is solved for all 
eternity! Under the double wings of the Prussian eagle and the Holy 
Ghost, the proletariat will find two inexhaustible springs of life: first, 
the surplus from the Income Tax above the ordinary and 
extraordinary needs of the state, which surplus equals zero, and 
second, the revenues from the heavenly domains of original sin and 
redemption, which likewise equal zero. These two zeroes provide a 
splendid basis for the one-third of the people which has no basis for 
its existence, a powerful support for the other third which is on the 
decline. Imaginary surpluses, original sin and redemption will 
undoubtedly satisfy the people's hunger in quite another way than 
the long speeches of liberal deputies! It is further stated: 

"We also pray, in the Lord's prayer: 'Lead us not into temptation.' And what we 
supplicate for ourselves we ought to practise with regard to our fellow human beings. 
Our social conditions undoubtedly tempt man, and the excess of poverty incites to 
crime." 

And we, gentlemen, we bureaucrats, judges and Consistorial 
Counsellors of the Prussian state, practise this consideration by 
having people broken on the wheel, beheaded, locked up and 
flogged to our heart's content, thereby "leading" the proletariat 
"into the temptation" to have us later similarly broken on the wheel, 
beheaded, locked up and flogged. Which will not fail to occur. 

a Duesberg, von. Denkschrift, betreffend die Aufhebung der Mahl- und Schlachtsteuer, 
die Beschränkung der Klassensteuer und die Erhebung einer Einkommensteuer.—IEd. 
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"Such conditions," declares the Consistorial Counsellor, "must not be tolerated 
by a Christian state, it must remedy them." 

Indeed, with absurd blusterings about society's duties of solidarity, 
with imaginary surpluses and unacceptable bills of exchange on God 
the Father, Son and Company. 

"We can also save ourselves all this tedious talk of communism," opines our 
observing Consistorial Counsellor. "If only those who have the vocation for it develop 
the social principles of Christianity, then the Communists will soon fall silent." 

The social principles of Christianity have now had eighteen hun-
dred years to be developed, and need no further development by 
Prussian Consistorial Counsellors. 

The social principles of Christianity justified the slavery of antiq-
uity, glorified the serfdom of the Middle Ages and are capable, in 
case of need, of defending the oppression of the proletariat, even if 
with somewhat doleful grimaces. 

The social principles of Christianity preach the necessity of a 
ruling and an oppressed class, and for the latter all they have to offer 
is the pious wish that the former may be charitable. 

The social principles of Christianity place the Consistorial 
Counsellor's compensation for all infamies in heaven, and thereby 
justify the continuation of these infamies on earth. 

The social principles of Christianity declare all the vile acts of the 
oppressors against the oppressed to be either a just punishment for 
original sin and other sins, or trials which the Lord, in his infinite 
wisdom, ordains for the redeemed. 

The social principles of Christianity preach cowardice, self-
contempt, abasement, submissiveness and humbleness, in short, all 
the qualities of the rabble, and the proletariat, which will not permit 
itself to be treated as rabble, needs its courage, its self-confidence, its 
pride and its sense of independence even more than its bread. 

The social principles of Christianity are sneaking and hypocritical, 
and the proletariat is revolutionary. 

So much for the social principles of Christianity. 
Further: 

"We have acknowledged social reform to be the most distinguished vocation of 
the monarchy." 

Have we? There has.not been a single word of this hitherto. 
However, let it stand. And what does the social reform of the 
monarchy consist in? In promulgating an Income Tax stolen from 
the liberal press, which is to provide surpluses the Minister of 
Finance knows nothing about, in the abortive Land Annuity Banks, 
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in the Prussian Eastern Railway, and in particular in the profits from 
a vast capital of original sin and redemption! 

"The interests of the monarchy itself makes this advisable"—how 
low, then, the monarchy must have sunk! 

"The distress in society demands this"—for the moment it 
demands protective tariffs far more than dogmas. 

"The gospel recommends this"—this is recommended by every-
thing in general, only not by the terrifyingly barren condition of the 
Prussian State treasury, this abyss, which, within three years, will 
irrevocably have swallowed up the 15 Russian millions. The gospel 
recommends a great deal besides, among other things also castration 
as the beginning of social reform with oneself (Matth[ew] 19:12). 

"The monarchy," declares our Consistorial Counsellor, "is one with the people." 

This pronouncement is only another form of the old "l'état c'est 
raoi",a and precisely the same form, in fact, as was used by Louis XVI 
against his rebellious estates on June 23, 1789: "If you do not obey, 
then I shall send you back home"—"et seul je ferai le bonheur de mon 
peuple" .b 

The monarchy must indeed be very hard-pressed if it decides to 
make use of this formula, and our learned Consistorial Counsellor 
certainly knows how the French people thanked Louis XVI for its 
use on that occasion. 

"The throne," the Herr Consistorial Counsellor assures us further, "must rest on 
the broad foundation of the people, there it stands best." 

So long, that is, as those broad shoulders do not, with one powerful 
heave, throw this burdensome superstructure into the gutter. 

"The aristocracy," thus concludes the Herr Consistorial Counsellor, "leaves the 
monarchy its dignity and gives it a poetical adornment, but removes real power from 
it. The bourgeoisie robs it of both its power and its dignity, and only gives it a civil list. 
The people preserves to the monarchy its power, its dignity and its poetry." 

In this passage the Herr Consistorial Counsellor has unfortunately 
taken the boastful appeal To His People, made by Frederick William 
in his Speech from the Throne,98 too seriously. Its last word 
is—overthrow of the aristocracy, overthrow of the bourgeoisie, 
creation of a monarchy drawing its support from the people. 

If these demands were not pure fantasies they would contain in 
themselves a complete revolution. 

We have not the slightest wish to argue in detail that the 

a " I am the state" (expression attributed to Louis XIV).— Ed. 
"And alone I shall create the happiness of my people." — Ed. 
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aristocracy cannot be overthrown in any other manner than by the 
bourgeoisie and the people together, that rule of the people in a 
country where the aristocracy and the bourgeoisie still exist side by 
side is a piece of sheer nonsense. One cannot reply to such 
yarn-spinnings from one of Eichhorn's Consistorial Counsellors with 
any serious development of ideas. 

We merely wish to make some well-intentioned comments to those 
gentlemen who would like to rescue the apprehensive Prussian 
monarchy by means of a somersault into the people. 

Of all political elements the people is by far the most dangerous 
for a king. Not the people of which Frederick William speaks, which 
offers thanks with moist eyes for a kick and a silver penny; this 
people is completely harmless, for it only exists in the king's 
imagination. But the real people, the proletarians, the small peasants 
and the plebs—this is, as Hobbes says, puer robustus, sed malitiosus,* 
a robust, but ill-natured youth, which permits no kings, be they lean or 
fat, to get the better of him. 

This people would above all else extort from His Majesty a 
constitution, together with a universal franchise, freedom of 
association, freedom of the press and other unpleasant things. 

And if it had all this, it would use it to pronounce as rapidly as 
possible on the power, the dignity and the poetry of the monarchy. 

The current worthy occupant of this monarchy could count 
himself fortunate if the people employed him as a public barker of 
the Berlin Artisans' Association with a civil list of 250 talers and a 
cool pale ale daily. 

If the Consistorial gentlemen now directing the destiny of the 
Prussian monarchy and the Rhein[ischer] Beobachter should doubt 
this, then let them merely cast a glance at history. History provides a 
quite different horoscopes for kings who appealed to their people. 

Charles I of England also appealed to His People against his estates. 
He called his people to arms against parliament. The people, 
however, declared itself to be against the king, threw all the members 
who did not represent the people out of parliament and finally 
caused parliament, which had thus become the real representative of 
the people, to behead the king. Thus ended the appeal of Charles I 
to his people. This occurred on January 30, 1649, and has its 
bicentenary in the year 1849. 

Louis XVI of France likewise appealed to His People. Three years 
long he appealed from one section of the people to another, he 
sought His people, the true people, the people filled with enthusiasm 

a Th. Hobbes, Elementa philosophica de cive.— Ed. 
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for him, and found it nowhere. Finally he found it in the 
encampment of Koblenz, behind the ranks of the Prussian and 
Austrian army. This, however, was too much of a good thing for his 
people in France. On August 10, 1792 it locked up the appellant in 
the Temple and summoned the National Convention, which 
represented it in every respect. 

This Convention declared itself competent to judge the appeal of 
the ex-king, and after some consultation the appellant was taken to 
the Place de la Révolution, where he was guillotined on January 21, 
1793. 

That is what happens when kings appeal to Their People. Just what 
happens, however, when Consistorial Counsellors wish to found a 
democratic monarchy, we shall have to wait and see. 

Written on September 5, 1847 Printed according to the newspaper 

First published in the Published in full in English for the 
Deutsche-Brüsseler-Zeitung No. 73, first time 
September 12, 1847 
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GERMAN SOCIALISM IN VERSE AND PROSE" 

1 
KARL BECK, LIEDER VOM ARMEN MANN, 

OR T H E POETRY OF TRUE SOCIALISM 

[Deutsche-Brüsseler-Zeitung No. 73, September 12, 1847] 

Songs about the Poor Man begins with a song to a wealthy house. 

T O THE HOUSE OF ROTHSCHILD 

To prevent misunderstandings, the poet addresses God as 
"LORD" and the house of Rothschild as Lord. 

Right at the beginning he records his petty-bourgeois illusion that 
the "rule of gold" obeys Rothschild's "whims"; an illusion which 
gives rise to a whole series of fancies about the power of the house of 
Rothschild. 

It is not the destruction of Rothschild's real power, of the social 
conditions on which it is based, which the poet threatens; he merely 
desires it to be humanely applied. He laments that bankers are not 
socialist philanthropists, not enthusiasts for an ideal, not benefactors 
of mankind, but just—bankers. Beck sings of the cowardly petty-
bourgeois wretchedness, of the "poor man", the pauvre honteux with 
his poor, pious and contradictory wishes of the "little man" in all his 
manifestations, and not of the proud, threatening, and revolutionary 
proletarian. The threats and reproaches which Beck showers on the 
house of Rothschild, sound, for all his good intentions, even more 
farcical to the reader than a Capuchin's sermon. They are founded 
on the most infantile illusion about the power of the Rothschilds, on 
total ignorance of the connection between this power and existing 
conditions, and on a complete misapprehension about the means 
which the Rothschilds had to use to acquire power and to retain 
power. Pusillanimity and lack of understanding, womanish senti-
mentality and the wretched, prosaically sober attitudes of the petty 
bourgeoisie, theSe are the muses of this lyre, and in vain they do 
violence to themselves in an attempt to appear terrible. They only 
appear ridiculous. Their forced bass is constantly breaking into a 
comic falsetto, their dramatic rendering of the titanic struggle of an 
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Enceladus only succeeds in producing the farcical, disjointed jerks of 
a puppet. 

The rule of gold obeys your whims 

Oh, would your works could be as splendid 
And your heart as great as is your power! (p. 4). 

It is a pity that Rothschild has the power and our poet the heart. 
"Were but the two of them one, it had been too much for the earth." 
(Herr Ludwig of Bavaria.)3 

The first figure with whom Rothschild is confronted is of course 
the minstrel himself, to be precise, the German minstrel who dwells in 
"lofty, heavenly garrets". 

Singing of justice, light and freedom, 
The one true GOD in trinity, 
The lute of the bards is with melody inspired: 
Now men with listening ears will follow 
The spirits (p. 5). 

This "GOD", borrowed from the Leipziger Allgemeine Zeitungs 
motto,100 precisely because of his existence as a trinity, has no effect on 
the Jew Rothschild but produces quite magical effects on German 
youth. 

Restored to health, youth speaks a warning 

And the fertile seed of inspiration 
Sprouts up in myriad splendid names (p.[p. 5-]6). 

Rothschild's verdict on the German poets is different: 
The song the spirits had us sing, 
You call it hunger for fame and food [p. 6]. 

Although youth is speaking a warning and its myriad splendid 
names are sprouting up, their splendour consisting in the very fact 
that they never get further than mere inspiration, although "the 
bugles bravely sound for battle" and "the heart beats so loud at 
night", 

The foolish heart, it feels the stress 
Of a celestial impregnation (p. 7). 

That foolish heart, that Virgin Mary!—although 
Youth like a sombre Saul (by Karl Beck,b published 

by Engelmann, Leipzig, 1840), 
At odds with GOD and with itself [p. 8.], 

for all that and all that, Rothschild maintains the armed peace which, 
as Beck believes, depends on him alone. 

a Free rendering of two lines from Ludwig I of Bavaria's, "Florenz".—Ed. 
An allusion to Karl Beck's tragedy Saul.—Ed. 
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The newspaper report that the Holy See has sent Rothschild the 
Order of the Redeemer provides our poet with the chance to 
demonstrate that Rothschild is no redeemer; similarly it could just as 
well have been the occasion for the equally interesting proof that 
Christ, Redeemer though he was, was nevertheless not a knight of 
the Order of the Redeemer. 

You, a redeemer? (p. 11). 

And he then proves to him that unlike Christ he never wrestled in 
bitter night, he never sacrificed proud earthly power 

For a merciful gladdening mission 
To you entrusted by the great SPIRIT (p. 11). 

It must be said of the great SPIRIT that it does not exhibit much 
spiritual sagacity in its choice of missionaries and has approached the 
wrong man for acts of mercy. The only great thing about it is its block 
capitals. 

Rothschild's paucity of talent as a redeemer is amply demonstrated 
to him by means of three examples: how he reacted towards the July 
Revolution, the Poles and the Jews. 

Up rose the dauntless scion of the Franks (p. 12), 

in a word, the July Revolution broke out. 
Were you prepared? Did your gold resound 
Happy as the twittering of larks in welcome 
To the springtime stirring in the world? 
Which made young again those yearning hopes 
Sleeping deeply buried in our breasts, 
And brought them back into the living world? (p. 12). 

The springtime that was stirring was the springtime of the 
bourgeoisie, to whom gold, Rothschild's gold as much as any other, 
does indeed resound happy as the twittering of larks. To be sure, the 
hopes which at the time of the Restoration were sleeping deeply 
buried not only in the breast but also in the Carbonari Ventes101 were 
at that time made young again and brought back into the living 
world, and Beck's poor man was left to pick up the crumbs. But as 
soon as Rothschild had convinced himself that the new government 
had firm foundations, he was happy enough to set his larks 
twittering—at the usual interest rates, of course. 

Just how completely Beck is entangled in petty-bourgeois illusions 
is shown by the saintly status Laffitte is accorded in comparison with 
Rothschild: 

Close-nestling beside your much-coveted halls 
Is a burgher's dwelling of holy repute (p. 13), 
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in other words, Laffitte's dwelling. The inspired petty bourgeois is 
proud of the bourgeois character of his house compared with the 
much-coveted halls of the Hotel Rothschild. His ideal, the Laffitte of 
his imagination, must naturally also live in true bourgeois simplicity; 
the Hotel Laffitte shrinks into a German burgher's dwelling. Laffitte 
himself is depicted as a virtuous householder, a man pure in heart, 
he is compared with Mucius Scaevola and is said to have sacrificed his 
fortune in order to put mankind and the century (is Beck perhaps 
thinking of the Paris Siècle?}) back on their feet again. He is called a 
youthful dreamer and finally a beggar. His funeral is touchingly 
described: 

Accompanying the funeral cortège 
Marched with muffled tread the Marseillaise (p. 14). 

Alongside the Marseillaise went the carriages of the royal family, 
and right behind them M. Sauzet, M. Duchâtel and all the ventrue02 

and loups-cerviers* of the Chamber of Deputies. 
How the Marseillaise really must have muffled her tread, though, 

when Laffitte led his compère,c the Duke of Orléans, in triumph to the 
Hôtel de Ville after the July revolution and made the striking 
statement that from now on the bankers would rule? 

In the case of the Poles, criticism goes no further than that 
Rothschild did not show enough charity to the emigres. The attack 
on Rothschild is here reduced to the level of a small-town anecdote 
and quite loses the appearance of an attack on the power of money in 
general which is represented by Rothschild. We all know how the 
bourgeoisie has welcomed the Poles with open arms and even with 
enthusiasm wherever it is in power. 

An example of this compunction: enter a Pole, begging and 
praying. Rothschild gives him a silver coin, the Pole 

Trembling with joy accepts the silver coin 
And speaks his blessing on you and your line [p. 1(5], 

a predicament from which the Polish Committee in Paris has so far 
on Lie whole saved the Poles. The whole episode with the Pole only 
serves to permit our poet to strike an attitude: 

But I hurl back that beggar's happiness 
Contemptuously into your money-bag, 
Avenging thus mankind offended! (p. 16), 

a Century.—Ed. 
Pot-bellies and profiteers.—Ed. 

c The French word has a double meaning: firstly, kinsman; secondly, accom-
plice.—Ed. 
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such a bull's-eye at the money-bag requiring much practice and skill 
in throwing. Finally Beck insures himself against proceedings for 
assault and battery by acting not in his own name but in that of 
mankind. 

As early as p. 9 Rothschild is taken to task for accepting a patent of 
citizenship from Austria's fat imperial city, 

Where your much-harassed fellow-Jews 
Pay for their daylight and their air. 

Beck really believes that with this Viennese patent of citizenship 
Rothschild has obtained the blessings of freedom. 

Now, on p. 19, he is asked: 
Have you set your own people free 
That ever hopes and meekly suffers? 

Rothschild ought then to have become the redeemer of the Jews. 
And how ought Rothschild to have set about this? The Jews had 
chosen him as king because his gold weighed the heaviest. He should 
have taught them how to despise gold, "how to suffer deprivation 
for the world's sake" (p. 21). 

He ought to have wiped their memories clean of selfishness, 
cunning and the practice of usury, in short, he ought to have 
appeared in sackcloth and ashes as a preacher of morality and 
atonement. Our poet's daring demand is the equivalent of requiring 
Louis-Philippe to teach the bourgeoisie of the July revolution to 
abolish property. If either were so insane, they would lose their 
power forthwith, but the Jews would not wipe their memories clean 
of haggling, nor the bourgeoisie theirs of property. 

On p. 24 Rothschild is criticised for bleeding the bourgeoisie 
white, as though it were not desirable that the bourgeoisie should be 
bled white. 

On p. 25 he is said to have led the princes astray. Ought they not to 
be led astray? 

We have already evidence enough of the fabulous power Beck 
attributes to Rothschild. But he goes on in a crescendo. Having 
indulged on p. 26 in fantasies as to all the things he (Beck) would do 
if he were propriétaireof the sun, that is, not even the hundredth part of 
what the sun is doing without him—it suddenly occurs to him that 
Rothschild is not the only sinner, but that other wealthy men exist be-
sides him. However: 

You occupied in eloquence the teacher's chair, 
Attentively the rich sat as your pupils; 
Your task: to lead them out into the world, 
Your role: to be their conscience. 
They have gone wild—and you looked on, 
They are corrupted—and yours is the blame (p. 27). 
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So Lord Rothschild could have prevented the development of 
trade and industry, competition, the concentration of property, the 
national debt and agiotage, in short, the whole development of 
modern bourgeois society, if only he had had somewhat more 
conscience. It really requires toute la désolante naïveté de la poésie 
allemande* for one to dare to publish such nursery tales. Rothschild is 
turned into a regular Aladdin. 

Still not satisfied, Beck confers on Rothschild 
The dizzy grandeur of the mission 

The whole world's sufferings to assuage [p. 28], 

a mission which all the capitalists in the whole world are not remotely 
capable of fulfilling. Does our poet not realise then that the more 
sublime and awe-inspiring he attempts to appear, the more 
ridiculous he becomes? that all his criticisms of Rothschild are 
transmuted into the most slavish flattery? that he is extolling 
Rothschild's power as the most cunning panegyrist could not have 
extolled it? Rothschild must congratulate himself when he sees what 
a monstrous form his puny personality assumes as reflected in the 
mind of a German poet. 

After our poet has so far versified the romantic and ignorant 
fantasies of a German petty bourgeois concerning what is within the 
power of a big capitalist if only he were a man of good will, after he 
has puffed up the fantasy of this power as far as it will go in the 
puffed-up dizzy grandeur of his mission, he gives vent to the moral 
indignation of a petty bourgeois at the discrepancy between ideal 
and reality, in an emotional paroxysm which would give rise to fits of 
laughter even in a Pennsylvanian Quaker: 

Alas, alack, when in long night (December 21) 
I pondered with a fevered brow 

Then did my locks rear up on end, 
Methought I was at GOD's own heartstrings tugging, 
A bellman at the fire-bell (p. 28), 

which must surely have been the last nail in the old man's coffin. He 
thinks the "spirits of history" have thus entrusted him with ideas, 
which he is not permitted either to whisper or proclaim aloud. In fact 
he comes to the desperate decision to dance the cancan in his grave: 

But when in mouldering shroud I lie, 
My corse shall shake with joyful tremors, 
When down to me (the corse) the tiding comes 
That victims on the altars smoke (p. 29). 

a All the utterly depressing naivety of German poetry.—Ed. 
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I begin to find young Karl disturbing.3 

Thus ends the song about the House of Rothschild. There now 
follows, as is customary with modern lyric poets, a rhymed reflection 
on this canto and the role the poet has played in it. 

I know your mighty arm 
Can chastise me till the blood does flow (p. 30), 

in other words, he can give him fifty of the best. The Austrian never 
forgets the birch. In the face of this danger, a feeling of exaltation 
gives him strength: 

At GOD's command and without fear 
I sang full freely what I knew [p. 30]. 

The German poet always sings to command. Of course, the master 
is responsible and not the servant, and so Rothschild has to face up to 
GOD and not to Beck, his servant. It is indeed the general practice of 
modern lyric poets: 

1. To boast of the danger they think they are exposing themselves 
to in their harmless songs; 

2. to take a thrashing and then commend themselves to God. 
The song "To the House of Rothschild" closes with a few stirring 

sentiments about the aforementioned song, which is here slander-
ously described in the following terms: 

Free it is and proud, it may command you, 
Tell you the things by which in faith it swears (p. 32), 

that is, by its own excellence, as instanced in this conclusion. We fear 
that Rothschild may take Beck to court, not on account of the song, 
but on account of this piece of perjury. 

[Deutsche-Brüsseler-Zeitung No. 74, September 16, 1847] 

O, SCATTER THE GOLDEN BLESSING! 

The rich are called upon to give support to those in need, 
Until your industry for wife and child 
Security ensured [p. 35]. 

a Quoted ironically from Schiller's tragedy Don Carlos, Act I, Scene 6.— Ed. 
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And all this is to happen 
That you may keep your virtue 
As a burgher and a man [p. 35], 

summa summarum, a good philistine.* Beck is thereby reduced to his 
ideal. 

SERVINGMAN AND MAID 

The poet takes as his theme two souls most pleasing to God and 
describes in an exceptionally dull fashion how they only come to 
share a chaste marriage-bed only after many years of cheese-paring 
and moral living. 

To kiss? Shame would o'ercome them! To dally? O so discreetly! 
Flowers there were indeed—the flowers on the frosted pane; 
A dance on crutches, O God!, a poor butterfly in winter, 
Half in the bloom of childhood, half in withered age [p. 50]. 

Instead of concluding with this, the one good verse in the whole 
poem, he then sets them crowing and quivering, and all for joy over 
their few chattels, that "at their own hearth their own settles stand", a 
cliché uttered not ironically but with heartfelt tears of pathos. Nor 
will he have done at that: 

God alone is their Lord, who bids the stars shine in the darkness 
And observes with a kindly eye the slave who breaks his chains [p. 50]. 

And with this any point in the ending is happily blunted. Beck's 
indecision and lack of self-confidence constantly reveal themselves in 
the fact that he spins out every poem for as long as he can, and can 
never complete it until some piece of sentimentality has betrayed his 
petty-bourgeois outlook. The Kleistian hexameters appear to be 
deliberately chosen so as to subject the reader to the same boredom 
as the two lovers bring upon themselves by their craven morality 
during their long period of trial. 

T H E JEWISH SECOND-HAND DEALER 

There are some naive, appealing bits in the description of the 
Jewish second-hand dealer, e.g.: 

The week flies by, five days only 
The week allows you for your work. 
Bestir yourself, don't pause for breath, 

a In German there is a pun on the words: Bürger—burgher, Mann—man, 
Bürgersmann—philistine.—Ed. 
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Earn, earn your daily bread. 
Saturdays the Father does forbid you, 
Sundays are forbidden by the Son [p. 55]. 

But later Beck succumbs completely to that kind of blathering 
about the Jews which is typical of the liberal Young Germans.103 The 
poetry dries, up so entirely that one might think one was listening to a 
scrofulous speech in the scrofulous Saxon Assembly of Estates: You 
cannot become a craftsman, nor an "alderman of the mercers' 
guild", nor tiller of the soil, nor professor, but a career in medicine is 
open to you. This finds poetical expression as follows: 

A working trade they would deny you, 
Deny you too a field to till. 
You may not from the teacher's chair 
Offer discourse to the young; 

You may heal the country's sick [p. 57]. 

Could one not in the same way versify the Collected Statutes of 
Prussia and set Herr Ludwig of Bavaria's verse to music? 

Having declaimed to his son: 
You must labour and be grasping, 
Always covetous of property and gold [p. 57], 

the Jew consoles him with: 

Your honesty endures for ever [pp. 57-58]. 

LORELEI 
This Lorelei is none other than Gold. 

Then did turpitude flood in 
Upon all purity of spirit, 
Drowning all things sound [p. 64]. 

This Deluge of the spirit and drowning of all things sound is a 
most depressing mixture of the banal and the bombastic. There 
follow petty tirades against the evil and immorality of money. 

Its (love's) quest is money and precious stones 
And never hearts nor parity of souls, 
No simple hut for dwelling [p. 67]. 

If money had done no more than discredit this German quest for 
hearts and parity of souls and Schiller's meanest hut with its space for a 
happy loving pair,3 its revolutionary effects would deserve recogni-
tion. 

a An allusion to Schiller's poem "Der Jüngling am Bache".— Ed. 
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DRUM-SONG 

In this poem our socialist poet once more shows how through 
being trapped in the German petty-bourgeois misery, he is 
constantly obliged to spoil what little effect he achieves. 

A regiment marches off with its band playing. The people call 
upon the soldiers to make common cause with them. The reader is 
glad that the poet is at last summoning up courage. But oh dear! We 
finally discover that the occasion is merely the Emperor's name-day 
and the people's words are only the improvised and unspoken 
reverie of a youth watching the parade. Probably a gymnasium boy: 

Thus dreams a youth with burning heart [p. 76]. 

Whilst in the hands of Heine the same material, with the same 
point, would contain the most bitter satire on the German people, in 
Beck's case all that emerges is a satire on the poet himself, who 
identifies himself with the powerlessly rapturous youth. In Heine's 
case, the raptures of the bourgeoisie are deliberately high-pitched, so 
that they may equally deliberately then be brought down to earth 
with a bump; in Beck's case it is the poet himself who is associated 
with these fantasies and who naturally also suffers the consequences 
when he comes crashing down to earth. In the case of the one the 
bourgeoisie feels indignation at the poet's impertinence, in the case 
of the other reassurance at the attitudes of mind they have in 
common. The Prague uprising104 in any case presented him with an 
opportunity to work up material of a quite different character from 
this farce. 

THE EMIGRANT 

I broke a bough from off a tree, 
The keeper made complaint, 
The master bound me to a post 
And dealt me this grave injury [p. 86]. 

The only thing missing here is the complaint delivered in similarly 
versified form. 

THE WOODEN LEG 

Here the poet tries his hand at narrative and fails in a really 
pathetic fashion. This complete inability to tell a story and create a 
situation, which is evident throughout the book, is characteristic of 
the poetry of true socialism. True socialism, in its vagueness, 
provides no opportunity to relate the individual facts of the narrative 
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to general conditions and thus bring out what is striking or 
significant about them. That is why the true socialists shy away from 
history in their prose as well. Where they cannot avoid it, they 
content themselves either with philosophical constructions or with 
producing an arid and boring catalogue of isolated instances of 
misfortune and social cases. Furthermore, they all lack the necessary 
talent for narrative, both in prose and poetry, and this is connected 
with the vagueness of their whole outlook. 

THE POTATO 

Tune: Morgenrot, Morgenrot! 

Sacred bread! 

You that came in our distress, 
You that came at heaven's bidding 
Into the world, that men might eat— 
Farewell, for now you are dead! [p. 105]. 

In the second verse he calls the potato 
...that little relic 
Left to us from Eden, 

and describes potato-blight: 
Among angels the plague rampages. 

In the third verse Beck advises the poor to put mourning on: 
You, the poor! 

Go and put mourning on. 
You now have need of nought, 
Alas, all you own is gone, 
Weep, who still have tears to shed! 

Dead in the sand 
Lies your God, o melancholy land. 
Yet let these words speak comfort to you: 
Never did redeemer perish 
Who did not later rise again! [p. 106]. 

Weep, who still have tears to shed, with the poet! Were he not as 
bereft of energy as his poor man is of wholesome potatoes, he would 
have rejoiced at the substance acquired last autumn by that 
bourgeois god, the potato, one of the pivots of the existing bourgeois 
society. The landowners and burghers of Germany would have done 
themselves no harm by having this poem sung in the churches. 

For this effort Beck deserves a garland of potato-blossom. 
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THE OLD MAID 

We shall not look more closely at this poem since it drags on 
interminably, extending over full ninety pages with unspeakable 
boredom. The old maid, who in civilised countries is mostly only a 
nominal occurrence, is in Germany admittedly a significant "social 
case". 

The most common kind of socialist self-complacent reflection is to 
say that all would be well if only it were not for the poor on the other 
side. This argument may be developed with any conceivable 
subject-matter. At the heart of this argument lies the philanthropic 
petty-bourgeois hypocrisy which is perfectly happy with the positive 
aspects of existing society and laments only that the negative aspect 
of poverty exists alongside them, inseparably bound up with present 
society, and only wishes that this society may continue to exist without 
the conditions of its existence. 

Beck develops this argument in this poem often in the most trivial 
possible way, for example, in connection with Christmas: 

O day that gently edifies men's hearts, 
You would be gentler still and doubly dear— 
Did there not lodge in poor children's hearts 
Whose orphan gaze surveys the festive 
Rooms of their rich playmates, 
Envy and the seeds of sin, 
Along with rabid blasphemy! 
Yes 
... more sweetly would the children's merry cheer 
Sound to my ears in the Christmas candlelight, 
If only in damp caverns destitution 
Were not shivering on putrid straw [p. 149]. 

There are, by the way, occasional fine passages in this amorphous 
and interminable poem, for example the description of the lumpen 
proletariat: 

Who day by day unwearyingly 
Hunt garbage in the fetid gutters; 
Who flit like sparrows after food, 
Mending pans and grinding knives, 
Starching linen with stiff fingers, 
Pushing breathless at the heavy cart, 
Laden with but scarcely ripened fruits, 
Crying piteously: Who'll buy, who'll buy? 
Who fight over a copper in the dirt; 
Who at the corner-stones each day 
Sing praise to the God in whom they believe, 
But scarcely dare hold out their hands, 
Begging being against the law; 
Who with deaf ears, beset by hunger, 
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Pluck the harp and blow upon the flute, 
Year in, year out, the same old tune— 
Beneath each window, at each gate— 
Setting the nursemaid's feet adance 
But hearing not the melody themselves; 
Who after dusk illuminate the city 
But have no light for their own home; 
Who shoulder burdens and split firewood, 
Who have no master, and who have too many; 
Who dash to pray, procure and steal 
And drown with drink the vestige of a soul [pp. 158-160]. 

Beck here rises for the first time above the usual morality of the 
German bourgeoisie by putting these lines in the mouth of an old 
beggar whose daughter is asking for his permission to go to a 
rendezvous with an officer. In the above lines he gives her an 
embittered picture of the classes to which her child would then 
belong, he derives his objections from her immediate social position 
and does not preach morality to her, and for this he deserves credit. 

THOU SHALT NOT STEAL 

The virtuous servant of a Russian, whom the servant himself 
characterises as a worthy master, robs his apparently sleeping master 
during the night in order to maintain his old father. The Russian 
follows him surreptitiously and looks over his shoulder just as he is 
penning the following note to the same old man: 

Take this money! I have stolen! 
Father, pray to our Redeemer 
That he may one day from his throne 
Allow forgiveness to his servant! 
I will labour and earn money, 
And from my palliasse chase fatigue, 
Till I can pay my worthy master 
Back the money I have stolen [p. 241]. 

The virtuous servant's worthy master is so moved by these awful 
revelations that he cannot speak, but places his hand on the servant's 
head in blessing. 

But the latter's life had left him— 
And his heart had broken with terror [p. 242]. 

Can anything more comical be committed to paper? Beck here 
descends lower than Kotzebue and Iffland, the servant's tragedy 
surpasses even the middle-class tragedy. 
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NEW GODS AND OLD SORROWS 

In this poem, Ronge, the Friends of Light,105 the New Jews, the 
barber, the washerwoman and the Leipzig citizen with his modicum 
of liberty are often effectively lampooned. At the end, the poet 
defends himself against the philistines who will criticise him for it, 
although he too 

The song of light 
Sang out into the storm and night [p. 298]. 

He then himself propounds a doctrine of brotherly love and 
practical religion, modified by socialism and founded on a kind of 
nature-deism, and thus enlists one aspect of his opponents against 
the other. So Beck can never let matters rest until he has spoilt his 
own case, because he is himself too much entangled in German 
misery and gives too much thought to himself, to the poet, in his 
verse. With the modern lyrical poets in general, the bard has reverted 
to a fabulously trimmed, heroically posturing figure. He is not an 
active person situated in real society, who writes poetry, but "the 
poet", hovering in the clouds, these clouds being none other than the 
nebulous fantasies of the German bourgeoisie.—Beck constantly 
drops from the most heroical bombast into the soberest of bourgeois 
prose styles, and from a petty warlike wit against present conditions 
into a sentimental acceptance of them. It is constantly occurring to 
him that it is he himself de quo fabula narratur.* That is why his songs 
are not revolutionary in effect, but resemble 

Three doses of salts 
To calm the blood (p. 293). 

The conclusion to the whole volume is therefore most approp-
riately provided by the following weak wail of resignation: 

When will life upon this earth 
Be bearable, O God? 
In longing I am doubly strong 
And hence in patience doubly wearied [p. 324]. 

Beck has incontestably more talent and at the outset more energy 
too than most of the German scribbling fraternity. His great lament 
is the German misery, amongst whose theoretical manifestations also 
belong Beck's pompously sentimental socialism and Young German 
reminiscences. Until social conflicts in Germany are given a more 
acute form by a more distinct differentiation between classes and a 
momentary acquisition of political power by [the] bourgeoisie, there 

a About whom the story is being told.— Ed. 
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can be little hope for a German poet in Germany itself. On the one 
hand, it is impossible for him to adopt a revolutionary stance in 
German society because the revolutionary elements themselves are 
not yet sufficiently developed, and on the other, the chronic misery 
surrounding him on all sides has too debilitating an effect for him to 
be able to rise above it, to be free of it and to laugh at it, without 
succumbing to it again himself. For the present the only advice we 
can give to all German poets who still have a little talent is to emigrate 
to civilised countries. 

2 

KARL GRÜN, ÜBER GGTHE VOM MENSCHLICHEN STANDPUNKTE, 
DARMSTADT, 1846 

[Deutsche-Brüsseler-Zeitung No. 93, November 21, 1847] 

Herr Grün relaxes after the exertions of his "Soziale Bewegung in 
Frankreich und Belgien" by glancing at the lack o/social movement in 
his native land. For the sake of variety, he decides to take a look at 
"the human aspect" of the elderly Goethe. He has exchanged his 
seven-league boots for carpet-slippers, donned his dressing-gown 
and stretches himself, full of self-satisfaction, in his arm-chair: 

"We are not writing a commentary, we are only picking out what is there for all to 
see'' (p. 244). 

He has made things really snug for himself: 
"I had put some roses and camellias in my room, and mignonette and violets by the 

open window" (p. III). "And above all, no commentaries! ...But here, the complete 
works on the table and a faint scent of roses and mignonette in the room! Let us just 
see where we get to.... Only a rogue offers more than he has!" (pp. IV, V). 

For all his nonchalance, Herr Grün nevertheless performs deeds 
of the stoutest heroism in this book. But this will not surprise us 
when we have heard him himself say that he is the man who "was on 
the point of despairing at the triviality of public and private affairs" 
(p. I l l) , who "felt Goethe's restraining hand whenever he was in 
danger of being submerged by extravagance and lack of form" 
(ibid.), whose heart is "full with the sense of human destiny", "who 
has listened to the soul of man—though it should mean descending 
into hell!" (p. IV). Nothing will surprise us any more after learning 
that previously he had "once addressed a question to Feuerbachiart 

a In German there is a pun on the words Bewegung—movement and Still-
stand— lack of movement.— Ed. 
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man" which was indeed "easy to answer" but which nevertheless 
appears to have been too difficult for the man in question (p. 277); 
and when we see how Herr Grün on p. 198 "leads self-awareness out 
of a cul de sac", on p. 102 even plans to visit "the court of the Russian 
Emperor" and on p. 305 cries out to the world with a voice of 
thunder: "Anathema upon any man who would proclaim new and 
permanent social relations by law!" We are prepared for anything 
when Herr Grün undertakes on p. 187 "to take a closer look at 
idealism" and "show it up for the guttersnipe it is", when he 
speculates on "becoming a man of property", 

a "rich, rich man of property, to be able to pay the property tax, to obtain a seat in 
the Chamber of Representatives of mankind, to be included in the list of jurymen who 
judge between what is human and what is not". 

How could he fail to achieve this, standing as he does, "on the 
nameless ground of the universally human"? (p. 182). He does not 
even tremble before "the night and its horrors'''' (p. 312), such as mur-
der, adultery, robbery, whoring, licentiousness and puffed-up pride. 
It is true that on p. 99 he confesses he has also "known the infinite 
pang of man as he discovers himself at the very point of his own 
insignificance", it is true he "discovers" himself before the public eye 
at this "point" on the occasion of the lines: 

You compare but with the spirit in your mind, 
Not mea 

to be precise, as follows: 
"These words are as when thunder and lightning occur together, with the earth 

opening up at the same time. These words are like the veil of the temple being rent in 
twain and the graves being opened ... the twilight of the Gods is upon us and the chaos 
of old is come again ... the stars collide, in an instant a single comet tail incinerates our 
little earth, and all that exists is henceforth but billowing smoke and vapour. And if 
one imagines the most atrocious destruction, ... it is all but as nothing against the 
annihilation contained in these eleven words!" (pp. 235, 236). 

It is true, "at the furthermost frontier of theory", namely on p. 
295, Herr Grün has a sensation "of icy water running down his back, 
real terror quivers through his limbs"—but he overcomes all this 
with ease, for after all he is a member of the "great order of 
freemasons of mankind"! (p. 317). 

Take it all in all,b with such qualities Herr Grün will perform 
valiantly on any field of battle. Before we proceed to his productive 

a J. W. Goethe, Faust, Part I, Scene 1 ("Night").— Ed. 
b Engels gives this phrase in English. (Shakespeare, Hamlet, Act I, Scene 2 

[paraphrased]).—Ed. 
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examination of Goethe, let us accompany him to some of the 
secondary areas of his activity. 

Firstly to the field of the natural sciences, for according to p. 247 
"the understanding of nature" is "the sole positive science" and at 
the same time "nonetheless the fulfilment of humanistic" (vulgo: 
human) "man". Let us carefully collate the positive pronouncements 
Herr Grün makes concerning this sole positive science. He does not 
actually go into the subject at all extensively, he merely lets fall a few 
remarks while pacing his room, so to speak, in the interval between 
daylight and darkness, but the miracles he performs are "nonethe-
less" the "most positive" for that. 

In connection with the Systeme de la Nature106 ascribed to Holbach, 
he reveals: 

"We cannot here expound how the System of Nature breaks off half-way, how it 
breaks off at the point where freedom and self-determination had to break out from the 
necessity of the cerebral system" (p. 70). 

Herr Grün could indicate the precise point at which this or that 
"breaks out" "from the necessity of the cerebral system" and man 
would thus be slapped on the inside of his skull as well. Herr Grün 
could give the most certain and most detailed information on a point 
which has hitherto escaped all observation, in other words the pro-
ductive processes of consciousness in the brain. But alas! In a book 
on the human aspect of Goethe we "cannot expound this in detail". 

Dumas, Playfair, Faraday and Liebig have hitherto innocently 
subscribed to the view that oxygen is a gas which has neither taste nor 
smell. Herr Grün, however, who of course knows that the prefix 
"oxy-" means sharp to the taste, declares on p. 75 that "oxygen" is 
"sharp-tasting". In the same way, on p. 229 he contributes new facts 
to acoustics and optics; by postulating a "purifying uproar and 
brightness", he places the purificatory power of sound and light 
beyond all doubt. 

Not content with such dazzling contributions to the "sole positive 
science", not content with the theory of inward slaps, on p. 94 Herr 
Grün discovers a new bone: 

"Werther is the man who has no vertebra, who has not yet developed as subject." 

Until now it had been mistakenly thought that man had some two 
dozen vertebrae. Herr Grün reduces these numerous bones not just 
to the normal singular form but goes on to discover that this one and 
only vertebra has the remarkable property of making man "subject". 
The "subject" Herr Grün deserves an extra vertebra for this 
discovery. 
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Finally our casual naturalist summarises his "sole positive science" 
of nature as follows: 

"Is not the core of nature 
Mankind at heart?3 

"The core of nature is mankind at heart. At the heart of mankind is the core of 
nature. Nature has its core at mankind's heart" (p. 250). 

To which we would add, with Herr Grün's permission: Mankind at 
heart is the core of nature. At heart the core of nature is mankind. At 
the heart of mankind nature has its core. 

With this eminently "positive" piece of enlightenment we leave the 
field of natural science, and turn to economics, which unfortunately, 
according to the above, is not a "positive science". Regardless of this, 
Herr Grün, hoping for the best, proceeds extremely "positively" 
here too. 

"Individual set himself against individual, and thus universal competition arose" 
(p. 211). 

In other words, that obscure and mysterious conception German 
socialists have of "universal competition" came into being, "and thus 
competition arose". No reasons are indicated, no doubt, because 
economics is not a positive science. 

"In the Middle Ages base metal was still bound by fealty, courtly love and piety; the 
sixteenth century burst this fetter, and money was set free" (p. 241). 

MacCulloch and Blanqui, who have hitherto been under the 
misapprehension that money was "bound in the Middle Ages" by 
deficient communications with America and the granite masses that 
covered the veins of "base metal" in the Andes,b MacCulloch and 
Blanqui will be addressing a vote of thanks to Herr Grün for this 
revelation. 

Herr Grün seeks to give a positive character to History, which is 
likewise not a "positive science", by juxtaposing the traditional facts 
and a series of facts of his imagination. 

On p. 91, "Addison's Cato stabbed himself on the English stage a 
century before Werther", thereby testifying to a remarkable 
weariness of life. For by this account, he "stabbed" himself when his 
author, who was born in 1672, was still a babe in arms.107 

On p. 175 Herr Grün corrects Goethe's Tag- und Jahreshefte to the 
effect that the freedom of the press was by no means "declared" by 
the German governments in 1815 but only "promised". So the 

a J. W. Goethe, "Ultimatum" (Zyklus "Gott und Welt").—Erf. 
The reference is to the books: J. R. MacCulloch, The Principles of Political 

Economy and A. Blanqui, Histoire de l'économie politique en Europe.—Ed. 
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horrors retailed to us by the philistines of the Sauerland and 
elsewhere concerning the four years of press freedom from 1815 to 
1819, are all just a dream: how at that time the press exposed all their 
dirty linen and petty scandals to the light of day and how finally the 
Federal Decrees of 1819108 put an end to this reign of terror by 
public opinion. 

Herr Grün goes on to tell us that the Free Imperial City of 
Frankfurt was not a state at all but "no more than a piece of civil 
society" (p. 19). Germany, he says, has no states of any kind, and 
people are at last beginning "to realise increasingly the peculiar 
advantages of this stateless condition of Germany" (p. 257), which 
advantages consist especially in the cheapness of flogging. The 
German autocrats will thus be obliged to say: "la société civile, c'est 
moï'a—although they fare badly in this, for according to p. 101, civil 
society is only "an abstraction". 

If, however, the Germans have no state, they have instead "a 
massive bill-of-exchange on truth, and this bill-of-exchange must be 
realised, paid up and changed for jingling coin" (p. 5). This 
bill-of-exchange is no doubt payable at the same office where Herr 
Grün pays his "property tax", "to obtain a seat in the Chamber of 
Representatives of mankind". 

[Deutsche-Brüsseler-Zeitung No. 94, November 25, 1847] 

The most important "positive" things he enlightens us about 
concern the French Revolution, on whose "significance" he delivers 
a special "digression". He begins with the oracular utterance that the 
contradiction between historical law and rational law is indeed 
important, for both are of historical origin. Without wishing in any 
way to belittle Herr Grün's discovery, which is as new as it is 
important, that rational law too arose in the course of history, we 
would diffidently venture the observation that a quiet encounter in 
the quiet of his chamber with the first volumes of Buchez's Histoire 
parlementaire should show him what part this contradiction played in 
the Revolution. 

Herr Grün, however, prefers to give us an extensive proof of the 
evil nature of the Revolution which eventually boils down to the one, 
ponderously massive complaint against it: that it "did not examine 
the concept of man" [p. 195]. Indeed such a grievous sin of omission 
is unforgivable. If only the Revolution had examined the concept of 
man, there would have been no question of.a ninth Thermidor or an 
eighteenth Brumaire109; Napoleon would have contented himself 

a J am civil society.— Ed. 
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with his general's commission and maybe in his old age written 
drilling regulations "from the human aspect".—We further learn, in 
the course o*f our enlightenment, "about the significance of the 
Revolution", that basically there is no difference between deism and 
materialism, and why not. From this we see with some pleasure that 
Herr Grün has not yet quite forgotten his Hegel. Cf. for example 
Hegel's Geschichte der Philosophie, III, pp. 458, 459 and 463, second 
edition.—Then, likewise to enlighten us "about the significance of 
the Revolution", a number of points about competition are made, of 
which we anticipated the most important above; further, long 
excerpts from the writings of Holbach are given, in order to prove 
that he explained crime as having its origin in the state; "the 
significance of the Revolution" is similarly elucidated by a generous 
anthology from Thomas More's Utopia, which Utopia is in turn 
elucidated to the effect that in the year of 1516 it prophetically 
portrayed no less than—"present-day England" (p. 225), down to the 
most minute details. And at last, after all these vues and considérants, 
on which he digresses at length over 36 pages, the final verdict 
follows on p. 226: "The Revolution is the realisation of Machiavel-
lianism." An example which is a warning to all those who have not 
yet examined the concept of "man"! 

By way of consolation for the unfortunate French, who have 
achieved nothing but the realisation of Machiavellianism, on p. 73 
Herr Grün dispenses one little drop of balm: 

"In the eighteenth century the French people was like a Prometheus among the 
nations, who asserted human rights a^ against those of the gods." 

Let us not dwell on the fact that it must presumably have 
"examined the concept of man" after all, nor on the fact that it 
"asserted" human rights not "as against those of the gods" but those 
of the king, the aristocracy and the clergy, let us pass over these 
trifles and veil our heads in silent grief: for something "human" has 
happened to Herr Grün himself here. 

Herr Grün, you see, has forgotten that in previous publications (cf. 
for instance the article in Volume I of the Rheinische Jahrbücher* "Die 
soziale Bewegung" etc.) he had not merely expatiated upon and 
"popularised" a certain argument concerning human rights that is to 
be found in the Deutsch-Französische Jahrbücher,h but with the truest 
plagiaristic zeal had even carried it to nonsensical extremes. He has 
forgotten that there he had pilloried human rights as the rights of 

a K. Grün, "Politik und Socialismus".— Ed. 
See Marx's "On the Jewish Question" (present edition, Vol. 3, pp. 160-68).—Ed. 
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the épicier,3 the philistine, etc.; here he suddenly transforms them 
into "human rights", the rights of "man". The same thing happens to 
Herr Grün on pp. 251 and 252, where "the right with which we were 
born and which, alas, is universally ignored", from Faust, is turned 
into "your natural right, your human right, the fight to translate 
one's ideas into practice and enjoy the fruits of one's labours"; 
although Goethe opposes it directly to "law and rights", which "are 
passed on from generation to generation like an everlasting disease",0 in 
other words the traditional law of the ancien régime, with which only 
the " innate, ageless and inalienable human rights" of the Revolution, 
but by no means the rights of "man" conflict. This time, it is true, 
Herr Grün had to forget his previous point, so that Goethe should 
not forfeit his human aspect. 

Herr Grün has however not yet completely forgotten what he 
learned from the Deutsch-Französische Jahrbücher and other publica-
tions of the same tendency. On p. 210 he defines the freedom in 
France at that time, for example, as "the freedom of unfree (!), 
common (!!) beings (!!!)". This non-being has arisen from the 
common being on pp. 204 and 205 of the Deutsch-Französische 
Jahrbücher0 and from the translations of these pages into the 
current language of German socialism of that time. Arguments 
which make abstract of philosophy and contain expressions from 
law, economics, etc., are incomprehensible to the true socialists, who 
therefore have the general habit of condensing them in the twinkling 
of an eye into a single brief catchphrase, studded with philosophical 
expressions and then committing this nonsense to memory for use 
on any conceivable occasion. In this way, the legal "common being" 
in the Deutsch-Französische Jahrbücher has been transformed into the 
above philosophico-nonsensical "general being"; political liberation, 
democracy, has acquired its philosophical short formula in "libera-
tion from the unfree general being", and this the true socialist can 
put in his pocket without having to fear that his erudition will prove 
too heavy for him. 

On p. XXVI Herr Grün exploits what is said in the Holy Family 
about sensationism and materialism0 in a manner similar to that 
which he uses in respect of the above-mentioned quotations from 
Holbach and their socialist interpretation, the hint contained in that 
publication that links with the socialist movement of the present day 

a Grocer, shopkeeper.—Ed. 
b J. W. Goethe, Faust, Act I, Scene 4 ("Faust's Study").—Ed. 
c K. Marx, "On the Jewish Question" (see present edition, Vol. 3, pp. 165-66).— 

Ed. 
d See present edition, Vol. 4, pp. 124-34.—Ed. 
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are to be found in the materialists of the eighteenth century, 
including Holbach. 

Let us pass on to philosophy. For which Herr Grün has a 
thorough-going contempt. As early as p. VII he informs us that he 
"has no further use for religion, philosophy and politics", that these 
three "have existed and will never rise again from their dissolution" 
and that from all of them and from philosophy in particular he "will 
retain nothing more than man himself and the social being capable of 
social activity". The social being capable of social activity and the 
above-mentioned human man are, it is true, sufficient to console us 
for the irreversible downfall of religion, philosophy and politics. But 
Herr Grün is far too modest. He has not only "retained" 
"humanistic man" and various "beings" from philosophy, but he is 
also the proud possessor of a considerable, if confused, mass of 
Hegelian tradition. How could it be otherwise, when several years 
ago he knelt in reverence on a number of occasions before the bust 
of Hegel? We shall be asked not to introduce such scurrilous and 
scandalous personal details; but Herr Grün himself confided this 
secret to the man from the press. We shall not at this juncture say 
where. We have already quoted Herr Grün's sources with chapter 
and verse so frequently that we may for once request a like service of 
Herr Grün. To give him at once further proof of our kind intentions 
towards him, we will confide to him the fact that he took his final 
verdict in the free-will controversy, which he gives on p. 8, from 
Fourier's Traité de l'Association, section "du libre arbitre". Only 
the idea that the theory of free will is an "aberration of the German 
mind" is a peculiar "aberration" on the part of Herr Grün himself. 

We are at last getting closer to Goethe. On p. 15 Herr Grün allows 
Goethe the right to exist. For Goethe and Schiller are the resolution 
of the contradiction between "pleasure without activity", i. e., 
Wieland, and "activity without pleasure", i. e., Klopstock. "Lessing 
first based man on himself." (One wonders whether Herr Grün can 
emulate him in this acrobatic feat.)—In this philosophic construc-
tion, we have all of Herr Grün's sources together. The form of the 
construction, the basis of the whole thing is Hegel's world-famous 
stratagem for the reconciliation of contradictions. "Man based on 
himself" is Hegelian terminology applied to Feuerbach. "Pleasure 
without activity" and "activity without pleasure", this contradiction 
on which Herr Grün sets Wieland and Klopstock to play the above 
variations, is borrowed from the Complete Works of M[oses] Hess. 
The only source which we miss is literary history itself, which has not 
the remotest inkling of the above hotch-potch and is therefore 
rightly ignored by Herr Grün. 
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Whilst we are on the subject of Schiller, the following observation 
of Herr Grün's should be apposite: "Schiller was everything one can 
be, insofar as one is not Goethe" (p. 311). Beg pardon, one can also 
be Herr Grün.—Incidentally, our author is here ploughing the same 
furrow as Ludwig of Bavaria: 

Rome, thou art lacking in Naples' gifts, she in those 
that thou layst claim to; 

Were but the two of you one, it had been too much for the earth.3 

This historical construction prepares the way for Goethe's entry 
into German literature. "Man based on himself" by Lessing can 
continue his evolution only in Goethe's hands. For to Herr Grün 
belongs the credit of having discovered "man" in Goethe, not 
natural man, begotten by man and woman in the pleasures of the 
flesh, but man in the higher sense, dialectical man, the caput 
mortuumh in the crucible, in which God the Father, Son and Holy 
Ghost have been calcined, the cousin germain of Homunculus in 
Faust—in short, not man as Goethe speaks of him, but man as such, as 
Herr Grün speaks of him. Who is "man as such", then, of whom 
Herr Grün speaks? 

"There is nothing in Goethe that is not human content" (p. XVI).—On p. XXI we 
hear "that Goethe so portrayed and conceived of man as such as we wish to realise him 
today".—On p. XXII: "Goethe today, and that means his works, is a true compendium 
of humanity."—Goethe "is humanity fulfilled" (page XXV).— "Goethe's literary 
works are (!) the ideal of human society" (p. 12).—"Goethe could not become a 
national poet because he was destined to be the poet of all that is human" (p. 25).—Yet, 
according to p. 14, "our nation"—that is, the Germans—is nevertheless supposed to 
"discern its own essence transfigured" in Goethe. 

This is the first revelation about "the essence of man", and we may 
trust Herr Grün all the more in this matter because he has no doubt 
"examined the concept of man" with the utmost thoroughness. 
Goethe portrays "man" as Herr Grün wishes to realise him, and at 
the same time he portrays the German nation transfigured—"man" 
is thus none other than "the German transfigured". We have 
confirmation of this throughout. Just as Goethe is not "a national 
poet" but "the poet of all that is human", so too the German nation is 
not a "national" nation, but the nation "of all that is human". For 
this reason we read on p. XVI again: "Goethe's literary works, 
emanating from life, ... neither had nor have anything to do with 
reality." Just like "man", just like "the Germans". And on p. 4: "At 
this very time French socialism aims to bring happiness to France, 

a Ludwig I of Bavaria, "Florenz" (paraphrased).— Ed. 
b Distillation product, distillate.— Ed. 
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German writers have their eyes on the human race." (While "the 
human race" is for the most part accustomed to "having" them 
not before "their eyes" but before a somewhat opposite part of the 
anatomy.) On innumerable occasions Herr Grün therefore expresses 
his pleasure at the fact that Goethe wanted "to liberate man from 
within" (e. g., p. 225), which truly Germanic form of liberation has so 
far refused to emerge from '"within"! 

Let us duly note this first revelation then: "Man" is the German 
"transfigured". 

[Deutsche-Brüsseler-Zeitung No. 95, November 28, 1847] 

Let us now observe how Herr Grün pays homage to "the poet of 
all that is human", the "human content in Goethe". We shall thereby 
best discover who "man" is, of whom Herr Grün is speaking. We 
shall find that Herr Grün here reveals the most secret thoughts of 
true socialism, which is typical of the way his general craving to 
outshout all his cronies leads him rashly to trumpet out to the world 
matters which the rest of the band prefer to keep to themselves. His 
transformation of Goethe into "the poet of all that is human" was 
incidentally facilitated for him by the fact that Goethe himself had a 
habit of using the words "man" and "human" with a special kind of 
emphasis. Goethe, it is true, used them only in the sense in which 
they were applied in his own day and later also by Hegel, for instance 
the attribute "human" was bestowed on the Greeks in particular as 
opposed to heathen and Christian barbarians, long before these 
expressions acquired their mystically philosophical meaning through 
Feuerbach. With Goethe especially they usually have a most 
unphilosophical and flesh-and-blood meaning. To Herr Grün 
belongs the credit of being the first to have turned Goethe into a 
disciple of Feuerbach and a true socialist. 

We cannot of course speak of Goethe himself in any detail here. 
We would just draw attention to one point. In his works Goethe's 
attitude to contemporary German society is a dual one. Sometimes 
he is hostile towards it; he attempts to escape from what he finds 
repulsive in it, as in Iphigenie and above all throughout the Italian 
journey; he rebels against it as Götz, Prometheus and Faust, he 
lashes it with his bitterest satire as Mephistopheles. But then 
sometimes he is on friendly terms with it, "accommodates" himself 
to it, as in the majority of the Zahme Xenien and many prose writings; 
he celebrates it, as in the Maskenzüge, even defends it against the 
oncoming movement of history, as particularly in all the writings in 
which he comes to speak of the French Revolution. It is not just some 
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aspects of German life which Goethe accepts in contrast to others 
which are repugnant to him. More frequently it is a question of the 
different moods he is in; there is a continuing battle within him 
between the poet of genius who feels revulsion at the wretchedness 
of his environment, and the cautious offspring of the Frankfurt 
patrician or the Weimar privy-councillor who finds himself com-
pelled to come to terms with and accustom himself to it. Goethe is 
thus at one moment a towering figure, at the next petty; at one mo-
ment an obstinate, mocking genius full of contempt for the world, at 
the next a circumspect, unexacting, narrow philistine. Not even 
Goethe was able to conquer the wretchedness of Germany; on the 
contrary, it, conquered him, and this victory of wretchedness over the 
greatest of Germans is the most conclusive proof that it cannot be 
surmounted at all "from within". Goethe was too universal, too 
active a nature, too much a man of flesh and blood to seek refuge 
from this wretchedness in a Schillerian flight to the Kantian ideal; he 
was too keen-sighted not to see how ultimately such a flight 
amounted to no more than the exchange of a prosaic form of 
wretchedness for a grandiloquent one. His temperament, his 
energies, his whole mental attitude disposed him to the practical life, 
and the practical life he found around him was wretched. This 
dilemma of having to exist in an environment which he could only 
despise, and yet being bound to this environment as the only one in 
which he could be active, this dilemma always faced Goethe, and the 
older he became, the more the mighty poet withdrew de guerre lasse* 
behind the insignificant Weimar minister. Unlike Börne and Menzel, 
we do not criticise Goethe for not being liberalb but for being capable 
of occasional philistinism as well, not for being unsusceptible to any 
enthusiasm for German freedom but for sacrificing his spasmodical-
ly erupting and truer aesthetic instinct to a petty-bourgeois fear of all 
major contemporary historical movements, not for being a man of 
the court but for being capable of attending with such solemn gravity 
to the pettiest affairs and menus plaisir? of one of the pettiest of the 
little German courts, at the time when a Napoleon was flushing out 
the great Augean stable that was Germany. We criticise him not from 
a moral or from a party point of view, but at the very most from the 
aesthetic and historical point of view; we measure Goethe neither by 
moral nor by political nor by "human" standards. We cannot here 
involve ourselves in a description of Goethe's relationship to his 

a Tired of the struggle.—Ed. 
b L. Börne, Pariser Briefe; W. Menzel, Die deutsche Literatur.—Ed. 
c Little entertainments (involving supplementary expenditure).—Ed. 
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whole age, his literary precursors and contemporaries, his process of 
development and his station in life. We therefore restrict ourselves 
simply to noting the facts. 

We shall see in respect of which of these aspects Goethe's works are 
a "true compendium of humanity", "humanity fulfilled" and the 
"ideal of human society". 

Let us first of all take Goethe's critique of the existing society and 
then move on to the positive description of the "ideal of human 
society". In view of the wealthy content of Grün's book, it goes 
without saying that in either area we are only highlighting a few 
points of characteristic brilliance. 

As a critic of society Goethe does indeed perform miracles. He 
"condemns civilisation" (pp. 34-36) by giving voice to a few romantic 
complaints that it blurs everything that is characteristic and 
distinctive about man. He "prophesies the world of the bourgeoisie" 
(p. 78) by depicting in Prometheus tout bonnement the origin of private 
property. On p. 229 he is "judge over the world..., the Minos of civil-
isation". But all these things are mere trifles. 

On p. 253 Herr Grün quotes Catechisation: 
Reflect, my child! From whom have you these talents? 
You cannot have them from yourself, you know.— 
Why, father gave me everything.— 
And who gave them to him?—My grandfather.— 
No, no! From whom could he, your grandfather, receive them? — 
Well, he just took them. 

Hurrah! trumpets Herr Grün at the top of his voice, la propriété, 
c'est le voP—Proudhon in person!0 

Leverrier can go back home with his planet and surrender his 
medal to Herr Grün—for this is something greater than Leverrier, 
this is something greater even than Jackson and his sulphuric ether 
fumes. For the man who condensed Proudhon's theft thesis, which is 
indeed disquieting for many peaceful members of the bourgeoisie, to 
the innocuous dimensions of the above epigram by Goethe—the only 
reward for him is the grand cordon of the Legion of Honour. 

The Bürgergeneral presents more difficulties. Herr Grün gazes at it 
for a while from every side, makes a few doubtful grimaces, which is 
unusual for him, and begins to cogitate: "true enough ... somewhat 
wishy-washy ... this does not amount to a condemnation of the 
Revolution" (p. 150).... Wait! now he has it! What is the object at 

a Quite simply.—Ed. 
b Property is theft.—Ed. 
c An allusion to P. J. Proudhon, Qu'est-ce que la propriété?—Ed. 
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issue? A jug of milk110 and so: "Let us not ... forget that here once 
again ... it is the property question that is being brought to the fore" 
(p. 151). 

If two old women are quarrelling beneath Herr Grün's window 
over the head of a salted herring, may Herr Grün never find it too 
much trouble to descend from his room with its fragrance of "roses" 
and mignonette to inform them that for them too "it is the property 
question that is being brought to the fore". The gratitude of all 
right-thinking people will be the best reward for him. 

[Deutsche-Briisseler-ZeitungNo. 96, December 2, 1847] 

Goethe performed one of the greatest feats of criticism when he 
wrote Werther. Werther is not by any means merely a sentimental 
love-story, as those who have hitherto read Goethe "from the human 
aspect" believed. 

In Werther "the human content has found so fitting a form that nothing can be 
found in any of the literatures of the world which might even remotely deserve 
to be set beside it" (p. 96). "Werther's love for Lotte is a mere instrument, a 
vehicle for the tragedy of the radical pantheism of emotion.... Werther is the man 
who has no vertebra, who has not yet become a subject" (p. 93 [p. 94]). Werther 
shoots himself not from infatuation but "because he, that unhappy pantheistic spirit, 
could not come to terms with the world" (p. 94). " Werther depicts the whole rotten 
condition of society with artistic mastery, it seizes the wrongs of society by their 
deepest roots, by their philosophico-religious basis" (which "basis" everybody knows 
to be of more recent origin than the "wrongs"), "by the vague and nebulous 
understanding.... Pure, well-ventilated conceptions of true human nature" (and above 
all vertebra, Herr Grün, vertebra!) "would be the death of that state of wretchedness, 
those worm-eaten, crumbling conditions which we call bourgeois life!" [p. 95]. 

An example of how " Werther depicts the rotten condition of society 
with artistic mastery". Werther writes: 

"Adventures? Why do I use this silly word ... our false bourgeois relationships, they 
are the real adventures, they are the real monstrosities!"3 

This cry of lamentation from a lachrymose emotionalist at the 
discrepancy between bourgeois reality and his no less bourgeois 
illusions about this reality, this faint-hearted sigh which derives solely 
from a lack of the most ordinary experience, is given out by Herr 
Grün on p. 84 as incisive social criticism. Herr Grün even asserts that 
the "despairing agony of life" which the above words express, "this 

a J. W. Goethe, "Briefe aus der Schweiz" (written in the form of excerpts from 
letters supposedly found among the papers of the main character of Die Leiden des 
jungen Werthers).— Ed. 

10* 
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unhealthy urge to turn things on their heads so that they should at 
least acquire a different appearance" (!) "ultimately dug for itself the 
burrow of the French Revolution". The Revolution, previously the 
realisation of Machiavellianism, here becomes merely the realisation 
of the sufferings of young Werther. The guillotine of the Place de la 
Révolution is only a pale imitation of Werther's pistol. 

By the same token it is self-evident, according to p. 108, that in 
Stella too Goethe is dealing with "social material", although here only 
"the most disreputable circumstances" (p. 107) are depicted. True 
socialism is much more broad-minded than our Lord Jesus. For 
where two or three are forgathered—they need not even do so in its 
name—then it is in the midst of them and there is "social material". 
Like its disciple Herr Grün, it generally bears a striking resemblance 
to "that kind of dull-witted, self-satisfied nosey-parker who makes 
everything his business but gets to the bottom of nothing" (p. 47). 

Our readers will perhaps remember a letter Wilhelm Meister 
writes to his brother-in-law3 in the last volume of the Lehrjahre, in 
which, after a few rather trite comments on the advantages of 
growing up in well-to-do circumstances, the superiority of the 
aristocracy over the narrow-minded bourgeoisie is acknowledged 
and the subordinate position of the latter as well as of all other 
non-aristocratic classes is sanctioned on the grounds that it is not 
possible to change it for the present. It is said that only the individual 
is able in certain circumstances to attain a level of equality with the 
aristocracy> Herr Grün remarks apropos of this: 

"What Goethe says of the pre-eminence of the upper classes of society is absolutely 
true if one takes upper class as identical with educated class, and in Goethe's case this is 
so" <p[p]. 264[-65]). 

And there let the matter rest. 
Let us come to the much-discussed central point: Goethe's attitude 

to politics and to the French Revolution. Here Herr Grün's book 
provides an object lesson in what it means to endure through thick 
and thin; here Herr Grün's devotion gives a good account of itself. 

So that Goethe's attitude towards the Revolution may appear 
justified, Goethe must of course be above the Revolution and have 
transcended it even before it took place. As early as p. XXI we 
therefore learn: 

"Goethe had so far outstripped the practical development of his age that he felt he 
could only adopt towards it an attitude of rejection, a defensive attitude." 

a Werner.—Ed. 
J. W. Goethe, Wilhelm Meisters Lehrjahre, Buch 5, Kap. 3.—Ed. 
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And on p. 84, apropos of Werther, who, as we saw already, 
embodies the whole Revolution in nuc&\ "History shows 1789, 
Goethe shows 1889." Similarly on pp. 28 and 29 Goethe is obliged in 
a few brief words "radically to dispose of all the shouting about 
liberty" since back in the seventies he had an articleb printed in the 
Frankfurter Gelehrte Anzeigen which does not at all discuss the liberty 
which the "shouters" are demanding, but only engages in a few 
general and fairly sober reflections on liberty as such, the concept of 
liberty. Furthermore: because in his doctoral dissertation0 Goethe 
propounded the thesis that it was actually the duty of every legislator 
to introduce a certain form of worship—a thesis which Goethe 
himself treats merely as an amusing paradox, inspired by all manner 
of small-town clerical bickering in Frankfurt (which Herr Grün 
himself quotes)—because of this "the student Goethe discarded 
the whole dualism of the Revolution and the present French 
state like an old pair of shoes" (pp. 26 an'd 27). It would appear as if 
Herr Grün has inherited "the student Goethe's worn-out shoes" and 
used them to sole the seven-league boots of his "social movement" 
with. 

This of course now sheds a new light for us on Goethe's statements 
about the Revolution. It is now clear that being high above it, having 
"disposed of it" as long as fifteen years previously, having "discarded 
it like an old pair of shoes" and being a hundred years in 
advance of it, he could have no sympathy with it and could take no 
interest in a nation of "shouters for liberty", with whom he had 
settled his accounts way back in the year seventy-three. Herr Grün 
now has an easy time of it. Goethe may turn as much trite inherited 
wisdom into elegant distiches, he may philosophise upon it with as 
much philistine narrow-mindedness, he may shrink with as much 
petty-bourgeois horror from the great ice-floes which threaten his 
peaceable poet's niche, he may behave with as much pettiness, 
cowardice and servility as he will, but he cannot carry things too far 
for his patient gloss-writer. Herr Grün lifts him u p on his tireless 
shoulders and carries him through the mire; indeed he transfers the 
whole mire to the account of t rue socialism, just to ensure that 
Goethe's boots stay clean. From the Campagne in Frankreich to the 
Natürliche Tochter, Herr Grün takes on responsibility (pp. 133-170) 
for everything, everything without exception, he shows a devotion 

a In the germ.— Ed. 
J. W. Goethe, "Alexander von Joch über Belohnung und Strafen nach 

türkischen Gesetzen".— Ed. 
c J. W. Goethe, "De Legislatoribus".—Ed. 
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which might move a Buchez to tears. And if all this does not help, if 
the mire is just too deep, then a higher social exegesis is harnessed to 
the task, then Herr Grün [p. 137] paraphrases as follows: 

The sad destiny of France, let the mighty think on it, 
But verily the lowly should ponder it more. 
The mighty perished; but who defends the multitude 
From the multitude? The multitude was tyrant to itself.3 

"Who defends", shouts Herr Grün for all he is worth, with italics, 
question marks and all the "vehicles of the tragedy of the radical 
pantheism of emotion" [p. 93], "who, in particular, defends the 
unpropertied multitude, the so-called rabble, against the propertied 
multitude, the legislating rabble?" (p. 137). "Who in particular 
defends" Goethe against Herr Grün? 

In this way Herr Grün explains the whole series of worldly-wise 
bourgeois precepts contained in the Venetian Epigramme: 

they "are like a slap in the face delivered by the hand of Hercules which only now" 
(after the danger is past for the philistine) "appear to us to smack home really 
tolerably now that we have a great and bitter experience" (bitter indeed for the 
philistine) "behind us" (p. 136). 

From the Belagerung von Mainz Herr Grün 
"would not wish to pass over the following passage for anything in the world: "On 

Tuesday ... I hastened ... to pay homage to his Highness, and had the great good fortune to 
wait upon the Prince ... my ever gracious Lord", etc. [p. 147]. 

The passage in which Goethe lays his humble devotion at the feet 
of Herr Rietz, the King of Prussia's b Gentleman, Cuckold and Pimp 
of the Bedchamber, Herr Grün does not think fit to quote. 

[Deutsche-Brüsseler-Zeitung No. 97, December 5, 1847] 

Apropos of the Bürgergeneral and the Ausgewanderte we read: 
"Goethe's whole antipathy towards the Revolution, whenever it was expressed in 

literary form, was concerned with the eternal lament at seeing people driven out from 
circumstances of well-deserved and well-accustomed property, which intriguers and 
envious men, etc., then usurped ... this same injustice of robbery. ...His peaceful, 
domesticated nature became indignant at this violation of the right of property, which, 
being arbitrarily inflicted, made destitute refugees of whole masses of people" 
(p. 151). 

Let us without more ado put this passage to the account of "man" 
whose "peaceful, domesticated nature" feels so much at ease in 

a J. W. Goethe, "Venezianische Epigramme".— Ed. 
b Frederick William II.—Ed. 
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"well-deserved and well-accustomed", to put it blundy, well-earned 
"circumstances of property" that it declares the tempest of the 
Revolution which sweeps away these circumstances sans façon to be 
"arbitrary" and the work of "intriguers and envious men", etc. 

In the light of this it does not surprise us that Herr Grün "finds 
the purest pleasure" (p. 165) in the bourgeois idyll Hermann und 
Dorothea, its timid, worldly-wise small-townsfolk and lamenting 
peasants who take to their heels in superstitious fear before the sans-
culotte army and the horrors of war. Herr Grün 

"even accepts with relief the pusillanimous role which is assigned at the end ... to 
the German people: 

It befits not a German to be at the head of a movement 
Fleeing in terror, nor to waver first this way, then that."a 

Herr Grün is right to shed tears of sympathy for the victims of 
cruel times and to raise his eyes to heaven in patriotic despair at such 
strokes of fate. There are enough ruined and degenerate people 
anyway, who have no "human" heart in their bosoms, who prefer to 
join in singing the Marseillaise in the Republican camp and perhaps 
even make lewd jokes in Dorothea's deserted bedchamber. Herr 
Grün is a decent fellow who waxes indignant at the lack of feeling 
with which for instance a Hegel looks down on the "little, dumb 
flowers" which have been crushed underfoot by the onrush of 
history and mocks at the "litany of private virtues of modesty, 
humility, love of one's fellow-men and charity" which is held out 
"against the deeds of world history and those who perform them".»> 
Herr Grün is right to do this. He will no doubt receive his reward in 
heaven. 

Let us conclude these "human" remarks on the Revolution with 
the following: "A real humorist might well take the liberty of finding 
the Convention itself infinitely ridiculous", and until this "real 
humorist" is found, Herr Grün meanwhile provides the necessary 
instructions (pp. 151, 152). 

Herr Grün similarly sheds some surprising light upon Goethe's 
attitude towards politics after the Revolution. Just one example. We 
already know of the profound resentment "man" feels in his heart 
towards the liberals. The "poet of all that is human" must of course 
not be allowed to go to his rest without having specifically had it out 
with them, without having pinned an explicit memorandum on 
Messrs Welcker, Itzstein and .their cronies. This memorandum our 

a J. W. Goethe, Hermann und Dorothea, 9. Gesang ("Urania").— Ed. 
b G. W. F. Hegel, Vorlesungen über die Philosophie der Geschichte, Einleitung.—Ed. 
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"self-satisfied nosey-parker" unearths in the following of the Zahme 
Xenien (p. 319): 

All that is just the same old tripe, 
Do acquire some savvy! 
Don't be forever just marking time, 
But make some progress! 

Goethe's verdict: "Nothing is more repulsive than the majority, for 
it consists of a few strong leaders, of rogues who accommodate 
themselves, of weaklings who adapt themselves, and the mass 
jogging along behind without having the faintest idea what it 
wants"3—this verdict so typical of the philistine, whose ignorance 
and short-sightedness are only possible within the narrow bounds of 
a petty German principality, appears to Herr Grün as "the critique 
of the later" (i.e. modern) "constitutional state" .b How important it is 
one may discover "for instance in any Chamber of Deputies you care 
to choose" (p. 268). According to this, it is only out of ignorance that 
the "belly" of the French Chamber looks after itself and its like in 
such an excellent manner. A few pages later, on p. 271, Herr Grün 
finds "the July Revolution" "misbegotten", and as early as p. 34 the 
Customs Union111 is sharply criticised because it "makes yet more 
expensive the rags the unclothed and the shivering need to cover their 
nakedness, in order to make the pillars of the throne (!!), the 
liberal-minded money-masters" (whom everyone knows to be 
opposed to "the throne" throughout the Customs Union) "some-
what more resistant to decay". Everyone knows how in Germany the 
philistines always bring out the "unclothed" and "shivering" when-
ever it is a question of combating protective tariffs or any other 
progressive bourgeois measure, and "man" joins their number. 

What light does Goethe's critique of society and the state, as seen 
through Herr Grün's eyes, now shed on "the essence of man'1? 

Firstly, "man", according to p. 264, exhibits a most marked respect 
for "the educated estates" in general and a seemly deference 
towards a high aristocracy in particular. And then he is distinguished 
by a mighty terror of any great mass movement and any determined 
social action, at the approach of which he either scuttles timidly back 
into his fireside corner or takes to his heels with all his goods and 
chattels. As long as it lasts, such a movement is "a bitter experience" 
for him; scarcely is it over than he takes up a dominant position at 
the front of the stage and with the hand of Hercules delivers slaps in 

a J. W. Goethe, Über Naturwissenschaft im Allgemeinen, einzelne Betrachtungen und 
Aphorismen.— Ed. 

b The German original has: "Gesetzesstaat".—Ed. 



German Socialism in Verse and Prose 267 

the face which only now appear to him to smack home really 
tolerably, and finds the whole business "infinitely ridiculous". And 
throughout he remains wholeheartedly attached to "circumstances 
of well-deserved and well-accustomed property" ; apart from that he 
has a very "peaceful and domesticated nature", is undemanding and 
modest and does not wish to be disturbed in his quiet little pleasures 
by any storms. "Man is happy within a restricted sphere" (p. 191, as 
the first sentence of Part Two has it); he envies no one and gives 
thanks to his maker if he is left in peace. In short, "man", who, as we 
have already seen, is German by birth, is gradually beginning to turn 
into the spit image of a German petty bourgeois. 

What actually does Goethe's critique of society as conveyed by 
Herr Grün amount to? What does "man" find in society to take 
exception to? Firstly that it does not correspond to his illusions. But 
these illusions are precisely the illusions of an ideologising philistine, 
especially a young one, and if philistine reality does not correspond 
to these illusions, this is only because they are illusions. For that very 
reason they correspond all the more fully to philistine reality. They 
differ from it only as the ideologising expression of a condition in 
general differs from that condition, and there can therefore be no 
further question of them being realised. A striking example of this is 
provided by Herr Grün's commentary on Werther. 

Secondly "man's" polemic is directed against everything that 
threatens Germany's philistine régime. His whole polemic against 
the Revolution is that of a philistine. His hatred of the liberals, the 
July Revolution and protective tariffs is the absolutely unmistak-
able expression of the hatred an oppressed, inflexible petty bourgeois 
feels for the independent, progressive bourgeois. Let us give two 
further examples of this. 

Every one knows that the guild system marked the period of 
efflorescence of the petty bourgeoisie. On p. 40 Herr Grün says, 
speaking on behalf of Goethe, in other words, of "man": "In the 
Middle Ages the corporation brought together one strong man in 
defensive alliance with other strong men." The guildsmen of those 
days are "strong men" in the eyes of "man". 

But in Goethe's day the guild system was already in decay, 
competition was bursting in from all sides. As a true philistine, 
Goethe gives voice to a heart-rending wail at one point in his 
memoirs3 which Herr Grün quotes on p. 88, about the rot setting 
among the petty bourgeoisie, the ruination of well-to-do families, the 
decay of family life associated with this, the loosening of domestic 

a J. W. Goethe, "Aus meinem Leben", Teil 2, Buch 7.—Ed. 
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bonds and other petty-bourgeois lamentations which in civilised 
countries are treated with well-deserved contempt. Herr Grün, who 
scents a capital criticism of modern society in this passage, can so 
little moderate his delight that he has its whole "human content" 
printed in italics. 

Let us now turn to the positive "human content" in Goethe. We 
can proceed more quickly now that we are on the track of "man". 

Before all else let us report the glad tidings that "Wilhelm Meister 
deserts his parental home" and that in Egmont "the citizens of 
Brussels are demanding privileges and liberties" for no other reason 
than to "become men" (p. XVII). 

Herr Grün has detected affinities with Proudhon in the elderly 
Goethe once before. On p. 320 he has this pleasure once again: 

"What he wanted, what we all want, to save our personalities, anarchy in the true 
sense of the word, on this topic Goethe has the following to say: 

Now why should anarchy have for me 
Such attraction in modern times? 
Each lives according to his lights 
And that is profit for me as well",3 etc. 

Herr Grün is beside himself with joy at finding in Goethe that 
truly "human" social anarchy which was first proclaimed by 
Proudhon and adopted by acclamation by the German true socialists. 
This time he is mistaken however. Goethe is speaking of the already 
existing "anarchy in modern times", which already "is" profit for 
him and by which each lives according to his lights, in other words of 
the independence in sociable intercourse which has been brought 
about by the dissolution of the feudal system and the guilds, by the 
rise of the bourgeoisie, and the exclusion of patriarchalism from the 
social life of the educated classes. Simply for grammatical reasons 
there can therefore be no question of the Herr Grün's beloved future 
anarchy in the higher sense. Goethe is here not talking at all about 
"what he wanted" but about what he found around him. 

But such a little slip should not disturb us. For we do have the 
poem: Eigentum. 

I know that nothing is mine own 
Save the idea that peacefully 
Secretes itself from my spirit, 
And every instant of happiness 
Which destiny beneficent 
Gives me to savour fully. 

a J. W. Goethe, Zahme Xenien, IV.—Ed. 
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If it is not clear that in this poem "property as it has existed up to 
now vanishes into smoke" (p. 320), Herr Grün's comprehension has 
come to a standstill. 

[Deutsche-Brüsseler-Zeitung No. 98, December 9, 1847] 

But let us leave these entertaining little exegetical diversions of 
Herr Grün's to their fate. They are in any case legion and each 
invariably leads on to others still more surprising. Let us rather 
resume our search for "man". 

"Man is happy within a restricted sphere," as we have read. So is 
the philistine. 

"Goethe's early works were of purely social?' (i.e. human) "character.... Goethe 
clung to what was most immediate, smallest, most domesticated" (p. 88). 

The first positive thing we discover about "man" is his delight in 
the "smallest, domesticated" still-life of the petty bourgeoisie. 

"If we can find a place in the world," says Goethe, as summarised by Herr Grün, 
"where to rest with our possessions, a field to provide us with food, a house to shelter 
us—is that not a Fatherland for us?" 

And, exclaims Herr Grün, 
"How these words express our deepest thoughts today!" (p. 32). 

Essentially "man" is dressed in a redingote à la propriétaire and by 
that too reveals himself as a thoroughbred épicier.3 

The German bourgeois, as everyone knows, is a fanatic for 
freedom at most for a brief moment, in his youth. That is 
characteristic of "man" too. Herr Grün mentions with approval how 
in his later years Goethe "damns" the "urge for freedom" which still 
haunts Götz, that "product of a free and ill-bred boy", and even 
quotes this cowardly recantation in extenso on p. 43. What Herr 
Grün understands by freedom can be deduced from the fact that in 
the same passage he identifies the freedom of the French Revolution 
with that of the free Switzers at the time of Goethe's Swiss journey, in 
other words, modern, constitutional and democratic freedom with 
the dominance of patricians and guilds in medieval Imperial Cities 
and especially with the early Germanic barbarism of cattle-rearing 
Alpine tribes. The montagnards of the Bernese Oberland even have 
the same name as the Montagnards of the National Convention! »> 

a Grocer.— Ed. 
Play on words: "montagnards" — literally "mountain-dwellers"; this was also the 

name taken by the Jacobins, the representatives of the Mountain Party in the 
Convention during the French Revolution.— Ed. 
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The respectable bourgeois is a sworn enemy of all frivolity and 
mockery of religion: "man" likewise. If Goethe on various occasions 
expressed himself in a truly bourgeois manner on this topic, Herr 
Grün takes this as another aspect of the "human content in Goethe". 
And to make the point quite credible, Herr Grün assembles not 
merely these grains of gold, but on p. 62 even adds a number of 
meritorious sentiments of his own, to the effect that "those who 
mock religion ... are empty vessels and simpletons", etc. Which does 
much credit to his feelings as "man" and bourgeois. 

The bourgeois cannot live without a "king he loves", a father to his 
country whom he holds dear. Nor can "man". That is why on p. 129 
Karl August is for Goethe a "most excellent Prince". Stout old Herr 
Grün, still enthusing for "most excellent Princes" in the year 1846! 

An event is of interest to the bourgeois insofar as it impinges 
directly on his private circumstances. 

"To Goethe even the events of the day become alien objects which either add to or 
detract from his bourgeois comforts and which may arouse in him an aesthetic or human 
but never a political interest" (p. 20). 

Herr Grün "thus finds a human interest in a thing" if he notices 
that it "either adds to or detracts from his bourgeois comforts". Herr 
Grün here confesses as openly as possible that bourgeois comforts 
are the chief thing for "man". 

Faust and Wilhelm Meister provide Herr Grün with an occasion for 
special chapters. Let us take Faust first. 

On p. 116 we are told: 
"Only the fact that Goethe came upon a clue to the mystery of the organisation of 

plants" enabled him "to complete his delineation of humanistic man" (for there is no 
way of escaping "human" man) "Faust. For Faust is brought to the peak of his own 
nature (!) just as much as by natural science." 

We have already had examples of how that "humanistic man", 
Herr Grün, "is brought to the peak of his own nature by natura! 
science". We observe that this is inherent in the race. 

Then on p. 231 we hear that the "bones of brute and human 
skeletons" in the first scene signifies "the abstraction of our whole 
life"—and Herr Grün treats Faust in general exactly as though he 
had the Revelation of St. John the Theologian before him. The 
macrocosm signifies "Hegelian philosophy", which at the time when 
Goethe was writing this scene (1806) happened to exist only in 
Hegel's mind or at most in the manuscript of the Phänomenologie 
which Hegel was then working on. What has chronology to do with 
"human content"? 

The depiction of the moribund Holy Roman Empire in the Second 
Part of Faust Herr Grün (p. 240) imagines without more ado to be a 
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depiction of the monarchy of Louis XIV, "in which," he adds, "we 
automatically have the Constitution and the Republic!" "Man" 
naturally "of himself has" everything that other people first have to 
provide for themselves by dint of toil and exertion. 

On p. 246 Herr Grün confides to us that the Second Part of Faust 
has become, with regard to its scientific aspect, "the canon of 
modern times, just as Dante's Divine Comedy was the canon of the 
Middle Ages". We would commend this to natural scientists who 
have hitherto sought very little in the Second Part of Faust, and to 
historians, who have sought something quite other than a "canon of 
the Middle Ages" in the Florentine's pro-Ghibelline poem!112 It 
seems as though Herr Grün is looking at history with the same eyes 
as Goethe, according to p. 49, looked at his own past: "In Italy 
Goethe surveyed his past with the eyesoi the Belvedere Apollo", eyes 
which pour comble de malheur* do not even have eyeballs. 

Wilhelm Meister is "a Communist", i.e. "in theory, on the basis of 
aesthetic outlook" (!!) (p. 254). 

On nothing does he set great store, 
And yet the whole wide world is h isb (p. 257). 

Of course, he has enough money, and the world belongs to him, as 
it belongs to every bourgeois, without his needing to go to the 
trouble of becoming "a communist on the basis of aesthetic 
outlook".—Under the auspices of this "nothing" on which 
Wilhelm Meister sets great store and which, as we see from p. 256, is 
indeed an extensive and most substantial "nothing", even hangovers 
are eliminated. Herr Grün "drains every cup to the lees, without ill 
effect, without a headache". So much the better for "man" who may 
now quietly worship Bacchus with impunity. For the day when all 
these things shall come to pass, Herr Grün has meanwhile already 
discovered the drinking song for "true man" in On nothing do I set 
great store—"this song will be sung when mankind has arranged its 
affairs in a manner worthy of itself" ; but Herr Grün has reduced it 
to three verses and expunged those parts unsuitable for youth and 
"man". 

In W[ilhelm] M[eister] Goethe sets up 
"the ideal of human society". "Man is not a teaching but a living, acting and 

creating being." "Wilhelm Meister is this man." "The essence of man is activity" 
(an essence he shares with any flea) pp. 257, 258, 261. 

Finally the Wahlverwandtschaften. This novel, moral enough in itself, 
is moralised even more by Herr Grün, so that it almost seems as 

a As the final misfortune.— Ed. 
b J. W. Goethe, "Vanitas! Vanitatum vanitas!" (paraphrased).—Ed. 
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though he were concerned to recommend the Wahlverwandtschaften 
as a suitable text-book for schools for young ladies. Herr Grün 
explains that Goethe 

"distinguished between love and marriage, so that for him love was a search ofmar-
riage and marriage was love found and fulfilled" (p. 286). 

By this token, then, love is the searchoi "love that has been found". 
This is further elucidated to the effect that after "the freedom of 
youthful love", marriage must come about as "the final relationship 
of love" (p. 287). Exactly as in civilised countries a wise father first 
allows his son to sow his wild oats for a few years and then finds him a 
suitable wife as a "final relationship". However, whilst people in 
civilised countries have long passed the stage of regarding this "final 
relationship" as something morally binding, whilst on the contrary in 
those countries the husband keeps mistresses and his wife retaliates 
by cuckolding him, the philistine once again rescues Herr Grün: 

"If man has had a really free choice, ... if two people base their union on their 
mutual rational wishes" (there is no mention here of passion, flesh and blood) "it 
would require the outlook of a libertine to regard the upsetting of this relationship as a 
trifle, as not so fraught with suffering and unhappiness as Goethe did. But there can 
be no question of libertinism with Goethe" (p. 288). 

This passage qualifies the timid polemic against morality which 
Herr Grün permits himself from time to time. The philistine has 
arrived at the realisation that there is all the more reason for having 
to turn a blind eye to the behaviour of the young since it is precisely 
the most dissolute young men who afterwards make the best 
husbands. But if they should misbehave themselves again after the 
wedding—then no mercy, no pity on them; for that "would require 
the outlook of a libertine". 

"The outlook of a libertine!" "Libertinism!" One can just picture 
"man" as large as life before one, as he places his hand on his heart, 
and overflowing with pride exclaims: No! I am pure of all frivolity, 
of "fornication and licentiousness", I have never deliberately ruined 
the happiness of a contented marriage, I have always practised 
fidelity and honesty and have never lusted after my neighbour's 
wife—I am no "libertine"! 

"Man" is right. He is not made for amorous affairs with beautiful 
women, he has never turned his mind to seduction and adultery, he 
is no "libertine", but a man of conscience, an honourable, virtuous, 
German philistine. He is 

...l'épicier pacifique, 
Fumant sa pipe au fond de sa boutique; 
Il craint sa femme et son ton arrogant; 
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De la maison il lui laisse l'empire, 
Au moindre signe obéit sans mot dire 
Et vit ainsi cocu, battu, content.3 

(Parny, Goddam, chant III.) 

There remains just one observation for us to make. If above we 
have only considered one aspect of Goethe, that is the fault of Herr 
Grün alone. He does not present Goethe's towering stature at all. He 
either skims hurriedly over all works in which Goethe was really 
great and a genius, such as the Römische Elegieen of Goethe the 
"libertine", or he inundates them with a great torrent of trivialities, 
which only proves that he can make nothing of them. On the other 
hand, with what is for him uncommon industry he seeks out every 
instance of philistinism, petty priggery and narrow-mindedness, 
collates them, exaggerates them in the manner of a true literary 
hack, and rejoices every time he is able to find support for his own 
narrow-minded opinions on the authority of Goethe, whom he 
furthermore frequently distorts. 

History's revenge on Goethe for ignoring her every time she 
confronted him face to face was not the yapping of Menzel nor the 
narrow polemic of Börne. No, 

Just as Titania in the land of fairy magic 
Found Nick Bottom in her arms,b 

so one morning Goethe found Herr Grün in his arms. Herr Grün's 
apologia, the warm thanks he stammers out to Goethe for every 
philistine word, that is the bitterest revenge which offended history 
could pronounce upon the greatest German poet. 

Herr Grün, however, "can close his eyes in the awareness that he 
has not disgraced his destiny of being a man" (p. 248). 

Written in 1846 and early 1847 Printed according to the newspaper 
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a ... the peaceful tradesman, 
Smoking his pipe at the back of his shop; 
He fears his wife and her domineering tone; 
He leaves to her the government of the house, 
Without a word he obeys her slightest signal; 
Thus he lives, cuckolded, beaten and content.— Ed. 

b J. W. Goethe, Warnung (Zyklus "Epigrammatisch").—Ed. 



Frederick Engels 

T H E ECONOMIC CONGRESS113 

It is well known that here there are several lawyers, officials, 
doctors, rentiers, merchants, etc., who, under pretence of an 
Association pour le libre échange (à l'instar de Paris),3 give one 
another instruction in the elements of political economy. For the last 
three days of the past week these gentlemen were swimming in bliss. 
They held their great congress of the greatest economists of all 
countries, they enjoyed the ineffable delights of hearing the truths of 
economics expounded, no longer from the mouths of a M[onsieur] 
Jules Bartels, a Le Hardy de ßeaulieu, a Faider or Faderb or other 
unknown celebrities, no, but from the mouths of the leading masters 
of the science. They were enraptured, enchanted, divinely happy, 
transported to the seventh heaven. 

Less enraptured, however, were the masters of the science 
themselves. They had come prepared for an easy battle, and the 
battle was very hard for them; they believed that they had only to 
come, see and conquer, and they conquered only in the voting, 
whereas they were decisively defeated in the discussion on the 
second day, and only by means of intrigues did they avoid a new and 
still more decisive defeat on the third dav. Even if their divinelv 
happy public noticed nothing of all this, they themselves could not 
but feel it painfully. 

We attended the congress. From the very beginning we had no 
particular respect for these masters of science, whose principal 

a Association for Free Trade (after the example of Paris).— Ed. 
Pun — Fader, from "fade" (dull, insipid), Faider, name of a participant in the 

economic congress.— Ed. 
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learning consists in continually contradicting one another and 
themselves with the greatest equanimity. But we confess that this 
congress robbed us of the last tiny vestige of respect we might have 
had for those with whose writings and speeches we were less well 
acquainted. We confess that we were astounded to have to hear such 
platitudes and insipidities, such universally familiar trivialities. We 
confess that we had not expected these men of science to be 
incapable of telling us anything more valuable than the first ele-
ments of economics, which might well be new for children of seven 
or eight, but which must be presumed to be common knowl-
edge for adults, and in particular for members of Associations pour 
le libre échange. However, the gentlemen knew their public better 
than we. 

The Englishmen comported themselves best at the congress. They 
had the greatest interest in the matter; they have the opening up of 
the continental markets at heart; for them the question of free trade 
is a matter of life and death. They showed this clearly enough, too; 
they, who nowhere speak anything but their English, condescended, 
in the interest of their beloved free trade,3 to speak French. One 
could clearly see how powerfully the matter affected their purses. 
The Frenchmen performed in the manner of pure ideologists and 
scientific dreamers. They did not even distinguish themselves by any 
French esprit or originality of conception. But at least they spoke 
good French, and that is something one seldom hears in Brus-
sels.—The Dutchmen were tedious and professorial. The Dane, 
Herr David, was quite incomprehensible. The Belgians for the most 
part played the role of passive listeners, or at any rate never 
transcended the limits of their national industry—contrefaçon.*1 And 
finally the Germans, with the exception of Weerth, who, however, 
spoke more as an Englishman than a German, formed the partie 
honteuse of the whole congress. The palm would have fittingly 
been theirs, if a Belgian had not after all conquered it for his 
nation. 

First day. General discussion. Belgium opened it with M. Faider, 
who, in his entire behaviour, in his deportment and language, 
brought before us the whole of that strutting foppishness which gives 
itself such repulsive airs in the streets and promenades of Brussels. 
M. Faider peddled nothing but empty phrases, and hardly raised 
himself to the most elementary economic truths. Let us not detain 

a English in the original.— Ed. 
b Imitation.—Ed. 
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ourselves with him for as long as he detained us with his outpourings 
of dishwater soup. 

M. Wolowski, Professor etc. in Paris, mounted the rostrum. A 
smug, rhetorical, superficial, Frenchified Polish Jew, who has 
managed to combine in himself the bad qualities of all three nations 
with none of the good. M. Wolowski whipped up huge enthusiasm by 
means of a previously arranged, sophistically surprising speech. 
Unfortunately, however, this speech was not M. Wolowski's proper-
ty, it was patched together from the Sophismes économiques of M. 
Frédéric Bastiat. This was naturally something the Brussels claqueurs 
could not know.—M. Wolowski regretted that a German protectionist 
would be opposing him and that the French protectionists had 
allowed the initiative to be taken from them in this way. For this he 
was punished. When concluding his speech M. Wolowski became 
comical in the highest degree. He came to speak of the working 
classes, to whom he promised golden mountains from free trade, 
and in whose name he made a hypocritically furious attack on the 
protectionists. Yes! He exclaimed, .working himself up into a 
rhetorical falsetto, yes, these protectionists, "ces gens qui n'ont rien là 
qui batte pour les classes laborieuses"3—here he pounded himself on his 
round little belly—these protectionists are the people who prevent us 
from fulfilling our most heartfelt wishes and help the workers out of 
their poverty! Unfortunately, his whole fury was too artificial to 
make any impression on the few workers who were present in the 
gallery. 

Herr Rittinghausen from Cologne, the representative of the 
German fatherland, read out an infinitely tedious essay in defence of 
the protective system. He spoke as a true German. With the most 
pitiful grimaces in the world he lamented Germany's sorry condition 
and its industrial impotence, and he downright beseeched the 
Englishmen that they might, after all, allow Germany to protect itself 
against their superior competition. Why, he said, gentlemen, you 
wish to give us freedom of trade, you wish us to compete freely with 
all nations, when we still have guilds almost everywhere, when we 
may not even compete freely among ourselves} 

M. Blanqui, Professor, Deputy, and Progressive Conservative from 
Paris, author of a wretched economic history1* and other inferior 
books, principal pillar of the so-called École française of economics, 
answered Herr Rittinghausen. A well-fed, stand-offish man with a 
face in which hypocritical severity, unctuousness and philanthropy 

a "These people with nothing here which beats for the toiling classes." — Ed. 
b A. Blanqui, Histoire de l'économie politique en Europe.—Ed. 
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are repulsively blended. Knight of the Legion of Honour, cela va sans 
dire.3 M. Blanqui spoke with the greatest possible volubility and the 
least possible wit, and this, naturally, was just the thing to impress the 
Brussels Free Traders. What he said is moreover ten times less 
significant than what he has previously written. Let us not detain 
ourselves with these empty phrases. 

Then came Dr. Bowring, radical Member of Parliament and heir 
to the wisdom of Bentham, whose skeleton he owns.114 He is himself 
a kind of Bentham skeleton. It was noticeable that the elections were 
over; Mr. Bowring no longer found it necessary to make concessions 
to the people, but spoke instead in the manner of a genuine 
bourgeois. He spoke fluent and correct French, with a strong English 
accent, and emphasised the effect of his words with the most 
vehement and droll gesticulations that we recall ever having seen. 
Mr. Bowring, the representative of the highly interested English 
bourgeoisie, declared that at last the time had come for all egoism to 
be cast aside and for each to establish his own prosperity on that of 
the others. Naturally the old economic "truth" cropped up that one 
can do more business with a millionaire and therefore make more 
out of him than out of the possessor of a mere thousand 
talers.—Finally, there was yet another inspired hymn to cet envoyé du 
ciel,** the smuggler. 

After him spoke M. Duchateau, President of the Valenciennes 
Association pour la protection du travail national,0 defending, as a 
result of M. Wolowski's provocation, the French protective system. 
He repeated, with great calm and lucidity, the well-known principles 
of the protectionists, in the quite correct opinion that these were 
sufficient to make the whole congress bitter for the free-trade 
gentlemen. He was undoubtedly the best speaker of the day. 

Mr. Ewart, Member of Parliament, answered him, in almost 
incomprehensible French, with the stalest and most platitudinous 
shibboleths of the Anti-Corn-Law League, long since known by heart 
to almost every street urchin in England. 

We mention M. Campan, a delegate from the Free Trade Society 
of Bordeaux, merely for the sake of the record. What he said was so 
insignificant that we can no longer recall a single word of it. 

Colonel Thompson, Member of Parliament, reduces the question 
to a simple story—in a certain town there exist cab-drivers who make 
a journey for 1V2 francs. Now an omnibus is introduced, which 

a That goes without saying.—Ed. 
b This ambassador from heaven.—Ed. 
c Association for the protection of national labour.—Ed. 
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makes the same trip for 1 franc. Thus the cab-driver would say that 
V2 franc per trip is withdrawn from trade. But is that true? Where 
does the 72 franc go to? Aha! the passenger will buy something else 
for it, perhaps pies, cakes or the like. Thus the half franc enters trade 
after all, and the consumer gets more satisfaction from it. Here we 
have the case of the protectionists, who defend the cab-driver, and 
that of the Free Traders, who wish to introduce the omnibus. The 
only thing that the good Colonel Thompson forgets is that 
competition soon eliminates this advantage of the consumer, and 
takes from him for one thing exactly what he gains on another. 

The final speaker was^M. Dunoyer, a Counsellor of State in Paris, 
author of several books, among others De la liberté du travail, in which 
he accuses the workers of producing far too many children. He 
spoke with the vehemence proper to a Counsellor of State, and 
moreover very insignificantly. M. Dunoyer is a well-nourished ventru3 

with a bald skull and the red, forward-thrusting face of a dog, he is 
evidently accustomed to brook no contradictions, but is by no means as 
terrifying as he would like to be. M. Blanqui said of his cheap invective 
against the proletariat: "M. Dunoyer dit aux peuples les mêmes vérités au-
stères qu'au dernier siècle les Voltaire et Rousseau disaient aux princes. "b 

With this the general discussion was closed. We shall report on the 
discussion of the individual questions on the second and third days in 
the next issue.115 
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Karl Marx 
THE PROTECTIONISTS, THE FREE TRADERS 

AND T H E WORKING CLASS116 

The protectionists have never protected small industry, handicraft 
proper. Have Dr. List and his school in Germany by any chance 
demanded protective tariffs for the small linen industry, for hand 
loom-weaving, for handicraft production? No, when they demanded 
protective tariffs they did so only in order to oust handicraft 
production with machines and patriarchal industry with modern 
industry. In a word, they wish to extend the dominion of the 
bourgeoisie, and in particular of the big industrial capitalists. They 
went so far as to proclaim aloud the decline and fall of small industry 
and the petty bourgeoisie, of small farming and the small peasants, 
as a sad but inevitable and, as far as the industrial development of 
Germany is concerned, necessary occurrence. 

Besides the school of Dr. List there exists in Germany, the land of 
schools, yet another school, which demands not merely a system of 
protective tariffs, but a system of import prohibition proper. The 
leader of this school, Herr v. Gülich, has written a very scholarly 
history of industry and trade,3 which has also been translated into 
French. Herr v. Gülich is a sincere philanthropist; he is in earnest 
with regard to protecting handicraft production and national labour. 
Well now! What did he do? He began by refuting Dr. List, proved 
that in List's system the welfare of the working class is only a sHam 
and a pretence, a ringing piece of hollow rhetoric, and then, for his 
part, he made the following proposals: 

1. To prohibit the importation of foreign manufactured products; 

a G. Gülich, Geschichtliche Darstellung des Handels, der Gewerbe und des Ackerbaus der 
bedeutendsten handeltreibenden Staaten unserer Zeit.—Ed. 
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2. to place very heavy import duties on raw materials originating 
abroad, like cotton, silk etc., etc., in order to protect wool and 
nationally produced linen; 

3. likewise on colonial products, in order to replace sugar, coffee, 
indigo, cochineal, valuable timbers etc., etc., with national 
products; 

4. to place high taxes on nationally produced machines, in order 
to protect handicraft production against the machine. 

It is evident that Herr v. Gülich is a man who accepts the system 
with all its consequences. And what does this lead to? Not merely 
preventing the entry of foreign industrial products, but also 
hindering the progress of national industry. 

Herr List and Herr v. Gülich form the limits between which the 
system moves. If it wishes to protect industrial progress, then it at 
once sacrifices handicraft production, labour; if it wishes to protect 
labour, then industrial progress is sacrificed. 

Let us return to the protectionists proper, who do not share the 
illusions of Herr v. Gülich. 

If they speak consciously and openly to the working class, then 
they summarise their philanthropy in the following words: It is 
better to be exploited by one's fellow-countrymen than by foreigners. 

I do not think the working class will be for ever satisfied with this 
solution, which, it must be confessed, is indeed very patriotic, but 
nonetheless a little too ascetic and spiritual for people whose only 
occupation consists in the production of riches, of material wealth. 

But the protectionists will say: "So when all is said and done we at 
least preserve the present state of society. Good or bad, we guarantee 
the labourer work for his hands, and prevent his being thrown on to 
the street by foreign competition." I shall not dispute this statement, 
I accept it. The preservation, the conservation of the present state of 
affairs is accordingly the best result the protectionists can achieve in 
the most favourable circumstances. Good, but the problem for the 
working class is not to preserve the present state of affairs, but to 
transform it into its opposite. 

The protectionists have one last refuge. They say that their system 
makes no claim to be a means of social reform, but that it is 
nonetheless necessary to begin with social reforms in one's own 
country, before one embarks on economic reforms internationally. 
After the protective system has been at first reactionary, then 
conservative, it finally becomes conservative-progressive. It will 
suffice to point out the contradiction lurking in this theory, which at 
first sight appears to have something seductive, practical and rational 
to it. A strange contradiction! The system of protective tariffs 
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places in the hands of the capital of one country the weapons which 
enable it to defy the capital of other countries; it increases the 
strength of this capital in opposition to foreign capital, and at the 
same time it deludes itself that the very same means will make that 
same capital small and weak in opposition to the working class. In the 
last analysis that would mean appealing to the philanthropy of capi-
tal, as though capital as such could be a philanthropist. In general, 
social reforms can never be brought about by the weakness of the 
strong; they must and will be called to life by the strength of the 
weak. 

Incidentally, we have no need to detain ourselves with this matter. 
From the moment the protectionists concede that social reforms 
have no place in their system and are not a result of it, and that they 
form a special question—from this moment on they have already 
abandoned the social question. I shall accordingly leave the 
protectionists aside and speak of Free Trade in its relationship to the 
condition of the working class. 

Written in the second half Printed according to the 1848 
of September 1847 edition 

First published in Zwei Reden über die Published in English for the first 
Freihandels- und Schutzzollfrage von Karl time 
Marx, Hamm, 1848 



Frederick Engels 

T H E FREE TRADE CONGRESS AT BRUSSELS 

On the 16th, 17th, and 18th of September, there was held here 
(Brussels) a congress of political economists, manufacturers, trades-
men, etc., to discuss the question of Free Trade. There were present 
about 150 members of all nations. There assisted, on the part of the 
English Free Traders, Dr. Bowring, M. P., Col. Thompson, M. P., 
Mr. Ewart, M. P., Mr. Brown, M. P., James Wilson, Esq., editor of the 
Economist, etc.; from France had arrived M. Wolowski, professor of 
jurisprudence; M. Blanqui, deputy, professor of political economy, 
author of a history of that science,3 and other works; M. Horace Say, 
son of the celebrated economist5; M. Ch. Dunoyer, member of the 
Privy Council, author of several works upon politics and economy, 
and others. From Germany there was no Free Trader present, but 
Holland, Denmark, Italy, etc., had sent representatives. Senor 
Ramon de la Sagra, of Madrid, intended to come, but came too late. 
The assistance of a whole host of Belgian Free Traders need hardly 
be mentioned, it being a matter of course. 

Thus the celebrities of the science had met to discuss the important 
question—whether Free Trade would benefit the world? You will 
think the discussions of such a splendid assembly—discussions 
carried on by economical stars of the first magnitude—must have 
been interesting in the highest degree. You will say that men like Dr. 
Bowring, Colonel Thompson, Blanqui and Dunoyer, must have 
pronounced speeches the most striking, must have produced 
arguments the most convincing, must have represented all questions 
under a light the most novel and surprising imaginable. Alas! Sir, if 
you had been present, you would have been piteously undeceived. 

a A. Blanqui, Histoire de l'économie politique en Europe.—Ed. 
Jean Baptiste Say.— Ed. 
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Your glorious expectations, your fond illusions would have vanished 
within less than an hour. I have assisted at innumerable public 
meetings and discussions. I heard the League pour forth their 
Anti-Corn-Law117 arguments more than a hundred times, while I was 
in England, but never, I can assure you, never did I hear such dull, 
tedious, trivial stuff, brought forward with such a degree of 
self-complacency. I was never before so disappointed. What was 
carried on did not merit the name of a discussion—it was mere 
pot-house talk. The great scientific luminaries never ventured 
themselves upon the field of political economy, in the strict sense of 
the word. I shall not repeat to you all the worn-out stuff which was 
brought forward on the first two days. Read two or three numbers of 
the League or the Manchester Guardian, and you will find all that was 
said, except, perhaps, a few specious sentences brought forward by 
M. Wolowski, which he, however, had stolen from M. Bastiat's (chief 
of the French Free Traders) pamphlet of Sophismes économiques. Free 
Traders did not expect to meet with any other opposition, but that of 
M. Rittinghausen, a German Protectionist, and generally an insipid 
fellow. But up got M. Duchateau, a French manufacturer and 
Protectionist—a man who spoke for his purse, just as Mr. Ewart or 
Mr. Brown spoke for theirs, and gave them such a terrible 
opposition, that on the second day of the discussion, a great number, 
even of Free Traders, avowed that they had been beaten in 
argument. They took, however, their revenge at the vote—the 
resolutions passed, of course, almost unanimously. 

On the third day, a question was discussed which interests your 
readers. It was this: "Will the carrying out of universal Free Trade 
benefit the working classes?" The affirmative was supported by Mr. 
Brown, the South Lancashire Free Trader, in a lengthy speech, in 
English; he and Mr. Wilson were the only ones who spoke that 
language, the remainder all spoke French—Dr. Bowring, very 
well—Colonel Thompson, tolerably—Mr. Ewart, dreadfully. He 
repeated a part of the old League documents, in a whining tone, very 
much like a Church-of-England parson. 

After him got up Mr. Weerth, of Rhenish Prussia. You know, I 
believe, this gentleman—a young tradesman whose poetry is well 
known and very much liked throughout Germany, and who, during 
several years' stay in Yorkshire, was an eye-witness of the condition 
of the working people. He has a great many friends amongst them 
there, who will be glad to see that he has not forgotten them. As his 
speech will be to your readers the most interesting feature of the 
whole Congress, I shall report it at some length. He spoke as 
follows118: 
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"Gendemen—You are discussing the influence of Free Trade upon the condition 
of the working classes. You profess the greatest possible sympathy for those classes. I 
am very glad of it, but yet I am astonished not to see a representative of the working 
classes amongst you! The monied classes of France are represented by a peer—those 
of England by several M.P.s.—those of Belgium by an ex-minister—and even those of 
Germany by a gentleman who gave us a faithful description of the state of that 
country. But where, I ask you, are the representatives of the working men? I see them 
nowhere; and, therefore, gentlemen, allow me to take up the defence of their 
interests. I beg to speak to you on behalf of the working people, and principally on 
behalf of those five millions of English working men, amongst whom I spent several of 
the most pleasant years of my life, whom I know and whom I cherish. (Cheers.) 
Indeed, gentlemen, the working people stand in need of some generosity. Hitherto 
they have not been treated like men, but like beasts of burden, nay—like merchandise, 
like machines; the English manufacturers know this so well, that they never say, we 
employ so many workmen, but so many hands. The monied classes, acting upon this 
principle, have never hesitated a moment to profit by their services as long as they 
require them, and then turn them out upon the streets, as soon as there is no longer 
any profit to be squeezed out of them. Thus the condition of these outcasts of modern 
society has become such, that it cannot be made worse. Look wherever you like; to the 
banks of the Rhone; into the dirty and pestilential lanes of Manchester, Leeds, and 
Birmingham; on the hills of Saxony and Silesia, or the plains of Westphalia; 
everywhere you will meet with the same pale starvation, the same gloomy despair, in 
the eyes of men who in vain claim their rights and their position in civilised society." 
(Great sensation.) 

Mr. Weerth then declared his opinion to be, that the protective 
system in reality did not protect the working people, but that Free 
Trade—and he told it them plainly and distinctly, although he 
himself was a Free Trader—that Free Trade would never change 
their miserable condition. He did not at all join in the delusions of 
the Free Traders, as to the beneficial effects of the carrying out of 
their system upon the working classes. On the contrary, Free Trade, 
the full realisation of free competition, would force the working 
people as much into a keener competition amongst themselves as it 
would make capitalists compete more selfishly against each other. 
The perfect freedom of competition would inevitably give an 
enormous impulse to the invention of new machinery, and thus 
supersede more workmen than even now were daily superseded. It 
would stimulate production in every way, but for this very reason it 
would stimulate overproduction, overstocking of markets, and 
commercial revulsions, just in the same measure. The Free Traders 
pretended that those terrible revulsions would cease under a system 
of commercial freedom; why, just the contrary would be the case, 
they would increase and multiply more than ever. Possible, nay 
certain it was, that at first the greater cheapness of provisions would 
benefit the workpeople,—that a lessened cost of production would 
increase consumption and the demand for labour, but that 
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advantage very soon would be turned into misery, the competition of 
the working people amongst themselves would soon reduce them to 
the former level of misery and starvation. After these and other 
arguments (which appeared to be quite novel to the meeting, for 
they were listened to with the greatest attention, although The Times 
reporter deigns to rid himself of them with the impudent but 
significant sneer—"Chartist commonplace"3), Mr. Weerth concluded 
as follows: 

"And do not think, gentlemen, that these are but my individual opinions; they are 
the opinions, too, of the English working men, a class whom I cherish and respect, 
because they are intelligent and energetic men, indeed, (cheers, "by courtesy") I shall 
prove that by a few facts. During full six years, the gentlemen of the League, whom we 
see here, courted the support of the working people, but in vain. The working men 
never forgot that the capitalists were their natural enemies; they recollected the 
League riots of 1842,119 and the masters' opposition against the Ten Hours Bill. It was 
only towards the end of 1845, that the Chartists, the élite of the working classes, 
associated for a moment with the League, in order to crush their common enemy, the 
landed aristocracy. But it was for a moment only, and never were they deceived by the 
delusive promises of Cobden, Bright and Co., nor did they hope the fulfilment of 
cheap bread, high wages, and plenty to do. No, not for a moment did they cease to 
trust in their own exertions only; to form a distinct party, led on by distinct chiefs, by 
the indefatigable Duncombe, and by Feargus O'Connor, who, in spite of all 
calumnies,—(here Mr. Weerth looked at Dr. Bowring, who made a quick, convulsive 
movement)—who, in spite of all calumnies, within a few weeks will sit upon the same 
bench with you in the House of Commons. In the name, then, of those millions who 
do not believe that Free Trade will do wonders for them, I call upon you to seek for 
some other means to effectively better their condition. Gentlemen, I call upon you for 
your own interests. You have no longer to fear the Emperor of all the Russias; you 
dread not an invasion of Cossacks, but if you do not take care you will have to fear the 
irruption of your own workmen, and they will be more terrible to you than all the 
Cossacks in the world. Gentlemen, the workpeople want no more words from you, 
they want deeds. And you have no reason to be astonished at that. They recollect very 
well, that in 1830 and 31, when they conquered the Reform Bill for you in London, 
when they fought for you in the streets of Paris and Brussels, that then they were 
courted, shaken hands with, and highly praised; but that when a few years after they 
demanded bread, then they were received with grape shot and the bayonet. ("Oh! no, 
no! yes, yes! Buzançais, Lyons.") I repeat, therefore, to you, carry your Free Trade, 
it will be well; but think, at the same time, about other measures for the working 
classes, or you will repent it." (Loud cheers.) 

Immediately after Mr. Weerth, up got Dr. Bowring to reply. 
"Gentlemen," said he, "I can tell you that the hon. member who has just sat down 

has not been elected by the English working people to represent them in this 
Congress. On the contrary, the English people generally have given us their suffrages 
for this purpose, and, therefore, we claim our places as their true representatives." 

He then went on to show the beneficial effects of Free Trade, as 
proved by the increased importation of articles of food into England 

a "Free Trade Congress in Brussels" in The Times, September 20, 1847.— Ed. 
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since the introduction of last year's tariff.3 So many eggs, so many 
cwt. of butter, cheese, ham, bacon, so many heads of cattle, etc., etc.; 
who could have eaten all that if not the working people of England? 
He quite forgot, however, telling us what quantities of the same 
articles have been produced less in England since foreign competi-
tion has been admitted. He took it for granted that increased 
importation was a decisive proof of increased consumption. He 
never mentioned wherefrom the working people of Manchester, 
Bradford, and Leeds, who now walk the streets and cannot get work, 
wherefrom these men got the money to pay for this supposed 
increase of consumption and Free Trade comforts, for we never 
heard of the masters making them presents of eggs, butter, cheese, 
ham, and meat, for not working at all. He never said a word about 
the present depressed state of the trade, which in every public paper 
is represented as really unexampled. He seemed not to know that all 
the predictions of the Free Traders since the carrying of the 
measures have proved just the reverse of reality. He had not a word 
of sympathy for the sufferings of the working classes, but, on the 
contrary, represented their present gloomy condition as the bright-
est, happiest, and most comfortable they could reasonably desire. 

The English working people, now, may choose betwixt their two 
representatives. A host of others followed, who spoke about every 
imaginable subject upon earth, except upon the one under 
discussion. Mr. M'Adam, M. P. for Belfast (?), spun an eternally long 
yarn upon flax-spinning in Ireland, and almost killed the meeting 
with statistics. Mr. Ackersdijk, a Dutch professor, spoke about Old 
Holland and Young Holland, the university of Liège, Walpole, and 
De Witt. M. Van de Casteele spoke about France, Belgium, and the 
ministry. M. Asher, of Berlin, about German patriotism and some 
new article he called spiritual manufacture. M. Den Tex, a 
Dutchman, about God knows what. At last, the whole meeting being 
half asleep, was awakened by M. Wolowski, who returned to the 
question and replied to Mr. Weerth. His speech, like all speeches 
delivered by Frenchmen, proved how much the French capitalists 
dread the fulfilment of Mr. Weerth's prophecies; they speak with 
such pretended sympathy, such canting and whining of the 
sufferings of the working classes, that one might take it all for good 
earnest, were it not too flagrantly contradicted by the roundness of 
their bellies, by the stamp of hypocrisy deeply imprinted on their 
faces, by the pitiful remedies they propose and by the unmistakeably 
striking contrast between their words and their deeds. Nor have they 

a i.e., the lifting of heavy duties on imported corn in 1846.— Ed. 



The Free Trade Congress at Brussels 287 

ever succeeded in deceiving one single working man. Then, up got 
the Due d'Harcourt, peer of France, and claimed, too, for the French 
capitalists, deputies, etc., present the right of representing the 
French working people. They do so in the same way as Dr. Bowring 
represents the English Chartists. Then spoke Mr. James Wilson, 
repeating most brazen-facedly the most worn-out League argu-
ments, in the drowsy tone of a Philadelphia quaker. 

You see from this, what a nice discussion it was. Dr. Marx, of 
Brussels, whom you know as by far the most talented representative 
of German Democracy, had also claimed his turn to speak. He had 
prepared a speech, which, if it had been delivered, would have made 
it impossible for the congressional "gents" to vote upon the question. 
But Mr. Weerth's opposition had made them shy. They resolved to 
let none speak, of whose orthodoxy they were not quite sure. Thus, 
Messrs Wolowski, Wilson, and the whole precious lot spoke against 
time, and when it was four o'clock, there were still six or seven 
gentlemen who wanted to speak, but the chairman3 closed the 
discussion abruptly, and the whole set of fools, ignorants, and knaves 
called a congress of political economists, voted all votes against one 
(the poor German fool of a Protectionist aforesaid)—the Democrats 
did not vote at all—that Free Trade is extremely beneficial to the 
working people, and will free them from all misery and distress. 

As Mr. Marx's speech, although not delivered, contains the very 
best and most striking refutation of this barefaced lie, which can be 
imagined, and as its contents, in spite of so many hundred pages 
having been written pro and con upon the subject, will yet read quite 
novel in England, I enclose you some extracts from it. 

SPEECH OF DR. MARX ON PROTECTION, FREE TRADE, 
AND THE WORKING CLASSES 

There are two sects of protectionists. The first sect, represented in 
Germany by Dr. List, who never intended to protect manual labour, 
on the contrary, they demanded protective duties in order to crush 
manual labour by machinery, to supersede patriarchal manufacture 
by modern manufacture. They always intended to prepare the reign 
of the monied classes (the bourgeoisie), and more particularly that of 
the large manufacturing capitalists. They openly proclaimed the 
ruin of petty manufacturers, of small tradesmen, and small farmers, 
as an event to be regretted, indeed, but quite inevitable, at the same 
time. The second school of protectionists, required not only 
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protection, but absolute prohibition. They proposed to protect 
manual labour against the invasion of machinery, as well as against 
foreign competition. They proposed to protect by high duties, not 
only home manufactures, but also home agriculture, and the 
production of raw materials at home. And where did this school 
arrive at? At the prohibition, not only of the importation of foreign 
manufactured produce, but of the progress of the home manufac-
ture itself. Thus the whole protective system inevitably got upon the 
horns of this dilemma. Either it protected the progress of home 
manufactures, and then it sacrificed manual labour, or it protected 
manual labour, and then it sacrificed home manufactures. Protec-
tionists of the first sect, those who conceived the progress of 
machinery, of division of labour, and of competition, to be 
irresistible, told the working classes, "At any rate if you are to be 
squeezed out, you had better be squeezed by your own countrymen, 
than by foreigners." Will the working classes for ever bear with this? 
I think not. Those who produce all the wealth and comforts of the 
rich, will not be satisfied with that poor consolation. They will 
require more substantial comforts in exchange for substantial 
produce. But the protectionists say, "After all, we keep up the state 
of society as it is at present. We ensure to the working man, somehow 
or other, the employment he wants. We take care that he shall not be 
turned out of work in consequence of foreign competition." So be it. 
Thus, in the best case, the protectionists avow that they are unable to 
arrive at anything better than the continuation of the status quo. 
Now the working classes want not the continuation of their actual 
condition, but a change for the better. A last refuge yet stands open 
to the protectionist. He will say that he is not at all adverse to social 
reform in the interior of a country, but that the first thing to ensure 
their success will be to shut out any derangement which might be 
caused by foreign competition. "My system," he says, "is no system 
of social reform, but if we are to reform society, had we not better do 
so within our own country, before we talk about reforms in our 
relations with other countries?" Very specious, indeed, but under 
this plausible appearance, there is hid a very strange contradiction. 
The protectionist system, while it gives arms to the capital of a 
country against the capital of foreign countries, while it strengthens 
capital against foreigners, believes that this capital, thus armed, thus 
strengthened, will be weak, impotent, and feeble, when opposed to 
labour. Why, that would be appealing to the mercy of capital, as if 
capital, considered as such, could ever be merciful. Why, social 
reforms are never carried by the weakness of the strong, but always 
by the strength of the weak. But it is not at all necessary to insist on 
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this point. From the moment the protectionists agree that social 
reforms do not necessarily follow from, and that they are not part 
and parcel of their system, but form quite a distinct question, from 
that moment they abandon the question, which we discuss. We may, 
therefore, leave them in order to review the effects of Free Trade 
upon the condition of the working classes. The problem: What will 
be the influence of the perfect unfettering of trade upon the 
situation of the working classes, is very easy to be resolved. It is not 
even a problem. If there is anything clearly exposed in political 
economy, it is the fate attending the working classes under the reign 
of Free Trade. All those laws developed in the classical works on 
political economy, are strictly true under the supposition only, that 
trade be delivered from all fetters, that competition be perfectly free, 
not only within a single country, but upon the whole face of the 
earth. These laws, which A. Smith, Say, and Ricardo have developed, 
the laws under which wealth is produced and distributed—these laws 
grow more true, more exact, then cease to be mere abstractions, in 
the same measure in which Free Trade is carried out. And the 
master of the science, when treating of any economical subject, tells 
us every moment that all their reasonings are founded upon the 
supposition that all fetters, yet existing, are to be removed from 
trade. They are quite right in following this method. For they make 
no arbitrary abstractions, they only remove from their reasoning a 
series of accidental circumstances. Thus it can justly be said, that the 
economists—Ricardo and others—know more about society as it will 
be, than about society as it is. They know more about the future than 
about the present. If you wish to read in the book of the future, open 
Smith, Say, Ricardo. There you will find described, as clearly as 
possible, the condition which awaits the working man under the 
reign of perfect Free Trade. Take, for instance, the authority of 
Ricardo, authority than which there is no better. What is the natural 
normal price of the labour of, economically speaking, a working 
man? Ricardo replies, "Wages reduced to their minimum—their 
lowest level." Labour is a commodity as well as any other 
commodity.123 Now the price of a commodity is determined by the 
time necessary to produce it. What then is necessary to produce the 
commodity of labour? Exactly that which is necessary to produce 
the sum of commodities indispensable to the sustenance and the 
repairing of the wear and tear of the labourer, to enable him to live 
and to propagate, somehow or other, his race. We are, however, not 
to believe that the working man will never be elevated above this 
lowest level, nor that he never will be depressed below it. No, 
according to this law, the working classes will be for a time more 
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happy, they will have for a time more than the minimum^ but this 
surplus will be the supplement only for what they will have less than 
the minimum at another time, the time of industrial stagnation. That 
is to say, that during a certain space of time, which is always 
periodical, in which trade passes through the circle of prosperity, 
overproduction, stagnation, crisis—that, taking the average of what 
the labourer received more, and what he received less, than the 
minimum, we shall find that on the whole he will have received 
neither more or less than the minimum; or, in other words, that the 
working class, as a class, will have conserved itself, after many 
miseries, many sufferings, and many corpses left upon the industrial 
battle field. But what matters that? The class exists, and not only it 
exists, but it will have increased. This law, that the lowest level of 
wages is the natural price of the commodity of labour, will realise 
itself in the same measure with Ricardo's supposition that Free 
Trade will become a reality. We accept every thing that has been said 
of the advantages of Free Trade. The powers of production will 
increase, the tax imposed upon the country by protective duties will 
disappear, all commodities will be sold at a cheaper price. And what, 
again, says Ricardo? "That labour being equally a commodity, will 
equally sell at a cheaper price"—that you will have it for very little 
money indeed, just as you will have pepper and salt. And then, in the 
same way as all other laws of political economy will receive an 
increased force, a surplus of truth, by the realisation of Free 
Trade—in the same way the law of population, as exposed by 
Malthus, will under the reign of Free Trade develop itself in as fine 
dimensions as can possibly be desired. Thus you have to choose: 
Either you must disavow the whole of political economy as it exists at 
present, or you must allow that under the freedom of trade the 
whole severity of the laws of political economy will be applied to the 
working classes. Is that to say that we are against Free Trade? No, we 
are for Free Trade, because by Free Trade all economical laws, with 
their most astounding contradictions, will act upon a larger scale, 
upon a greater extent of territory, upon the territory of the whole 
earth; and because from the uniting of all these contradictions into a 
single group, where they stand face to face, will result the struggle 
which will itself eventuate in the emancipation of the proletarians. 

Written at the end of September 1847 Reprinted from the newspaper 
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THE COMMUNISTS AND KARL HEINZEN124 

FIRST ARTICLE 

[Deutsche-Brüsseler-Zeitung No. 79, October 3, 1847] 

Brussels, September 26. Today's number of the D[eutsche]-
Br[iisseler]-Z[ei]t[un]g contains an article by Heinzen3 in which under 
the pretext of defending himself against a trivial accusation by the 
editors, he embarks on a long polemic against the Communists. 

The editors advise both sides to drop the polemic. In that case 
however they ought only to reproduce that part of Heinzen's article 
in which Heinzen really defends himself against the accusation of 
having attacked the Communists first. Even if "Heinzen has no 
paper at his disposal", that is no reason for placing one at his disposal 
for the publication of attacks which the editors of the paper 
themselves consider stupid. 

Incidentally, no greater service could have been rendered to the 
Communists than has been rendered through the publication of this 
article. Sillier and more narrow-minded criticisms than those 
Heinzen here makes of the Communists have never been made of 
any party. The article is the most dazzling vindication of the 
Communists. It proves that if they had not already attacked Heinzen, 
they would be obliged to do so at once. 

At the very outset Herr Heinzen presents himself as the 
representative of all the non-communist German radicals; his 
intention is to debate with the Communists as one party with 
another. He "is entitled to demand", he announces with the greatest 
assurance what "must be expected of" the Communists, what "must 
be demanded of them", what the "duty of real Communists is". He 

a Published as a statement in the Polemik column with a note by the editors 
entitled "Karl Heinzen und die Kommunisten".— Ed. 

1 1 — 1826 



292 Frederick Engels 

identifies his differences with the Communists in all respects with 
those "the German republicans and democrats" have with them and 
speaks of "we" in the name of these republicans. 

Who is Herr Heinzen, then, and what does he represent? 
Herr Heinzen is a former liberal, lower-ranking civil servant who 

in 1844 was still enthusiastic about legitimate progress and the 
wretched German Constitution, and who at best confessed in a 
confidential whisper that a republic might be desirable and possible, 
of course in the far distant future. Herr Heinzen was wrong however 
about the possibility of legal resistance in Prussia. The bad book he 
wrote on the bureaucracy3 (even Jacob Venedey wrote a far better 
book about Prussia years agob) compelled him to flee the country. 
Now the truth dawned on him. He declared legal resistance to be 
impossible, became a revolutionary and naturally a republican as 
well. In Switzerland he made the acquaintance of that savant sérient 
Rüge, who taught him the little philosophy he has, consisting of a 
confused hotch-potch of Feuerbachian atheism and humanism, 
reminiscences of Hegel and rhetorical phrases from Stirner. Thus 
equipped, Herr Heinzen considered himself mature and inaugu-
rated his revolutionary propaganda, leaning on Ruge to the right 
and Freiligrath to the left. 

We are most certainly not criticising Herr Heinzen for his 
transition from liberalism to bloodthirsty radicalism. But we do 
maintain that he has made this transition as a result of merely 
personal circumstances. As long as Herr Heinzen was able to put up 
legal resistance, he attacked all those who admitted the necessity of a 
revolution. Scarcely was legal resistance rendered impossible for him 
when he declared it to be impossible absolutely, without taking into 
account that for the present this resistance is still perfectly possible 
for the German bourgeoisie, which is constantly putting up a highly 
legal resistance. Scarcely had the way back been cutoff for him when 
he declared the necessity of an immediate revolution. Instead of 
studying conditions in Germany, taking overall stock of them and 
deducing from this what progress, what development and what steps 
were necessary and possible, instead of obtaining for himself a clear 
picture of the complex situation of the individual classes in Germany 
with regard to each other and to the government and concluding 
from this what policy was to be followed, instead, in a word, of 
accommodating himself to the development of Germany, Herr 

a K. Heinzen, Die Preussische Bureaukratie.—Ed. 
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Heinzen quite unceremoniously demands that the development of 
Germany should accommodate itself to him. 

Herr Heinzen was a violent opponent of philosophy as long as it 
remained progressive. Scarcely had it become reactionary, scarcely 
had it become the refuge of all waverers, weaklings and literary 
hacks, when Herr Heinzen did himself the disservice of joining it. 
And worse still, fate would have it that Herr Rüge, who himself has 
been a mere proselyte all his life, has found his only proselyte in 
Herr Heinzen. Herr Heinzen is thus condemned to provide Herr 
Rüge with the consolation that at least one person believed he had 
penetrated his verbal edifices. 

For what end is Herr Heinzen actually working then? For the 
instant establishment of a German republic combining American 
and 1793 traditions with a few measures borrowed from the 
Communists, and looking very black, red and gold.125 As a result of 
its industrial lethargy, Germany occupies such a wretched position in 
Europe that it can never seize an initiative, never be the first to 
proclaim a great revolution, never establish a republic on its own 
account without France and England. Any German republic that is 
supposed to be created independently of the development of the 
civilised countries, any German revolution that is supposed to be 
carried out on its own and, as happens in Herr Heinzen's case, leaves 
the real development of classes in Germany totally out of considera-
tion, any such republic or revolution is nothing but black, red and 
gold day-dreaming. And in order to make this glorious German 
republic even more glorious, Herr Heinzen garnishes it with 
Feuerbachian, Rugified humanism, and proclaims it as the kingdom 
"of man" which is almost at hand. And the Germans are supposed to 
make something of all this topsy-turvy day-dreaming? 

But how does the great "agitator" Herr Heinzen conduct his 
propaganda? He declares the princes to be the chief authors of all 
poverty and distress. This assertion is not only ridiculous but 
exceedingly damaging. Herr Heinzen could not flatter the German 
princes, those impotent and feeble-minded puppets, more than by 
attributing to them fantastic, preternatural, daemonic omnipotence. 
If Herr Heinzen asserts that the princes can do so much evil, he is 
thereby also conceding them the power to perform as many good 
works. The conclusion this leads to is not the necessity of a revolution 
but the pious desire for a virtuous prince, for a good Emperor 
Joseph. In any case, the people know far better than Herr Heinzen 
who their oppressors are. Herr Heinzen will never transfer to the 
princes the hatred which the serf feels for the feudal lord and the 
worker for his employer. But of course Herr Heinzen is working in 
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the interests of the landowners and capitalists when he puts the 
blame for the exploitation of the people by these two classes not on 
them but on the princes; and the exploitation by the landowners and 
capitalists is after all surely responsible for nineteen-twentieths of all 
the misery in Germany! 

Herr Heinzen calls for an immediate insurrection. He has leaflets 
printed3 to this effect and attempts to distribute them in Germany. 
We would ask whether blindly lashing out with such senseless 
propaganda is not injurious in the highest degree to the interests of 
German democracy. We would ask whether experience has not 
proved how useless it is. Whether, at a time of far greater unrest, in 
the thirties, hundreds of thousands of such leaflets, pamphlets, etc., 
were not distributed in Germany and whether a single one of them 
had any success whatever. We would ask whether any person who is 
in his right mind at all can imagine that the people will pay any 
attention whatever to political sermonising and exhortations of this 
kind. We would ask whether Herr Heinzen has ever done anything 
else in his leaflets except exhort and sermonise. We would ask 
whether it is not positively ridiculous to trumpet calls for revolution 
out into the world in this way, without sense or understanding, 
without knowledge or consideration of circumstances. 

What is the task of a party press? To debate, first and foremost, 
to explain, to expound, to defend the party's demands, to rebut and 
refute the claims and assertions of the opposing party. What is the 
task of the German democratic press? To demonstrate the necessity 
for democracy by the worthlessness of the present government, 
which by and large represents the nobility, by the inadequacy of the 
constitutional system that brings the bourgeoisie to the helm, by the 
impossibility of the people helping itself so long as it does not have 
political power. Its task is to reveal the oppression of the 
proletarians, small peasants and urban petty bourgeoisie, for in 
Germany these constitute the "people", by the bureaucracy, the 
nobility and the bourgeoisie; how not only political but above all 
social oppression has come about, and by what means it can be 
eliminated; its task is to show that the conquest of political power 
by the proletarians, small peasants and urban petty bourgeoisie is the 
first condition for the application of these means. Its task is further 
to examine the extent to which a rapid realisation of democracy may 
be expected, what resources the party can command and what other 
parties it must ally itself with as long as it is too weak to act 
alone.—Well, and has Herr Heinzen done even one of these things? 
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No. He has not put himself to so much trouble. He has revealed 
absolutely nothing to the people, in other words to the proletarians, 
small peasants and urban petty bourgeoisie. He has never examined 
the position of the classes and parties. He has done nothing but play 
variations on the one theme: Fight'em, fight'em, fight'em! 

And to whom does Herr Heinzen address his revolutionary 
sermonising? First and foremost to the small peasants, to that class 
which in our day and age is least of all capable of seizing a 
revolutionary initiative. For 600 years, all progressive movements 
have issued so exclusively from the towns that the independent 
democratic movements of country people (Wat Tyler, Jack Cade, 
the Jacquerie, the Peasants' War126) were firstly always reactionary 
manifestations and were secondly always crushed. The industrial 
proletariat of the towns has become the vanguard of all modern 
democracy; the urban petty bourgeoisie and still more the peasants 
depend on its initiative completely. The French Revolution of 1789 
and the most recent history of England, France and the eastern states 
of America prove this. And Herr Heinzen hopes the peasants will 
fight now, in the nineteenth century? 

But Herr Heinzen also promises social reforms. Of course, the 
indifference of the people towards his appeals has gradually forced 
him to. And what kind of reforms are these? They are such as the 
Communists themselves suggest in preparation for the abolition of 
private property. The only point Herr Heinzen makes that deserves 
recognition he has borrowed from the Communists, the Communists 
whom he attacks so violently, and even that is reduced in his hands to 
utter nonsense and mere day-dreaming. All measures to restrict 
competition and the accumulation of capital in the hands of 
individuals, all restriction or suppression of the law of inheritance, all 
organisation of labour by the state, etc., all these measures are not 
only possible as revolutionary measures, but actually necessary. They 
are possible because the whole insurgent proletariat is behind them 
and maintains them by force of arms. They are possible, despite all 
the difficulties and disadvantages which are alleged against them by 
economists, because these very difficulties and disadvantages will 
compel the proletariat to go further and further until private 
property has been completely abolished, in order not to lose again 
what it has already won. They are possible as preparatory steps, 
temporary transitional stages towards the abolition of private 
property, but not in any other way. 

Herr Heinzen however wants all these measures as permanent, 
final measures. They are not to be a preparation for anything, they 
are to be definitive. They are for him not a means but an end. They 
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are not designed for a revolutionary but for a peaceful, bourgeois 
condition. But this makes them impossible and at the same time 
reactionary. The economists of the bourgeoisie are quite right in 
respect of Herr Heinzen when they present these measures as 
reactionary compared with free competition. Free competition is the 
ultimate, highest and most developed form of existence of private 
property. All measures, therefore, which start from the basis of 
private property and which are nevertheless directed against free 
competition, are reactionary and tend to restore more primitive 
stages in the development of property, and for that reason they must 
finally be defeated once more by competition and result in the 
restoration of the present situation. These objections the bourgeoisie 
raises, which lose all their force as soon as one regards the above 
social reforms as pure mesures de salut public, as revolutionary and 
transitory measures, these objections are devastating as far as Herr 
Heinzen's peasant-socialist black, red and gold republic is concerned. 

Herr Heinzen of course imagines that property relations, the law 
of inheritance, etc., can at will be altered and trimmed to shape. Herr 
Heinzen—one of the most ignorant men of this century—may, of 
course, not know that the property relations of any given era are the 
necessary result of the mode of production and exchange of that era. 
Herr Heinzen may not know that one cannot transform large-scale 
landownership into small-scale without the whole pattern of 
agriculture being transformed, and that otherwise large-scale 
landownership will very rapidly re-assert itself. Herr Heinzen may 
not know what a close relationship exists between today's large-scale 
industry, the concentration of capital and the creation of the 
proletariat. Herr Heinzen may not know that a country as 
industrially dependent and subservient as Germany can never 
presume to undertake on its own account a transformation of its 
property relations other than one that is in the interests of the 
bourgeoisie and of free competition. 

In short: with the Communists these measures have sense and 
reason because they are not conceived as arbitrary measures but as 
consequences which will necessarily and of themselves ensue from 
the development of industry, agriculture, trade and communica-
tions, from the development of the class struggle between 
bourgeoisie and proletariat which is dependent on these; which will 
ensue not as definitive measures but as transitory ones, mesures de 
salut public arising from the transitory struggle between the classes 
itself. 

With Herr Heinzen, they have neither sense nor reason, because 
they take the form of quite arbitrarily conceived, obtusely bourgeois 
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visions of putting the world to rights; because there is no mention of 
a connection between these measures and historical development; 
because Herr Heinzen is not in the least concerned about the 
material feasibility of his proposals; because it is not his aim to 
formulate industrial necessities but on the contrary to overturn them 
by decree. 

The same Herr Heinzen who is only able to adopt the demands of 
the Communists after he has so cruelly confused them and 
transformed them into pure fantasies, that same Herr Heinzen 
criticises the Communists for "confusing the minds of the unedu-
cated", for "chasing fantasies" and for "failing to keep their feet on 
the ground (!) of reality"! 

There we have Herr Heinzen in all his activity as an agitator, and 
we make no bones about our opinion that it brings nothing but harm 
and discredit upon the whole German radical party. A party writer 
requires quite different qualities from those possessed by Herr 
Heinzen, who, as we said, is one of the most ignorant men of our 
century. Herr Heinzen may have the best will in the world, he may be 
the most steadfast man in his convictions in the whole of Europe. We 
also know that he is personally a man of honour and has courage and 
endurance. But all that does not make him a party writer. To be that, 
one requires more than convictions, good will and a stentorian voice, 
to be that, one requires a little more intelligence, a little more 
lucidity, a better style and more knowledge than Herr Heinzen 
possesses and, as long experience has proved, than he is capable of 
acquiring. 

Herr Heinzen's flight has faced him with the necessity of becoming 
a party writer nevertheless. He was compelled to try to form a party 
of his own among the radicals. Thus he got into a situation he was 
not equal to, in which through his unsuccessful efforts to meet the 
demands of this situation he only makes himself ridiculous. He 
would make the German radicals look equally ridiculous if they 
left him the pretence that he was representing them, that he was 
making himself ridiculous in their name. 

But Herr Heinzen does not represent the German radicals. They 
have quite other representatives, e.g., Jacoby and others. Herr 
Heinzen represents no one and is recognised by no one as their 
representative, apart perhaps from some few German bourgeois 
who sent him money for the purposes of agitation. But we are 
mistaken: one class in Germany recognises him as its representative, 
adores him and roars its head off for him, outshouts whole tables 
of drinkers in the taverns for him (just as, according to Herr 
Heinzen, the Communists "outshouted the whole literary opposi-
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tion"). This class is the numerous, enlightened, noble-minded and 
influential class of commis-voyageurs.* 

And this He i r Heinzen demands that the Communists should 
recognise him as representative of the radical bourgeoisie and debate 
with him in that capacity? 

For the moment, these are reasons enough to justify the polemic 
the Communists are conducting against Herr Heinzen. In the next 
issue we shall investigate the criticisms which Herr Heinzen makes of 
the Communists in No. 77 of the paper. 

If we were not completely convinced that Herr Heinzen is utterly 
incompetent as a party writer, we would advise him to subject Marx's 
Misere de la Philosophie to close study. But as things are, in response to 
his advice to us to read Fröbel's Neue Politik,** we can only give him 
the alternative advice to maintain absolute silence and wait quietly 
until "the fighting starts". We are convinced that Herr Heinzen will 
prove as good a batallion commander as he is a bad writer. 

So that Herr Heinzen cannot complain about anonymous attacks, 
we are signing this article. 

F. Engels 

SECOND ARTICLE 

[Deutsche-Brüsseler-Zeitung No. 80, October 7, 1847] 

The Communists—this we established in the first article—are 
attacking Heinzen not because he is no Communist, but because 
he is a bad democratic party writer. They are attacking him not in 
their capacity as Communists but in their capacity as democrats. It is 
purely coincidental that it is precisely the Communists who have 
opened the polemic against him; even if there were no Communists 
at all in the world, the democrats would still have to take the field 
against Heinzen. In this whole controversy it is only a question of: 
1. whether Herr Heinzen as a party writer and agitator is capable of 
serving German democracy, which we deny; 2. whether Herr 
Heinzen's manner of agitation is a correct one, whether it is merely 
tolerable, which we likewise deny. It is therefore a question neither 
of communism nor of democracy, but just of Herr Heinzen's person 
and his personal eccentricities. 

a Commercial travellers.—Ed. 
b J. Frobel, "System der socialen Politik", zweite Auflage der Neuen Politik, 

Th. I-II (the first edition entitled Neue Politik appeared under the pen-name 
"Junius").—Ed. 
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Far from starting futile quarrels with the democrats, in the present 
circumstances, the Communists for the time being rather take the 
field as democrats themselves in all practical party matters. In all 
civilised countries, democracy has as its necessary consequence the 
political rule of the proletariat, and the political rule of the 
proletariat is the first condition for all communist measures. As long 
as democracy has not been achieved, thus long do Communists and 
democrats fight side by side, thus long are the interests of the 
democrats at the same time those of the Communists. Until that time, 
the differences between the two parties are of a purely theoretical 
nature and can perfectly well be debated on a theoretical level 
without common action being thereby in any way prejudiced. In-
deed, understandings will be possible concerning many measures 
which are to be carried out in the interests of the previously op-
pressed classes immediately after democracy has been achieved, 
e.g. the running of large-scale industry and the railways by the 
state, the education of all children at state expense, etc. 

Now to Herr Heinzen. 
Herr Heinzen declares the Communists had begun a quarrel with 

him, not he with them. The well-known argument of the street-
porter, then, which we will readily concede to him. He calls his 
conflict with the Communists "the absurd split which the Commu-
nists have provoked in the camp of the German radicals". He says 
that as long as three years ago he had been concerned to prevent the 
approaching split as far as his powers and circumstances might 
permit. These fruitless exertions were followed, he says, by attacks 
on him by the Communists. 

Herr Heinzen, as everyone perfectly well knows, was not yet in the 
radical camp three years ago. At that time Herr Heinzen was 
progressive-within-the-law and liberal. A split with him was there-
fore by no means a split in the camp of the radicals. 

Herr Heinzen met some Communists here in Brussels at the 
beginning of 1845. Far from attacking Herr Heinzen for his 
ostensible political radicalism, they rather took the greatest trouble to 
bring the then liberal Herr Heinzen over to just this radicalism. But 
in vain. Herr Heinzen only became a democrat in Switzerland. 

"I later became more and more convinced (!) of the need for a 
vigorous struggle against the Communists"—in other words, of the 
need for an absurd split in the radical camp! We ask the German 
democrats whether someone who contradicts himself so absurdly is 
fitted to be a party writer? 

But who are the Communists by whom Herr Heinzen claims he 
was attacked? The above innuendoes and particularly the ensuing 
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reproaches against the Communists show who it was clearly. The 
Communists, we read, 

"were outshouting the whole camp of the literary opposition, confusing the minds 
of the uneducated, decrying even the most radical men in the most uninhibited 
manner, ... they were intent on paralysing the political struggle as far as possible, ... 
indeed, they were finally positively allying themselves ... even with reaction. Further-
more they often descended, obviously as a result of their doctrine, to base and false in-
triguesin practical life...." 

Out of the fog and vagueness of these criticisms looms an easily 
recognisable figure: that of the literary hack, Herr Karl Grün. Three 
years ago Herr Grün had some personal dealings with Herr 
Heinzen, whereupon Herr Grün attacked Herr Heinzen in the 
Trier'sche Zeitung, Herr Grün attempted to outshout the whole camp 
of the literary opposition, Herr Grün strove to paralyse the political 
struggle as far as possible, etc. 

But since when has Herr Grün been a representative of 
communism? If he thrust himself on the Communists three years 
ago, he has never been recognised as a Communist, he has never 
openly declared himself to be a Communist, and more than a year 
ago he thought it proper to inveigh against the Communists. 

Moreover, even at that time, for Herr Heinzen's benefit, Marx 
repudiated Herr Grün, just as he later publicly showed him up in his 
true colours at the first opportunity.3 

Concerning Herr Heinzen's final "base and false" insinuation 
about the Communists, one incident which occurred between Herr 
Grün and Herr Heinzen, and nothing more, lies behind this. This 
incident concerns the two gentlemen in question and not the 
Communists at all. We are not even so exactly acquainted with this 
incident as to be able to pass judgment on it. But let us assume Herr 
Heinzen is in the right. If he then, after Marx and other Communists 
have repudiated his adversary, after it has been shown beyond all 
doubt that his adversary was never a Communist, if Herr Heinzen 
then still presents the incident as a necessary consequence of 
communist doctrine, it is monstrously perfidious of him. 

And furthermore, if in his above reproaches Herr Heinzen has in 
mind persons other than Herr Grün, he can only mean those true 
socialists whose admittedly reactionary theories have long ago been 
repudiated by the Communists. All members of this now completely 

a The reference is apparently to the "Declaration Against Karl Grün" (see this vol-
ume, pp. 72-74) and Chapter IV of Volume II of The German Ideology published in Au-
gust-September 1847 in the journal Das Westphälische Dampfboot as an article under the 
title "KarlGrün: Die Soziale Bewegung in Frankreich und Belgien (Darmstadt, 1845)orthe 
Historiography of True Socialism".—Ed. 
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dissolved movement who are capable of learning anything have come 
over to the Communists and are now themselves attacking true 
socialism wherever it still shows itself. Herr Heinzen is thus again 
speaking with his customary crass ignorance when he once more 
disinters these superannuated visions in order to lay them at the 
Communists' door. Whilst Herr Heinzen here reproaches the true 
socialists, whom he confuses with the Communists, he subsequently 
makes the same nonsensical criticisms of the Communists as the true 
socialists did. He thus has not even the right to attack the true 
socialists, he belongs, in one respect, to them himself. And whilst the 
Communists were writing sharp attacks on these socialists, the same 
Herr Heinzen was sitting in Zurich being initiated by Herr Rüge into 
those fragments of true socialism which had found a niche for 
themselves in the latter's confused brain. Herr Rüge had indeed 
found a pupil worthy of him! 

But what of the real Communists then? Herr Heinzen speaks of 
honourable exceptions and talented men, of whom he foresees that 
they will reject communist solidarity (!). The Communists have 
already rejected solidarity with the writings and actions of the true 
socialists. Of all the above reproaches, not a single one applies to the 
Communists, unless it be the conclusion of the whole passage, which 
reads as follows: 

"The Communists ... in the arrogance of their imagined superiority laughed to 
scorn everything which is indispensable for forming the basis of an association of 
honourable people." 

Herr Heinzen appears to be alluding here to the fact that 
Communists have made fun of his sternly moral demeanour anc1 

mocked all those sacred and sublime ideas, virtue, justice, morality, 
etc., which Herr Heinzen imagines form the basis of all society. We 
accept this reproach. The Communists will not allow the moral 
indignation of that honourable man Herr Heinzen to prevent them 
from mocking these eternal verities. The Communists, moreover, 
maintain that these eternal verities are by no means the basis, but on 
the contrary the product, of the society in which they feature. 

If, incidentally, Herr Heinzen foresaw that the Communists would 
reject solidarity with those people he takes it into his head to 
associate with them—what is the point of all his absurd reproaches 
and lying insinuations? If Herr Heinzen only knows the Com-
munists from hearsay, as almost appears to be the case, if he 
knows so little who they are that he demands they should designate 
themselves more closely, and so to speak introduce themselves to him, 
what brazenness is this he exhibits in polemicising against them? 
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"A designation of those ... who ... actually represent communism or manifest it in 
its pure fo'rm would ... probably have to exclude completely the vast majority of those 
who base themselves upon communism and are used for it, and it would hardly be the 
people from the Trier'sche Zeitung alone who would protest against the assertion of 
such a claim." 

And a few lines later: 

"Those who are really Communists now must be allowed the consistency and honesty" 
(what a decent philistine speaks here!) "of coming forward and openly professing 
their doctrine and declaring their dissociation from those who are not Communists.... 
They are under the moral obligation" (how typical of the philistine these expressions 
are) "not to maintain unscrupulously (!) the confusion which is created in the minds of a 
thousand suffering, uneducated minds by the impossibility (!!), dreamt of or falsely 
advertised as a possibility, of finding a way, based on real conditions, to implement 
that doctrine (!). It is the duty" (the philistine again) "of the real Communists either 
completely to clarify things for all their unenlightened adherents and to lead them to a 
definite goal, or else to detach themselves from them and not to use them." 

If Herr Rüge had produced these last three periods, he could have 
been well pleased. Entirely matching the philistine demands is the 
philistine confusion of thought, which is concerned only with the 
matter and not with the form and for that very reason says the exact 
opposite of what it wants to say. Herr Heinzen demands that the real 
Communists should detach themselves from the merely seeming 
ones. They should put an end to the confusion which (that is what he 
wants to say) arises from the mixing up of two different trends. But as 
soon as the two words "Communists" and "confusion" collide in his 
mind, confusion arises there too. Herr Heinzen loses the thread; his 
constantly reiterated formula, that the Communists in general are 
confusing the minds of the uneducated, trips him up, he forgets the 
real Communists and the unreal Communists, he stumbles with 
farcical clumsiness over a host of impossibilities dreamt of or falsely 
advertised as possibilities, and finally falls flat on his face on the solid 
ground of real conditions, where he regains his faculty of reflection. 
Now he is reminded that he meant to talk about something quite 
different, that it was not a question of whether this or that was 
possible. He returns to his theme, but is still so dazed that he does 
not even cross out that magnificent sentence in which he executed 
the somersault just described. 

So much for the style. Regarding the matter, we repeat that, 
honest German that he is, Herr Heinzen comes too late with his 
demands, and that the Communists repudiated those true socialists 
long ago. But then we see here once again that the application 
of sly insinuations is by no means irreconcilable with the character of 
a decent philistine. For Herr Heinzen gives it clearly enough to be 
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understood that the communist writers are only using the commun-
ist workers. He says in almost as many words that if these writers 
were to come forward openly with their intentions, the vast majority 
of those who are being used for communism would be excluded 
completely. He regards the communist writers as prophets, priests or 
preachers who possess a secret wisdom of their own but deny it to the 
uneducated in order to keep them on leading-strings. All his decent 
philistine demands that things be clarified for the unenlightened and 
that these persons must not be used, obviously proceed from the 
assumption that the literary representatives of communism have an 
interest in keeping the workers in the dark, as though they were, 
merely using them, just as the Illuminati127 wished to use the 
common people in the last century. This insipid idea also causes 
Herr Heinzen to burst forth with always inopportune talk about 
confusion in the minds of the uneducated, and compels him, as a 
penalty for not speaking his mind plainly, to perform stylistic 
somersaults. 

We merely take note of these insinuations, we do not take issue 
with them. We leave it to the communist workers to pass judgment 
on them themselves. 

At last, after all these preliminaries, diversions, appeals, insinua-
tions and somersaults by Herr Heinzen, we come to his theoretical 
attacks on and reflections about the Communists. 

Herr Heinzen 
"discerns the core of the communist doctrine simply in ... the abolition of private 

property (including that earned through labour) and in the principle of the communal 
utilisation of the earth's riches which follows inescapably from that abolition." 

Herr Heinzen imagines communism is a certain doctrine which 
proceeds from a definite theoretical principle as its core and draws 
further conclusions from that. Herr Heinzen is very much mistaken. 
Communism is not a doctrine but a movement; it proceeds not from 
principles but from facts. The Communists do not base themselves on 
this or that philosophy as their point of departure but on the whole 
course of previous history and specifically its actual results in the 
civilised countries at the present time. Communism has followed 
from large-scale industry and its consequences, from the establish-
ment of the world market, of the concomitant uninhibited competi-
tion, from the ever more violent and more universal trade crises, 
which have already become full-fledged crises of the world market, 
from the creation of the proletariat and the concentration of capital, 
from the ensuing class struggle between proletariat and bourgeoisie. 
Communism, insofar as it is a theory, is the theoretical expression of 
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the position of the proletariat in this struggle and the theoretical 
summation of the conditions for the liberation.of the proletariat. 

Herr Heinzen will now no doubt realise that in assessing 
communism he has to do rather more than discern its core simply in 
the abolition of private property; that he would do better to 
undertake certain studies in political economy than to gabble wildly 
about the abolition of private property; that he cannot know the first 
thing about the consequences of the abolition of private property if he 
does not also know its conditions. 

However, in this respect, Herr Heinzen labours under such gross 
ignorance that he even says "the communal utilisation of the earth's 
riches" (another fine expression) is the consequence of the abolition of 
private property. Precisely the contrary is the case. Because 
large-scale industry, the development of machinery, communica-
tions and world trade are assuming such gigantic proportions that 
their exploitation by individual capitalists is becoming daily more 
impossible; because the mounting crises of the world market are the 
most striking proof of this; because the productive forces and the 
means of exchange which characterise the present mode of 
production and exchange are daily becoming increasingly more than 
individual exchange and private property can manage; because, in a 
word, the moment is approaching when communal management of 
industry, of agriculture and of exchange will become a material 
necessity for industry, agriculture and exchange themselves—for 
this reason private property will be abolished. 

So when Herr Heinzen forcibly separates the abolition of private 
property, which is of course the condition for the liberation of the 
proletariat, from the conditions that attach to it, when he considers it 
quite out of all connection with the real world simply as an 
ivory-tower fantasy, it becomes a pure cliché about which he can only 
talk platitudinous nonsense. This he does as follows: 

"By its above-mentioned casting-off of all private property..., communism 
necessarily also abolishes individual existence." (So Herr Heinzen is reproaching us for 
wanting to turn people into Siamese twins.) "The consequence of this is once more ... 
the incorporation of each individual into a perhaps (!!) communally organised 
barracks ... economy." (Would the reader kindly note that this is avowedly only the 
consequence of Herr Heinzen's own absurd remarks about individual existence.) "By 
these means communism destroys ... individuality ... independence ... freedom." (The 
same old twaddle as we had from the true socialists and the bourgeoisie. As though 
there was any individuality to be destroyed in the individuals whom the division of 
labour has today turned against their will into cobblers, factory workers, bourgeois, 
lawyers, peasants, in other words, into slaves of a particular form of labour and of the 
mores, way of life, prejudices and blinkered attitudes, etc., that go with that form of 
labour!) "It sacrifices the individual person with its necessary attribute or basis" (that 
"or" is marvellous) "of earned private property to the 'phantom of the community or 
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society' " (is Stirner here as well?), "whereas the community cannot and should not" 
(should not!!) "be the aim but only the means for each individual person." 

Herr Heinzen attaches particular importance to earned private 
property and in so doing once again proves his crass unfamiliarity 
with the matter on which he is speaking. Herr Heinzen's philistine 
justice, which allows to each man what he has earned, is unfortunate-
ly frustrated by large-scale industry. As long as large-scale industry is 
not so far advanced that it frees itself completely from the fetters of 
private property, thus long does it permit no other distribution of its 
products than that at present occurring, thus long will the capitalist 
pocket his profit and the worker increasingly know by practice just 
what a minimum wage is. M. Proudhon attempted to develop a 
system for earned property which would relate it to existing 
conditions, and, we all know, he failed spectacularly. Herr Heinzen, 
it is true, will never risk a similar experiment, for in order to do so 
he would need to study, and he will not do that. But let the example 
of M. Proudhon teach him to expose his earned property less to 
public scrutiny. 

And if Herr Heinzen reproaches the Communists for chasing 
fantasies and failing to keep their feet on the ground of reality—to 
whom does this reproach properly apply? 

Herr Heinzen goes on to say a number of other things which we 
need not enter into. We merely observe that his sentences get worse 
and worse the further he proceeds. The clumsiness of his language, 
which can never find the right word, would of itself suffice to 
discredit any party which acknowledged him as its literary represen-
tative. The solidity of his conviction constantly makes him say 
something quite different from what he intends to say. Thus each of 
his sentences contains a twofold nonsense: firstly the nonsense he 
intends to say, and secondly the one he doesn't intend to say but 
nevertheless says. We gave an example of it above. It only remains 
for us to observe that Herr Heinzen repeats his old superstition 
about the power of the princes when he says that the power which 
must be overthrown and which is none other than the power of the 
State, is and always has been the progenitor and'preserver of all 
injustice, and that his aim is to establish a State really based on justice (!) 
and within this fantasy structure 

"to undertake all those social reforms which have emerged in the course of events 
in general (!), as correct (!) in theory and possible (!) in practice"!!! 

His intentions are as good as his style is bad, and that is the fate of 
the well-meaning in this bad world. 
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From seduction by the Zeitgeist, 
Nature-nurtured sansculotte, 
Dancing badly, but yet bearing 
Good intentions in a bosom rough; 

Void of talent, yet a character.3 

Our articles will fill Herr Heinzen with all the righteous indigna-
tion of an outraged honest philistine, but for all that he is not going 
to give up either his style of writing or his discreditable and 
ineffectual manner of agitation. We found his threat to string us 
up on the nearest lamp-post when the day for action and decision 
comes most entertaining. 

In short: the Communists must co-operate with the German 
radicals and desire to do so. But they reserve the right to attack any 
writer who discredits the entire party. This, and no other, was our 
intention in attacking Heinzen. 

Brussels, October 3, 1847 ^ _ 
l. Engels 

N. B. We have just received a pamphlet written by a workerb: Der 
Heinzen'sche Staat, eine Kritik von Stephan, Bern, Rätzer. If Herr 
Heinzen wrote half so well as this worker, he might be well satisfied. 
From this pamphlet Herr Heinzen can see clearly enough, amongst 
other things, why the workers want nothing to do with his peasant 
republic. We also observe that this pamphlet is the first written by a 
worker which does not adopt a moral attitude but attempts to trace 
the political struggles of the present back to the struggle of the 
various classes of society with one another. 

Written on September 26 and October 3, 
1847 

First published in the Deutsche-Brüsseler-
Zeitung Nos. 79 and 80, October 3 and 7, 
1847 
Signed: F. Engels 

Printed according to the newspaper 

Published in English for the first 
time 

a H. Heine, Atta Troll, ch. 24.—Ed. 
b Stephan Born.—Ed. 
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The commercial crisis to which England finds itself exposed at the 
moment is, indeed, more severe than any of the preceding crises. 
Neither in 1837 nor in 1842 was the depression as universal as at the 
present time. All the branches of England's vast industry have been 
paralysed at the peak of its development; everywhere there is 
stagnation, everywhere one sees nothing but workers thrown out on 
the streets. It goes without saying that such a state of affairs gives rise 
to extreme unrest among the workers who, exploited by the 
industrialists during the period of commercial prosperity, now find 
themselves dismissed en masse and abandoned to their fate. 
Consequently meetings of discontented workers are rapidly increas-
ing. The Northern Star, the organ of the Chartist workers, uses more 
than seven of its large columns to report on meetings held in the past 
week3; the list of meetings announced for the present week fills 
another three columns. The same newspaper mentions a brochure 
published by a worker, Mr. John Noakes,b in which the author makes 
an open and direct attack on the right of the aristocracy to own its 
lands. 

"English soil," he says, "is the property of the people, from whom our aristocrats 
seized it either by force or by trickery. The people must see that their inalienable right 
to property prevails; the proceeds of the land should be public property and used in 
the interest of the public. Perhaps I shall be told that these are revolutionary remarks. 

a Reports on the Chartist meetings in The Northern Star No. 521, October 16, 
1847.—Ed. 

b John Noakes, The Right of the Aristocracy to the Soil, considered. The report on its 
publication appeared in The Northern Star No. 522, October 23, 1847.—Ed. 
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Revolutionary or not, it is of no concern; if the people cannot obtain that which they 
need in a law, they must get it without law." 

It will not seem surprising that in these circumstances the Chartists 
should have recourse to most unusual measures; their leader, the 
famous Feargus O'Connor, has just announced that he is shortly to 
leave for Scotland, where he will call meetings in all the towns and 
collect signatures for the national petition for the People's Charter, 
which will be sent to the next Parliament. At the same time, he 
announced that before the opening of Parliament, the Chartist press 
is to be increased by the addition of a daily newspaper, the 
Democrat.129 

It will be recalled that at the last elections Mr. Harney, 
editor-in-chief of The Northern Star, was put forward as the Chartist 
candidate for Tiverton, a borough which is represented in Parlia-
ment by Lord Palmerston, the Foreign Secretary. Mr. Harney, who 
won on the show of hands, decided to retire when Lord Palmerston 
demanded a poll.130 Now something has happened which shows how 
the feelings of the inhabitants of Tiverton differ from those of the 
small number of parliamentary electors. There was a vacancy to fill 
on the borough council; the municipal electors, a far more numerous 
class than that of the parliamentary electors, gave the vacant seat to 
Mr. Rowcliffe, the person who had proposed Mr. Harney at the 
elections. Moreover, the Chartists are preparing all over England for 
the municipal elections which will take place throughout the country 
at the beginning of November. 

But let us turn now to England's greatest manufacturing district, 
Lancashire, a part of the country which has suffered under the 
burden of industrial stagnation more than any other. The situation 
in Lancashire is alarming in the highest degree. Most of the factories 
have already stopped work entirely, and those which are still 
operating employ their workers for only two or at the most three 
days a week. But this is still not all: the industrialists of Ashton, a very 
important town for the cotton industry, have announced to their 
workers that in a week's time they are going to reduce wages by 10 
per cent. This news, which is causing alarm among the workers, is 
spreading across the country. A few days later a meeting of workers' 
delegates from all over the county was held in Manchester; this 
meeting resolved to send a deputation to the owners to induce them 
not to carry out the threatened reduction and, if this deputation 
achieved no results, to announce a strike of all workers employed in 
the Lancashire cotton industry. This strike, together with the strike 
of the Birmingham iron-workers and miners which has already 
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started, would not fail to assume the same alarming dimensions 
which signalled the last general strike, that of 1842.131 It could quite 
well become even more menacing for the government. 

In the meantime starving Ireland is writhing in the most terrible 
convulsions. The workhouses are overflowing with beggars, the 
ruined property owners are refusing to pay the Poor Tax, and the 
hungry people gather in their thousands to ransack the barns and 
cattle-sheds of the farmers and even of the Catholic priests, who 
were still sacred to them a short time ago. 

It looks as though the Irish will not die of hunger as calmly next 
winter as they did last winter. Irish immigration to England is getting 
more alarming each day. It is estimated that an average of 50,000 
Irish arrive each year; the number so far this year is already over 
220,000. In September, 345 were arriving daily and in October this 
figure increased to 511. This means that the competition between 
the workers will become stronger, and it would not be at all 
surprising if the present crisis caused such an uproar that it 
compelled the government to grant reforms of a most important 
nature. 

Written on October 23, 1847 Printed according to the news-
paper 

First published in La Réforme, 
October 26, 1847 Translated from the French 



Frederick Engels 

THE MASTERS AND THE WORKERS IN ENGLAND132 

T O TH E WORKER EDITORS OF L'ATELIER 

Gentlemen, 
I have just read in your October issue an article entitled: Les 

maîtres et les- ouvriers en Angleterre; this article mentions a meeting 
reported by la Presse of so-called delegates of workers employed in 
the Lancashire cotton industry, a meeting which took place on 
August 29 last in Manchester. The resolutions passed at this meeting 
were such as to prove to la Presse that there is perfect harmony 
between capital and labour in England. 

You did quite well, gentlemen, to reserve your judgment on the 
authenticity of a report which a newspaper of the French bourgeoisie 
has published, based on newspapers of the English bourgeoisie. The 
report is accurate, it is true; the resolutions were adopted just as la 
Presse gives them; there is only one small statement lacking in 
accuracy, but it is precisely this small inaccuracy that is the crux of 
the matter: the meeting which la Presse describes was not a meeting of 
workers, but a meeting of foremen. 

Gentlemen, I spent two years in the heart of Lancashire itself, and 
these two years were spent among the workers; I saw them both at 
their public meetings and in their small committees, I knew their 
leaders and their speakers, and I think I can assure you that in no 
other country in the world will you find men more sincerely devoted 
to democratic principles or more firmly resolved to cast off the yoke 
of the capitalist exploiters, under which they find themselves 
suffering at present, than these Lancashire cotton factory workers. 
How, gentlemen, could these same workers whom I have seen with 
my own eyes throw several dozen factory owners off a meeting hall 
platform, whom I have seen, their eyes glinting and fists raised, cast 
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terror into the ranks of the bourgeois gathered on this platform, 
how, I repeat, could these same workers today pass a vote of thanks 
to their masters because the latter were kind enough to prefer a 
reduction in working hours to a reduction in wages? 

But let us take a slightly closer look at the matter. Does not the 
reduction in work mean precisely the same thing for the worker as a 
reduction in wages? Evidently it does; in both cases the worker's 
position deteriorates to an equal extent. There was therefore no 
possible reason for the workers to thank their masters for having 
preferred the first method of reducing the worker's income to the 
second. However, gentlemen, if you study the English newspapers 
for late August, you will see that the cotton manufacturers had good 
reason to prefer a reduction in working hours to one in wages. At 
that time the price of raw cotton was rising; the same issue of the 
London Globe which reports the meeting in question3 also says that 
the Liverpool speculators were going to take over the cotton market to 
produce an artificial rise in price. What do the Manchester 
manufacturers do in such cases? They send their foremen to 
meetings and make them pass resolutions like those which la Presse 
communicated to you. This is a tried and tested device which is used 
each time the speculators try to raise the price of cotton. It is a 
warning to the speculators to be careful not to attempt to raise the 
price too high; for in that case the manufacturers would reduce 
consumption and in so doing, inevitably produce a drop in price. So 
the meeting which gives la Presse grounds for so much rejoicing and 
acclamation is nothing but one of those foremen's assemblies which 
do not fool anyone in England. 

In order to give you further proof of the extent to which this 
meeting was the exclusive work of the capitalists, it should suffice to 
tell you that the only newspaper to which the resolutions were sent, 
the newspaper from which all the other newspapers borrowed them, 
was the Manchester Guardian, the organ of the manufacturers. The 
democratic workers' paper, The Northern Star, also gives them; but 
adds that it has taken them from this capitalist newspaper, a 
damning observation in the eyes of the workers.b 

Yours, etc. 
Written about October 25, 1847 Printed according to the journal 

First published in the journal Translated from the French 
l'Atelier No. 2, November 1847 

a "General Suspension of Labour in Cotton Factories", in The Globe, September 2, 
1847.— Ed. 

b The Northern Star No. 515, September 4, 1847.—Ed. 



Karl Marx 

MORALISING CRITICISM 
AND CRITICAL MORALITY133 

A CONTRIBUTION T O GERMAN CULTURAL HISTORY 
CONTRA KARL HEINZEN 

[Deutsche-Brüsseler-Zeitung No. 86, October 28, 1847] 

Shortly before and during the period of the Reformation there 
developed amongst the Germans a type of literature whose very 
name is striking—grobian literature. In our own day we are 
approaching an era of revolution analogous to that of the sixteenth 
century. Small wonder that among the Germans grobian literature is 
emerging once more. Interest in historical development easily 
overcomes the aesthetic revulsion which this kind of writing 
provokes even in a person of quite unrefined taste and which it 
provoked back in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries. 

Flat, bombastic, bragging, thrasonical, putting on a great show of 
rude vigour in attack, yet hysterically sensitive to the same quality in 
others; brandishing the sword with enormous waste of energy, lifting 
it high in the air only to let it fall down flat; constantly preaching 
morality and constantly offending against it; sentiment and turpi-
tude most absurdly conjoined; concerned only with the point at 
issue, yet always missing the point; using with equal arrogance petty-
bourgeois scholarly semi-erudition against popular wisdom, and 
so-called "sound common sense" against science; discharging itself 
in ungovernable breadth with a certain complacent levity; clothing a 
philistine message in a plebeian form; wrestling with the literary 
language to- give it, so to speak, a purely corporeal character; 
willingly pointing at the writer's body in the background, which is 
itching in every fibre to give a few exhibitions of its strength, to 
display its broad shoulders and publicly to stretch its limbs; 
proclaiming a healthy mind in a healthy body; unconsciously 
infected by the sixteenth century's most abstruse controversies 
and by its fever of the body; in thrall to dogmatic, narrow 
thinking and at the same time appealing to petty practice in the face 
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of all real thought; raging against reaction, reacting against progress; 
incapable of making the opponent seem ridiculous, but ridiculously 
abusing him through the whole gamut of tones; Solomon and 
Marcolph, Don Quixote and Sancho Panza, a visionary and a phi-
listine in one person; a loutish form of indignation, a form of indig-
nant loutishness; and suspended like an enveloping cloud over it all, 
the self-satisfied philistine's consciousness of his own virtue—such was 
the grobian literature of the sixteenth century. If our memory does 
not deceive us, the German folk anecdote has set up a lyrical monu-
ment to it in the song of Heineke, der starke Knecht. To Herr Heinzen 
belongs the credit of being one of the re-creators of grobian 
literature and in this field one of the German swallows healding the 
coming springtime of the nations. 

Heinzen's manifesto against the Communists in No. 84 of the 
Deutsche-Brüsseler-Zeitung has been our most immediate instigation in 
studying that degenerate variety of literature whose historically 
interesting aspect for Germany we have indicated. We shall describe 
the literary species represented by Herr Heinzen on the basis of his 
manifesto, exactly as literary historians characterise the writers of the 
sixteenth century from the surviving writings of the sixteenth 
century, for instance the "goose-preacher".3 

[Deutsche-Brüsseler-Zeitung No. 87, October 31, 1847]* 

Biron. Hide thy head, Achilles: here comes Hector in arms. 

King. Hector was but a Troyan in respect of this. 
Boyet. But is this Hector? 
Dumain. I think Hector was not so clean-timbered. 

Biron. This cannot be Hector. 
Dumain. He's a god or a painter; for he makes faces.** 
But that Herr Heinzen is Hector, of that there is no doubt. 
"I have long been visited," he confesses to us, "by a premonition that I would fall 

by the hand of a communist Achilles. Now that I have been attacked by a Thersites, 
the danger thus averted makes me bold once more," etc. 

Only a Hector can have a premonition that he will fall by the hand 
of an Achilles. 

* My reason for answering Herr Heinzen is not to rebut the attack on Engels. Herr 
Heinzen's article does not need a rebuttal. I am answering because Heinzen's 
manifesto furnishes entertaining material for analysis. K. M. 

** Shakespeare, Love's Labour Lost [Act V, Scene l ] . 1 3 5 

a Thomas Murner.—Ed. 
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Or did Herr Heinzen derive his picture of Achilles and Thersites 
not from Homer but from Schlegel's translation of Shakespeare? 

If that is so, he assigns to himself the part of Ajax. 
Let us look at Shakespeare's Ajax. 
Ajax. I will beat thee into handsomeness. 
Thersites. I shall sooner rail thee into wit; but thy horse will sooner con an oration 

than thou learn a prayer without book. Thou canst strike, canst thou? a red murrain o' 
thy jade's tricks! 

Ajax. Toadstool, learn me the proclamation. 

Thersites. Thou art proclaimed a fool, I think. 

Ajax. You whoreson cur. 
Thersites. Do, do. 
Ajax. Thou stool for a witch! 
Thersites. Ay, do, do;... thou scurvy-valiant ass! thou art here but to thrash Trojans; 

and thou art bought and sold among those of any wit, like a barbarian slave ... a great 
deal of your wit too lies in your sinews, or else there be liars. 

Thersites. A wonder! 
Achilles. What? 
Thersites. Ajax goes up and down the field, asking for himself. 
Achilles. How so? 
Thersites. He must fight singly tomorrow, and is so prophetically proud of an 

heroical cudgelling that he raves in saying nothing. 
Achilles. How can that be? 
Thersites. Why, he stalks up and down like a peacock, a stride and a stand; 

ruminates like a hostess that hath no arithmetic but her brain to set down her 
reckoning; bites his lip with a politic regard, as who would say "There were wit in this 
head, an 'twould out"... I had rather be a tick in a sheep than such a valiant 
ignorance.* 

Whichever character-mask Herr Heinzen now appears wear-
ing—Hector or Ajax—scarcely has he entered the arena when he 
proclaims to the spectators in a mighty voice that his adversary has 
not dealt him the "coup de grâce". With all the composure and epic 
breadth of an ancient Homeric hero, he expounds the reasons for his 
escape. "I owe my escape," he tells us, "to an error on nature'spart." 
"Nature" has not "fitted" me for my adversary's level. He towers 
over him, the taller by two heads, and that is why the two "swinging 
blows" of his "little executioner" could not reach his "literary neck". 
Herr Engels, it is stressed most emphatically and repeatedly, Herr 
Engels is "little", a "little executioner", a "little person". He then 
says, with one of those turns of phrase such as we only come across in 
the old heroic lays, or in the puppet play of the giant Goliath and the 
small David: "If you were hanging that high"—from a lamp-

* Shakespeare, Troilus and Cressida [Act II, Scene 1 and Act III, Scene 3]. 
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post—"nobody would ever find you again". That is the giant's 
humour, at once whimsical and spine-chilling. 

It is not just his "neck", but his whole "nature", his whole body for 
which Herr Heinzen thus finds "literary" application. He has put his 
"little" adversary beside him in order to set off his own physical 
perfection in fitting contrast. The deformed "dwarf" carries an 
executioner's axe under his tiny arm, perhaps one of those little 
guillotines which were given to children as toys in 1794. He, the 
terrible warrior on the other hand, wields no other weapon in his 
furious-playful arrogance than the—"birch-rod", of which, he 
informs us, he has long made use to "chastise" the "naughtiness" of 
those bad "boys", the Communists. The giant is content to confront 
his "insect-sized foe" as a pedagogue, instead of crushing the rash little 
fellow underfoot. He is content to speak to him as the children's friend, 
to teach him a lesson in morality and reprimand him with the utmost 
severity for vicious wickedness, especially "lying", "silly, puerile 
lying", "insolence", his "boyish tone", lack of respect and other 
shortcomings of youth. And if in the process the schoolmasterly 
warrior's rod sometimes swishes cruelly about the pupil's ears, if 
from time to time over-vigorous language interrupts his moral 
sentences and even partially destroys their effect, one should not for 
a moment forget that a warrior cannot impart moral instruction in 
the same way as ordinary schoolmasters, for example a Quintus 
Fixlein, and that nature comes in again by the window if one chases 
her out of the door. One should furthermore reflect that what would 
repel us as obscenity from the mouth of an elf like Engels, has for ear 
and heart the splendid resonance of nature herself when it comes 
from the mouth of a colossus like Heinzen. And are we to measure 
the language of heroes by the restricted linguistic standards of the 
common citizen? No more so than we should think Homer descends 
to the level of, for instance, grobian literature, when he calls one of 
his favourite heroes, Ajax, "as stiff-necked as an ass". 

The giant's intentions were honest when he showed the Commu-
nists his birch-rod in No. 77 of the Deutsche-Brüsseler-Zeitung.a And 
the "little" wretch for whose opinion he did not even ask—several 
times he expresses his warrior-like astonishment at the incom-
prehensible audacity of the pigmy—repaid him so unkindly. "It was 
not intended as a piece of advice," he complains. "Herr Engels 
wants to kill me, he wants to murder me, the wicked man." 

And what of his own part? As when he faced the Prussian 
government, here too he had "enthusiastically begun a battle, in 

a An article by Heinzen published as a statement in the Polemik column.— Ed. 
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which he bore peace proposals, a heart of humane reconciliation 
between the opposing forces of the age, beneath his warlike coat".* 
But: "Enthusiasm was dowsed with the acid-sharp water of malice."** 

Isegrim showing his rage and fury, stretched out his paws and 
Came at him with wide-gaping jaws and with powerful leaping. 
Reineke, lighter than he, escaped his raging opponent, 
And then hastily wetted his coarse-haired tail-brush with his 
Acid-sharp water and trailed it through dust to load it with sand-grains. 
Isegrim thought, now he had him at bay! But sly Reineke struck him 
Over the eyes with his tail, preventing him seeing and hearing. 
He had used such a strategem often, many a creature 
Had to his cost felt the noxious force of his acid-sharp water.*** 

[Deutsche-Brüsseler-Zeitung No. 90, November 11, 1847] 

"I have been a republican, Herr Engels, as long as I have concerned myself with 
politics, and my convictions have not been turning about, they have been without 
wavering and fickleness unlike what has gone on in the heads of so many Com-
munists.**** 

"It is true I have only just become a revolutionary. It is part of the Communists' tactics 
that, aware of their own incorrigibility, they criticise their adversaries as soon as they cor-
rect themselves."***** 

Herr Heinzen never became a republican, he has been one since his 
political birth. On his side, therefore, immutability, the immobility of 
a final state, consistency. On the side of his adversaries, wavering, 
fickleness, turning about. Herr Heinzen has not always been a 
revolutionary, he has become one. Now, of course, the turning about is 
on Herr Heinzen's side, but then the immoral character of turning 
about has been turned about too; it is now known as "correcting 
themselves". On the Communists' side, on the other hand, 
immutability has lost its character of high morality. What has become of 
it? "Incorrigibility." 

Remaining constant or turning about, both are moral, both are 
immoral; moral on the side of the philistine, immoral on the side of 
his adversary. For the art of the philistine as critic consists in calling 
out rouge et noir» at the right time, the right word at the right time. 

* Karl Heinzen, [Ein] Steckbrief. 
** Ibid. 

*** Goethe, Reineke Fuchs [Canto Twelve]. 
**** Heinzen's Manifesto, Deutsche-Brüsseler-Zeitung No. 84. 

***** Ibid. 

a Red and black (as at the gaming table) was given in the errata in the November 
18 issue instead of the original "wohl und weh" — good and bad.— Ed. 
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Ignorance is generally considered a fault. We are accustomed to 
regard it as a negative quantity. Let us observe how the magic wand of 
the philistine as critic converts a minus quantity of intelligence into a 
plus quantity of morality. 

Herr Heinzen reports amongst other things that he is still just as 
ignorant of philosophy as in 1844. Hegel's "language" he has 
"continued to find indigestible". 

So much for the facts of the matter. Now for the moral processing 
of them. 

Because Herr Heinzen has always found Hegel's language "indi-
gestible", he has not, like "Engels and others", succumbed to the 
immoral arrogance of ever priding himself on that same Hegelian 
language, any more than, by all accounts so far, Westphalian 
peasants "pride themselves" on the Sanskrit language. However, 
true moral behaviour consists in avoiding the motivation for immoral 
behaviour, and how can one better secure oneself against immoral 
"priding oneself" on a language than by taking good care not to 
understand that language! 

Herr Heinzen, who knows nothing of philosophy, has for that 
reason, as he thinks, not attended the philosophers' "school" either. 
His school was "sound common sense" and the "fulness of life". 

"At the same time," he exclaims with the modest pride of the just, "this has 
preserved me from the danger of denying my school." 

There is no more proven remedy for the moral danger of denying 
one's school than not going to school! 

Any development, whatever its substance may be, can be 
represented as a series of different stages of development that are 
connected in such a way that one forms the negation of the other. If, 
for example, a people develops from absolute monarchy to 
constitutional monarchy, it negates its former political being. In no 
sphere can one undergo a development without negating one's 
previous mode of existence. Negating translated into the language of 
morality means: denying. 

Denying! With this catchword the philistine as critic can condemn 
any development without understanding it; he can solemnly set up 
his undevelopable undevelopment beside it as moral immaculate-
ness. Thus the religious phantasy of the nations has by and large 
stigmatised history, by transposing the age of innocence, the golden 
age, into pre-history, into the time when no historical development at 
all took place, and hence no negating and no denying. Thus in noisy 
eras of revolution, in times of strong, passionate negation and denial, 
as in the 18th century, there emerge honest, well-meaning men, 



318 Karl Marx 

well-bred, respectable satyrs like Gessner, who oppose the undevelop-
able state of the idylls to the corruption of history. It should 
nevertheless be observed to the credit of these idyll-poets, who were 
also critical moralists and moralising critics of a kind, that they 
conscientiously waver as to who should be accorded the palm of 
morality, the shepherd or the sheep. 

But let us leave our worthy philistine undisturbed to pasture on 
his own diligence! Let us follow him to where he fancies he attacks 
the "heart of the matter". Throughout we shall find the same 
method. 

"I cannot help it if Herr Engels and other Communists are too blind to realise that 
power also controls property and that injustice in property relations is only maintained by 
power.—I call any man a fool and a coward who bears the bourgeois malice on account 
of his acquisition of money and lets a king be on account of his acquisition of power." * 

"Power also controls property!" 
Property, at all events, is also a kind of power. Economists call 

capital, for instance, "power over the labour of others". 
We are therefore faced with two kinds of power, on the one hand 

the power of property, in other words, of the property-owners, on 
the other hand political power, the power of the state. "Power also 
controls property" means: property does not control the political 
power but rather it is harassed by it, for example by arbitrary taxes, 
by confiscations, by privileges, by the disruptive interference of the 
bureaucracy in industry and trade and the like. 

In other words: the bourgeoisie has not yet taken political shape as 
a class. The power of the state is not yet its own power. In countries 
where the bourgeoisie has already conquered political power and 
political rule is none other than the rule, not of the individual 
bourgeois over his workers, but of the bourgeois class over the whole 
of society, Herr Heinzen's dictum has lost its meaning. The 
propertyless of course remain untouched by political rule insofar as 
it directly affects property. 

Whilst, therefore, Herr Heinzen fancied he was expressing a truth 
as eternal as it was original, he has only expressed the fact that the 
German bourgeoisie must conquer political power, in other words, 
he says what Engels says, but unconsciously, honestly thinking he is 
saying the opposite. He is only expressing, with some emotion, a 
transient relationship between the German bourgeoisie and the 
German state power^ as an eternal truth, and thereby showing how to 
make a "solid core" out of a "movement". 

* Heinzen's Manifesto, No. 84 of the D[eutsche]-B[rvsseler]-Z[eitung]. 
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"Injustice in property relations," continues Herr Heinzeri, "is only 
maintained by power." 

Either Herr Heinzen here understands "injustice in property 
relations" as the above-mentioned pressure to which the absolute 
monarchy still subjects the bourgeoisie even in its "most sacred" 
interests, in which case he is only repeating what has just been 
said—or he understands "injustice in property relations" as the 
economic conditions of the workers, in which case his pronounce-
ment has the following meaning: 

The present bourgeois property relations are "maintained" by the 
state power which the bourgeoisie has organised for the protection 
of its property relations. The proletariat must therefore overthrow 
the political power where it is already in the hands of the 
bourgeoisie. It must itself become a power, in the first place a 
revolutionary power. 

Again, Herr Heinzen is unconsciously saying the same thing as 
Engels is saying, but again in the steadfast conviction that he is saying 
the opposite. What he says he does not mean, and what he means he 
does not say. 

Incidentally, if the bourgeoisie is politically, that is, by its state 
power, "maintaining injustice in property relations", it is not creating 
it. The "injustice in property relations" which is determined by the 
modern division of labour, the modern form of exchange, competi-
tion, concentration, etc., by no means arises from the political rule of 
the bourgeois class, but vice versa, the political rule of the bourgeois 
class arises from these modern relations of production which 
bourgeois economists proclaim to be necessary and eternal laws. If 
therefore the proletariat overthrows the political rule of the 
bourgeoisie, its victory will only be temporary, only an element in the 
service of the bourgeois revolution itself, as in the year 1794, as long as 
in the course of history, in its "movement", the material conditions 
have not yet been created which make necessary the abolition of the 
bourgeois mode of production and therefore also the definitive 
overthrow of the political rule of the bourgeoisie. The terror in 
France could thus by its mighty hammer-blows only serve to spirit 
away, as it were, the ruins of feudalism from French soil. The timidly 
considerate bourgeoisie would not have accomplished this task in 
decades. The bloody action of the people thus only prepared the way 
for it. In the same way, the overthrow of the absolute monarchy 
would be merely temporary if the economic conditions for the rule 
of the bourgeois class had not yet become ripe. Men build a new 
world for themselves, not from the "treasures of this earth", as 
grobian superstition imagines, but from the historical achievements 
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of their declining world. In the course of their development they 
first have to produce the material conditions of a newa society itself, and 
no exertion of mind or will can free them from this fate. 

It is characteristic of the whole grobianism of "sound common 
sense", which feeds upon the "fulness of life" and does not stunt its 
natural faculties with any philosophical or other studies, that where it 
succeeds in seeing differences, it does not see unity, and that where it 
sees unity, it does not see differences. If it propounds differentiated 
determinants, they at once become fossilised in its hands, and it can see 
only the most reprehensible sophistry when these wooden concepts 
are knocked together so that they take fire. 

When Herr Heinzen, for instance, says that money and power, 
property and rule, theacquisition of money and the acquisition of power are 
not the same, he is committing a tautology inherent in the mere words 
themselves, and this merely verbal differentiation he considers an 
heroic deed which with all the faculties of a clairvoyant he brings into 
play against the Communists, who are so "blind" as not to stop in 
their tracks at this childlike first perception. 

How "acquisition of money" turns into "acquisition of power", 
how "property" turns into "political rule", in other words, how 
instead of the rigid difference to which Herr Heinzen gives the force 
of dogma, there are rather effective relations between the two forces 
up to the point where they merge, of this he may swiftly convince 
himself by observing how the serfs bought their freedom, how the 
communes136 bought their municipal rights, how the townspeople on 
the one hand, by trade and industry, attracted the money out of the 
pockets of the feudal lords and vaporised their landed property into 
bills of exchange, and on the other hand helped the absolute 
monarchy to its victory over the thus undermined feudal magnates, 
and bought privileges from it; how they later themselves exploited the 
financial crises of the absolute monarchy itself, etc., etc.; how the 
most absolute monarchies become dependent on the stock-exchange 
barons through the system of state debts—a product of modern 
industry and modern trade; how in international relations between 
peoples, industrial monopoly turns directly into political rule, as for 
instance, the Princes of the Holy Alliance in the "German war of 
liberation" were merely the hired mercenaries of England,137 etc., 
etc. 

This self-important grobianism of "sound common sense", 
however, by fixing such distinctions as between acquisition of money 

a The word "new" was given in the errata in the November 18 issue instead of the 
original "more developed".— Ed. 
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and acquisition of power in the form of eternal truths whose nature is 
"acknowledged by all" to be "such and such", in the form of 
unshakeable dogmas, creates for itself the desired position for 
pouring out its moral indignation about the "blindness", "foolish-
ness" or "wickedness" of the opponents of such articles of faith—an 
act of self-indulgence which in its blustering expectorations inevita-
bly yields up a mess of rhetoric in which float a few meagre, bony 
truths. 

Herr Heinzen will live to see the power of property even in Prussia 
achieve a mariage forcé3 with political power. Let us hear what he says 
next: 

"You are trying to make social questions the central concern of our age, and you fail 
to see that there is no more important social question than that of monarchy or republic."* 

A moment ago, Herr Heinzen saw only the distinction between the 
power of money and political power; now he sees only the unity of 
the political question and the social question. Of course he continues 
to see the "ridiculous blindness" and "cowardly ignominy" of his 
antagonists. 

The political relationships of men are of course also social, societal 
relationships, like all relations between men and men. All questions 
that concern the relations of men with each other are therefore also 
social questions. 

With this view, which belongs in a catechism for eight-year-old 
children, this grobian naivety believes it has not only said something 
but has affected the balance in the conflicts of modern times. 

It so happens that the "social questions" which have been "dealt 
with in our own day" increase in importance in proportion as we leave 
behind us the realm of absolute monarchy. Socialism and commun-
ism did not emanate from Germany but from England, France and 
North America. 

The first manifestation of a truly active communist party is 
contained within the bourgeois revolution, at the moment when the 
constitutional monarchy is eliminated. The most consistent republi-
cans, in England the Levellers,138 in France Babeuf, Buonarroti, etc., 
were the first to proclaim these "social questions". The Babeuf 
Conspiracy, by Babeufs friend and party-comrade Buonarroti,b 

shows how these republicans derived from the "movement" of 

* Heinzen's Manifesto, No. 84 [of the Deutsche-Brüsseler-Zeitung]. 

d Forced marriage.—Ed. 
b Ph. Buonarroti, Conspiration pour l'égalité dite de Babeuf.— Ed. 
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history the realisation that the disposal of the social question of rule by 
princes and republic did not mean that even a single "social question" 
has been solved in the interests of the proletariat. 

The question of property as it has been raised in "our own day" is 
quite unrecognisable even formulated as a question in the form 
Heinzen gives it: "whether it is just that one man should possess 
everything and another man nothing..., whether the individual should 
be permitted to possess anything at all" and similar simplistic questions 
of conscience and clichés about justice. 

The question of property assumes different forms according to 
the different levels of development of industry in general and 
according to its particular level of development in the different 
countries. 

For the Galician peasant, for instance, the question of property is 
reduced to the transformation of feudal landed property into small 
bourgeois landownership. For him it has the same meaning as it had 
for the French peasant before 1789, the English agricultural day 
labourer on the other hand has no relationship with the landowner 
at all. He merely has a relationship with the tenant farmer, in other 
words, with the industrial capitalist who is practising agriculture in 
factory fashion. This industrial capitalist in turn, who pays the 
landowner a rent, has on the other hand a direct relationship with 
the landowner. The abolition of landed property is thus the most 
important question of property as it exists for the English industrial 
bourgeoisie, and their struggle against the Corn Laws139 had no 
other significance. The abolition of capital on the other hand is the 
question of property as it affects the English agricultural day 
labourer just as much as the English factory worker. 

In the English as well as the French revolution, the question of 
property presented itself in such a way that it was a matter of 
asserting free competition and of abolishing all feudal property 
relations, such as landed estates, guilds, monopolies, etc., which had 
been transformed into fetters for the industry which had developed 
from the 16th to the 18th century. 

In "our own day", finally, the significance of the question of 
property consists in it being a matter of eliminating the conflicts 
which have arisen from large-scale industry, the development of the 
world market and free competition. 

The question of property, depending on the different levels of 
development of industry, has always been the vital question for a 
particular class. In the 17th and 18th centuries, when the point at 
issue was the abolition of feudal property relations, the question 
of property was the vital question for the bourgeois class. In the 
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19th century, when it is a matter of abolishing bourgeois property 
relations, the question of property is a vital question for the working 
class. 

The question of property, which in "our own day" is a question of 
world-historical significance, has thus a meaning only in modern 
bourgeois society. The more advanced this society is, in other words, 
the further the bourgeoisie has developed economically in a country 
and therefore the more state power has assumed a bourgeois 
character, the more glaringly does the social question obtrude itself, 
in France more glaringly than in Germany, in England more 
glaringly than in France, in a constitutional monarchy more glaringly 
than in an absolute monarchy, in a republic more glaringly than in a 
constitutional monarchy. Thus, for example, the conflicts of the 
credit system, speculation, etc., are nowhere more acute than in 
North America. Nowhere, either, does social inequality obtrude itself 
more harshly than in the eastern states of North America, because 
nowhere is it less disguised by political inequality. If pauperism has 
not yet developed there as much as in England, this is explained 
by economic circumstances which it is not our task to elucidate 
further here. Meanwhile, pauperism is making the most gratifying 
progress. 

"In this country, where there are no privileged orders, where all classes of society 
have equal rights" (the difficulty however lies in the existence of classes) "and where our 
population is far from ... pressing on the means of subsistence, it is indeed alarming to 
find the increase of pauperism progressing with such rapidity." (Report by Mr. 
Meredith to the Pennsylvania Congress. ) 

"It is proved that pauperism in Massachusetts has increased by three-fifths within 
25 years." (From Niles' Register, Niles being an American.3) 

One of the most famous North American political economists, 
Thomas Cooper, who is also a radical, proposes: 

1. To prohibit those without property from marrying. 
2. To abolish universal suffrage, 

for, he exclaims: 
"Society was instituted for the protection of property.... What reasonable claim can 

they have, who by eternal economic laws will eternally be without property of their 
own, to legislate on the property of others? What common motive and common 
interest is there between these two classes of inhabitants? 

"Either the working class is not revolutionary, in which case it represents the 
interests of the employers, on whom their livelihood depends. At the last election in 
New England, the master-manufacturers, to ensure votes for themselves, had the 
candidates' names printed on calico, and each of their workers wore such a piece of 
calico on their trouser-fronts. 

a Niles' Weekly Register.— Ed. 

IL>—ISL'6 
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"Or the working class becomes revolutionary, as a consequence of communal living 
together, etc., and then the political power of the country will sooner or later fall into its 
hands, and no property will be safe any more under this system."* 

Just as in England the workers form a political party under the 
name of the Chartists, so do the workers in North America under the 
name of the National Reformers142 and their batde-cry is not at all rule of 
the princes or the republic, but rule of the working class or the rule of the 
bourgeois class. 

Since therefore it is precisely in modern bourgeois society with its 
corresponding forms of state, the constitutional or republican 
representative state, that the "question of property" has become the 
most important "social question", it is very much the narrow need of 
the German bourgeois that interjects: the question of the monarchy is 
the most important "socialquestion of the time". It is in a very similar 
way that Dr. List, in the foreword to his Nationalökonomie* expresses 
his so naïve irritation that pauperism and not protective tariffs should 
have been "misconstrued" as the most important social question of 
our time. 

[Deutsche-Brüsseler-Zeitung No. 92, November 18, 1847] 

The ^distinction between money and power was at the same time a 
personal distinction between die two combatants. 

The "litde" one appears as a kind of cut-purse who only takes on 
enemies who have "money". The daring muscle-man by contrast 
fights with the "mighty" of this earth. 

Indosso la corazza, e l'elmo in testa.** 

And, he mutters, 
"and incidentally, you are better off than I".*** 

But best off of all are the "mighty" of the earth who visibly heave a 
sigh of relief whilst Herr Heinzen lashes out at his pupil: 

"Like all Communists, you have now lost the capacity to recognise the connection be-
tween politics and social conditions."**** 

We have just been present at a moral lesson, in which the great 
man revealed with surprising simplicity the connection between 

* Thomas Cooper, Lectures on [the Elements of] Political Economy, Columbia, 
pp. 361 & 365.1 4 1 

** Ariost[o, L'lOrlando Furioso [Canto I, 11]: Harness on his back and helmet on 
his head. 

*** Heinzen's Manifesto, Deutsche-Brüsseler-ZeitungNo. 84. 
**** Ibid. 
a F. List, Das nationale System der politischen Oekonomie.— Ed. 
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politics and social conditions in general. In the rule of the princeshe now 
provides his pupil with a tangible application. 

The princes, or the rule of the princes, he tells us, are the "chief 
authors of all poverty and distress". Where the rule of the princes is 
eliminated, this kind of explanation is of course eliminated too, and 
the slave-economy, which caused the downfall of the republics of 
antiquity, the slave-economy, which will provoke the most fearful 
conflicts in the southern states of republican North America,* the 
slave-economy can exclaim, like John Falstaff, "if reasons were as 
plenty as blackberries!"3 

And in the first place, who or what has created the princes or the 
rule of the princes} 

Once upon a time, the people had to place the most eminent 
personalities at their head to conduct general affairs. Later, this 
position became hereditary within families, etc. And eventually the 
stupidity and depravity of men tolerated this abuse for centuries. 

If one were to summon a congress of all the most primitive 
would-be politicians in Europe, they would be able to give no other 
answer. And if one were to open all Herr Heinzen's works, they 
would provide no other answer. 

Doughty "sound common sense" believes it explains the rule of 
princes by declaring itself opposed to it. The difficulty, from the 
standpoint of this norm of common sense, would, however, seem to 
consist in explaining how the opponent of sound common sense and 
of the moral dignity of man was born and how he dragged out his 
remarkably tenacious life for centuries. Nothing is simpler. The cen-
turies did without sound common sense and the moral dignity of 
man. In other words, the sense and morality of centuries were in ac-
cordance with the rule of the princes instead of contradicting it. And 
it is precisely this sense and morality of past centuries which today's 
"sound common sense" does not understand. It does not understand 
it, but despises it. It takes refuge from history in morality, and 
now it can allow free rein to the whole armoury of its moral indig-
nation. 

In the same way as political "sound common sense" here explains 
the origin and continued existence of the rule of the princes as the 
work of unreason, in the same way does religious "sound common 
sense" explain heresy and unbelief as works of the devil. In the same 

* Cf. on this topic the memoirs of Jefferson, who was one of the group of 
founders of the American Republic and was twice president. 

a Shakespeare, Henry IV, Part One, Act II, Scene 4.— Ed. 

12* 
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way, irreligious "sound common sense" explains religion as the work 
of the devils, the priests. 

However, once Herr Heinzen has by means of moral platitudes 
proved the origin of the rule of the princes, the "connection between 
the rule of the princes and social conditions" follows quite naturally 
from this. Listen: 

"An individual man takes possession of the state for himself, sacrifices a whole 
nation, more or less, not just materially, but morally too, to his own person and its 
entourage; institutes within it a scale of humiliation by degrees, classifies it variously 
into estates like so many fat and lean cattle, and basically just for the benefit of his own, 
individual person makes each member of the state society officially the enemy of the 
other."* 

Herr Heinzen sees the princes at the peak of the social structure in 
Germany. He does not for a moment doubt that they have created its 
social foundation and are re-creating it each day. What simpler 
explanation could there be for the connection between the monarchy 
and social conditions, whose official political expression it is, than by 
having the princes create this connection! What is the connection 
between the representative assemblies and modern bourgeois society 
which they represent? They created it. The political deity with its 
apparatus and gradations has thus created the secular world, whose 
most sacred object it is. In the same way the religious deity will have 
created earthly conditions, which are fantastically and in deified 
form reflected in it. 

The grobianism which retails such homespun wisdom with 
appropriate sentiment cannot of course fail to be equally astonished 
and morally outraged at the opponent who toils to demonstrate to it 
that the apple did not create the apple-tree. 

Modern histories have demonstrated that absolute monarchy ap-
pears in those transitional periods when the old feudal estates are 
in decline and the medieval estate of burghers is evolving into the 
modern bourgeois class, without one of the contending parties 
having as yet finally disposed of the other. The elements on which 
absolute monarchy is based are thus by no means its own product; 
they rather form its social prerequisite, whose historical origins are 
too well known to be repeated here. The fact that absolute monarchy 
took shape later in Germany and is persisting longer, is explained 
solely by the stunted pattern of development of the German 
bourgeois class. The answers to the puzzles presented by this pattern 
of development are to be found in the history of trade and industry. 

The decline of the philistine German free cities, the destruction 
of the knightly estate, the defeat of the peasants143—the resulting 

* Heinzen's Manifesto, loc. cit. 



Moralising Criticism and Critical Morality 327 

territorial sovereignty of the princes—the decay of German industry 
and German trade, which were founded entirely on medieval 
conditions, at the very moment when the modern world market is 
opening up and large-scale manufacturing is arising—the depopula-
tion and the barbaric conditions which the Thirty Years War144 had 
left behind—the character of the national branches of industry 
which are now rising again—as of the small linen industry—to which 
patriarchal conditions and relations correspond, the nature of 
exported goods which for the most part derived from agriculture, 
and which therefore went almost exclusively to increase the material 
sources of wealth of the rural aristocracy and therefore its relative 
power vis-à-vis the townspeople—Germany's lowly position in the 
world market in general, as a result of which the subsidies paid by 
foreigners to the princes became a chief source of the national 
income, the dependence of the townspeople upon the court 
consequent upon this—etc., etc., all these relationships, within which 
the structure of German society and a political organisation in 
keeping with it were taking shape become, in the eyes of 
sound-common-sensical grobianism, just a few pithy utterances, 
whose pith however consists in the statement that the "rule of the 
princes in Germany" has created "German society" and is "re-
creating" it each day. 

The optical illusion, which enables sound common sense to 
"discern" the springhead of German society in the rule of the 
princes instead of the springhead of the rule of the princes in 
German society, is easily explained. 

It perceives at first glance—and it always considers its first glance 
to be particularly perceptive—that the German princes are pre-
serving and maintaining control over the old social conditions in 
Germany with which their political existence stands and falls, and 
that they react violently against the elements of decomposition. 
Equally, it sees on the other hand the elements of decomposition 
fighting against the power of the princes. The five sound senses thus 
unanimously testify that the rule of the princes is the basis of the old 
society, of its gradations, its prejudices and its contradictions. 

When looked at more closely, these appearances however only 
refute the crude opinion of which they are the innocent occasion. 

The violently reactionary role played by the rule of the princes 
only proves that in the pores of the old society a new society has 
taken shape, which furthermore cannot but feel the political 
shell—the natural covering of the old society—as an unnatural fetter 
and blow it sky-high. The more primitive these new elements of 
social decomposition, the more conservative will even the most 
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vigorous reaction by the old political power appear. The more 
advanced these new elements of social decomposition, the more 
reactionary will even the most harmless attempt at conservation by 
the old political power appear. The reaction of the rule of the 
princes, instead of proving that it creates the old society, proves 
rather that its day is over as soon as the material conditions of the old 
society have become obsolete. Its reaction is at the same time the 
reaction of the old society which is still the official society and 
therefore also still in official possession of power or in possession of 
official power. 

Once society's material conditions of existence have developed so 
far that the transformation of its official political form has become a 
vital necessity for it, the whole physiognomy of the old political 
power is transformed. Thus absolute monarchy now attempts, not to 
centralise, which was its actual progressive function, but to decentralise. 
Born from the defeat of the feudal estates and having the most active 
share in their destruction itself, it now seeks to retain at least the 
semblance of feudal distinctions. Formerly encouraging trade and 
industry and thereby at the same time the rise of the bourgeois class, 
as necessary conditions both for national strength and for its own 
glory, absolute monarchy now everywhere hampers trade and 
industry, which have become increasingly dangerous weapons in the 
hands of an already powerful bourgeoisie. From the town, the 
birth-place of its rise to power, it turns its alarmed and by now dull 
glance to the countryside which is fertile with the corpses of its old 
powerful opponents. 

But by "the connection between politics and social conditions" 
Herr Heinzen actually understands only the connection between the 
rule of the princes in Germany and the distress and misery in 
Germany. 

The monarchy, like every other form of state, is a direct burden on 
the working class on the material side only in the form of taxes. Taxes 
are the existence of the state expressed in economic terms. Civil 
servants and priests, soldiers and ballet-dancers, schoolmasters and 
police constables, Greek museums and Gothic steeples, civil list and 
services list—the common seed within which all these fabulous beings 
slumber in embryo is taxation. 

And what reasoning citizen would not have referred the starving 
people to taxes, to the ill-gotten gains of the princes, as the source of 
its misery? 

The German princes and Germany's distress! In other words, 
taxes on which the princes gorge themselves and which the people 
pay with their sweat and blood! 
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What inexhaustible material for speechifying saviours of mankind! 
The monarchy is the cause of great expenditure. No doubt. Just 

consider the North American national budget and compare what our 
38 petty fatherlands have to pay in order to be governed and 
disciplined! It is not the Communists who answer the thunderous 
outbursts of such self-important demagogy, no, it is the bourgeois 
economists such as Ricardo, Senior, etc., in just two words. 

The economic existence of the state is taxes. 
The economic existence of the worker is wages. 
To be ascertained: the relationship between taxes and wages. 
Competition necessarily reduces the average wage to the minimum, 

that is to say, to a wage which permits the workers penuriously to eke 
out their lives and the lives of their race. Taxes form a part of this 
minimum, for the political calling of the workers consists precisely in 
paying taxes. If all taxes which bear on the working class were 
abolished root and branch, the necessary consequence would be the 
reduction of wages by the whole amount of taxes which today goes 
into them. Either the employers' profit would rise as a direct 
consequence by the same quantity, or else no more than an alteration 
in the form of tax-collecting would have taken place. Instead of the 
present system, whereby the capitalist also advances, as part of 
the wage, the taxes which the worker has to pay, he [the capitalist] 
would no longer pay them in this roundabout way, but directly to 
the state. 

If in North America wages are higher than in Europe, this is by no 
means the consequence of lower taxes there. It is the consequence of 
the territorial, commercial and industrial situation there. The 
demand for workers in relation to the supply of workers is 
significantly greater than in Europe. And any novice knows the truth 
of this already from Adam Smith. 

For the bourgeoisie on the other hand both the way in which taxes 
are distributed and levied, and the use to which they are put, are a 
vital question, both on account of its influence on trade and industry 
and because taxes are the golden cord with which to strangle the 
absolute monarchy. 

Having provided such profound insights into "the connection 
between politics and social conditions" and between "class relations" 
and the power of the state, Herr Heinzen cries out in triumph: 

"The 'narrow-minded communist view' which only treats people in terms of 
'classes' and incites them against one another according to their 'craft', is something I 
must confess I have been innocent of in my revolutionary propaganda, because I 
make allowance for the 'possibility' that 'humanity' is not always determined by 'class' 
or the 'size of one's purse'." 
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"Grobianist" common sense transforms the distinction between 
classes into the "distinction between the size of purses" and class 
contradictions into "craft-bickering". The size of one's purse is a 
purely quantitative distinction whereby any two individuals of the 
same class may be incited against one another at will. That the 
medieval guilds opposed each other "according to their craft" is 
common knowledge. But it is equally common knowledge that 
modern class distinctions are by no means based upon "craft" but 
rather that the division of labour brings about very different modes of 
work within the same class. 

And this, his own "narrow-minded view", derived entirely from 
his very own "fulness of life" and his very own "sound common 
sense" is what Herr Heinzen humorously calls a "narrow-minded 
communist view". 

But let us for a moment assume that Herr Heinzen knows what he 
is talking about, that he is therefore not talking about "the distinction 
between the size" of purses and "craft-bickering". 

It is perfectly "possible" that what individual persons do is not "al-
ways" determined by the class to which they belong, although this is 
no more crucial to the class struggle than an aristocrat going over to 
the tiers-état was crucial to the French Revolution. And then these 
aristocrats at least joined a specific class, the revolutionary class, the 
bourgeoisie. But for Herr Heinzen all classes melt away before the 
solemn concept of "humanity". 

However, if Herr Heinzen believes that whole classes which are 
based on economic conditions independent of their own will and are 
forced into the most virulent contradiction by these conditions, can 
by means of the quality of "humanity", which attaches to all men, 
shed their real relationships, how easy must it be for one particular 
prince to rise by the power of "humanity" above his "princely 
condition", above his "princely craft"? Why then does he resent it 
when Engels discerns a "good Emperor Joseph" behind his 
revolutionary phrases? 

But if on the one hand Herr Heinzen obliterates all differences, by 
addressing himself vaguely to the "humanity" of the Germans, 
which would oblige him to include the princes in his exhortations 
too, on the other hand he nevertheless finds himself compelled to 
acknowledge the existence of one difference amidst German humanity, 
for without a difference there can be no contradiction and without a 
contradiction there can be no material for political sermonising. 

So Herr Heinzen divides German humanity into princes and 
subjects. The perception and expression of this contradiction is on his 
part an exhibition of moral strength, a proof of personal daring, 
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political understanding, outraged human feeling, serious-minded 
perspicacity and laudable bravery. And it would be a sign of 
intellectual blindness, of a policeman's mentality, to point out that 
there are privileged and unprivileged subjects; that the former by no 
means see humiliating gradations in the political hierarchy, but an 
elevating, upward line; that finally amongst the subjects whose 
subjection is considered a fetter, it is however considered a fetter in 
very different ways. 

Along come the "narrow-minded" Communists now and see not 
only the political difference between prince and subject but also the 
social difference between classes. 

Whereas Herr Heinzen's moral greatness a moment before 
consisted in perceiving and expressing the difference, his greatness 
now consists rather in overlooking it, averting his eyes from it and 
hushing it up. Expression of the contradiction ceases to be the 
language of revolution and becomes the language of reaction and 
the malicious "incitement" of brothers, united in their humanity, 
against one another. 

It is common knowledge that shortly after the July revolution, the 
victorious bourgeoisie, in the September Laws, made the "incitement 
of the various classes of the nation against each other" a serious 
political offence, probably for reasons of "humanity" too, with 
penalties of imprisonment, fines, etc.145 It is also common knowledge 
that the English bourgeois journals know no better way of 
denouncing the Chartist leaders and Chartist writers than by 
accusing them of inciting the various classes of the nation against 
each other. It is even common knowledge that German writers are 
lying in deep dungeons for this incitement of the various classes of 
the nation against each other. 

Is not Herr Heinzen now speaking the language of the French 
September Laws, of the English bourgeois papers and the Prussian 
criminal code? 

Not a bit of it. The well-meaning Herr Heinzen fears only that the 
Communists "were seeking to ensure the princes a revolutionary 
fontanel".146 

Thus the Belgian liberals assure us that the radicals have a 
secret understanding with the Catholics; the French liberals assure 
us that the democrats have an understanding with the legitimists; 
the English free traders assure us that the Chartists have an 
understanding with the Tories. And the liberal Herr Heinzen 
assures us that the Communists have an understanding with the 
princes. 

Germany, as I already made clear in the Deutsch-Französische 
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Jahrbücher,3 has its own Christian-Germanic brand of bad luck. Its 
bourgeoisie has got so very far behind the times that it is beginning 
its struggle against absolute monarchy and seeking to create the 
foundation for its own political power at the moment when in all 
advanced countries the bourgeoisie is already engaged in the most 
violent struggle with the working class and when its political illusions 
are already antiquated in the European mind. In this country, where 
the political wretchedness of the absolute monarchy still persists with 
its whole appendage of run-down, semi-feudal estates and relation-
ships, there also already partially exist, on the other hand, as a 
consequence of industrial development and Germany's dependence 
on the world market, the modern contradictions between bour-
geoisie and working class and the struggle that results from 
them—examples are the workers' uprisings in Silesia and Bohe-
mia.147 The German bourgeoisie therefore already finds itself in 
conflict with the proletariat even before being politically constituted 
as a class. The struggle between the "subjects" has broken out even 
before princes and aristocracy have been chased out of the country, 
all the songs sung at Hambach148 notwithstanding. 

Herr Heinzen can think of no other explanation for these 
contradictory circumstances, which of course are also reflected in 
German literature, except by laying them on his opponents' 
consciences and interpreting them as a consequence of the counter-
revolutionary activity of the Communists. 

The German workers meanwhile know very well that the absolute 
monarchy does not waver for a moment, nor can it do so, in greeting 
them, in the service of the bourgeoisie, with cannon-balls and 
whip-lashes. Why, then, should they prefer the brutal harassment of 
the absolute government with its semi-feudal retinue to direct 
bourgeois rule? The workers know very well that it is not just politically 
that the bourgeoisie will have to make broader concessions to them 
than the absolute monarchy, but that in serving the interests of its 
trade and industry it will create, willy-nilly, the conditions for the 
uniting of the working class, and the uniting of the workers is the 
first requirement for their victory. The workers know that the 
abolition of bourgeois property relations is not brought about by 
preserving those of feudalism. They know that the revolutionary 
movement of the bourgeoisie against the feudal estates and the 
absolute monarchy can only accelerate their own revolutionary 
movement. They know that their own struggle against the bourgeoi-

a See K. Marx, "Contribution to the Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Law". 
Introduction (present edition, Vol. 3, pp. 175-87).—Ed. 
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sie can only dawn with the day when the bourgeoisie is victorious. De-
spite all this they do not share Herr Heinzen's bourgeois illusions. 
They can and must accept the bourgeois revolutions a precondition for 
the workers' revolution. However, they cannot for a moment regard it as 
their ultimate goal. 

That the workers really react in this way has been magnificently 
exemplified by the English Chartists in the most recent Anti-Corn 
Law League movement. Not for a moment did they believe the lies 
and inventions of the bourgeois radicals, not for a moment did they 
abandon the struggle against them, but quite consciously helped 
their enemies to victory over the Tories, and on the day after the 
abolition of the Corn Laws they were facing each other at the 
hustings, no longer Tories and free traders, but free traders and 
Chartists. And they won seats in parliament, in opposition to these 
bourgeois radicals.149 

No more than Herr Heinzen understands the workers does he 
understand the bourgeois liberals, for all that he is unconsciously 
working in their service. He thinks it is necessary to repeat, where 
they are concerned, the old warnings against the "easy-going ways 
and submissiveness of the Germans". He, the philistine, takes in 
absolute earnest the obsequious expressions that were served up by a 
Camphausen or a Hansemann. The bourgeois gentlemen would 
smile at such naivety.They know better where the shoe pinches. They 
are aware that in revolutions the rabble gets insolent and lays hands 
on things. The bourgeois gentlemen therefore seek as far as possible 
to make the change from absolute to bourgeois monarchy without a 
revolution, in an amicable fashion. 

But the absolute monarchy in Prussia, as earlier in England and 
France, will not let itself be amicably changed into a bourgeois 
monarchy. It will not abdicate amicably. The princes' hands are tied 
both by their personal prejudices and by a whole bureaucracy of 
officials, soldiers and clerics—integral parts of absolute monarchy 
who are far from willing to exchange their ruling position for a 
subservient one in respect of the bourgeoisie. Then the feudal estates 
also hold back; for them it is a question of life or death, in other 
words, of property or expropriation. It is clear that the absolute 
monarch, for all the servile homage of the bourgeoisie, sees his true 
interest on the side of these estates. 

The siren-songs of a Camphausen or a Hansemann will no more 
convince Frederick William IV, therefore, than the honeyed lan-
guage of a Lally-Tollendal, a Mounier, a Malouet or a Mirabeau could 
talk a Louis XVI into casting in his lot with the bourgeoisie rather 
than with the feudal lords and remnants of the absolute monarchy. 
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But Herr Heinzen is concerned neither with the bourgeoisie nor 
with the proletariat in Germany. His party is the "party of men", in 
other words, of worthy and generous-minded dreamers who 
advocate "bourgeois" interests in the guise of "human" ends, 
without however clearly understanding the connection between the 
idealistic phrase and its real substance. 

[Deutsche-Brüsseler-Zeitung No. 94, November 25, 1847] 

To this party, the party of men, or to humanity resident in 
Germany, the founder of states Karl Heinzen offers the "best 
republic", the best republic he himself has hatched, the "federal 
republic with social institutions". Rousseau once designed a "best" 
political world for the Poles3 as did Mably for the Corsicans.150 The 
great citizen of Geneva has found an even greater successor. 

"I am contented"—what modesty!—"to claim that just as I can assemble.a flower 
only from petals, so also I can assemble a republic only from republican elements."* 

A man who knows how to assemble a flower from petals, even 
though it were only a daisy, cannot fail in the construction of the 
"best republic", let the wicked world think of it what it will. 

Despite all slanderous tongues, the valiant founder of states takes 
as a model the charters of republican North America. Whatever 
seems offensive to him, he paints out with his grobian brush. Thus 
he brings about an amended edition—in usum delphini,h in other 
words for the use and edification of "German man". And having 
thus "outlined the features of the republic, that is, of a specific 
republic", he hoists his "little" disrespectful pupil up into the air "by 
his communist ears" and dashes him down with the question whether 
he too could "create" a world, and indeed a "best world"? And he 
does not desist from hoisting the "little one" up "into the air" by his 
"communist ears" until he has "banged" his "nose" against the 
gigantic picture of the "new" world, the best republic. For with his 
very own hands he has hung a colossal picture of the world, devised 
by himself, on the highest peak of the Swiss Alps. 

* Heinzen's Manifesto, Deutsche-Brüsseler-Zeitung No. 84. 

a J. J. Rousseau, Considérations sur le gouvernement de Pologne, et sur sa réformation 
projettée.— Ed. 

For the use of the Dauphin. (These words were used in the second half of the 
seventeenth century to mark the edition of Latin works intended for the heir to the 
French throne, from which "offensive" material had been removed.) — Ed. 
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"Cacatum non est pictum,"* hisses the voice of the impenitent "little" 
snake. 

And horrified, the republican Ajax drops the communist Ther-
sites to the ground and out of his shaggy bosom heaves the— 
terrible words: 

"You are carrying absurdity to extremes, Herr Engels!" 
And really, Herr Engels! Do you not believe "that the American 

federal system" is the "best political form" "which the art of politics 
has yet devised"? You shake your little head? What? You deny 
absolutely that the "American federal system" has been devised by 
"the art of politics"? And that "best political forms of society" exist in 
abstracto? That's going a bit too far! 

You are at the same time so "devoid of shame and conscience" as 
to suggest to us that the honest German who wishes his faithful 
fatherland to enjoy the benefits of the North American Constitu-
tion—embellished and improved at that, that he resembles that idiotic 
merchant who copied his rich competitor's accounts and then 
imagined that having possession of this copy, he had also taken 
possession of the coveted wealth! 

And you threaten us with the "executioner's axe" under your little 
arm, with the miniature guillotine which you were given as a toy in 
1794? Barbaroux, you mumble, and other persons of impressive 
height and girth, were shortened by a full head in those days when 
we used to play guillotine because they happened to proclaim "the 
American federal system" to be "the best political form".151 And 
such will be the fate of all other Goliaths, to whom it occurs in any 
democratic revolution in Europe and especially in Germany, which is 
still quite feudally fragmented, to wish to put the "American federal 
system" in place of the one indivisible republic and its levelling 
centralisation. 

But good God! The men of the Comité de salut public152 and those 
bloodhounds of Jacobins behind them were monsters, and Heinzen's 
"best republic" has been "devised" by the "statecraft of heretofore" 
as the "best political form" for "men", for good men, for human 
humans! 

Really! "You are carrying absurdity to the extreme, Herr Engels!" 
And what is more, this Herculean founder of states does not copy 

the North American "federal republic" in every detail. He adorns it 
with "social institutions", he will "regulate property relations 
according to rational principles", and the seven great "measures" 
with which he disposed of the "evils" of the old bourgeois society are 

a "To shit is not to paint." — Ed. 
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by no means wretched, insubstantial garbage begged at the doors 
of—abominable modern socialist and communist soup-kitchens. It is 
to the "Incas" and "Campe's Books for Children"153 that the great 
Karl Heinzen owes his recipes for the "humanisation of society", just 
as he owes the latter profound slogan not to the Pomeranian 
philosopher Ruge but rather to some "Peruvian" grown old in 
wisdom. And Herr Engels describes all this as arbitrarily concocted 
philistine dreams of world improvement! 

We live of course in an age when "the better people are 
increasingly passing away" and the "best" are not even understood 
at all. 

Take, for instance, any well-meaning citizen and ask his honest 
opinion as to what is wrong with present "property relations"? And 
the decent fellow will put his index finger to the tip of his nose, twice 
draw deep and pensive breath and then express his "humble" view 
that it is a shame that many people have "nothing", not even the 
barest necessities, and that others, to the detriment not only of 
propertyless wretches but also of honest citizens, are with aristocratic 
brazenness accumulating millions! Aurea mediocritas! Golden medioc-
rity! the honest member of the middle class will exclaim! It is just a 
matter of avoiding extremes! What rational political constitution 
would be compatible with these extremes, these oh so abominable 
extremes! 

And now take a look at Heinzen's "federal republic" with "social 
institutions" and its seven measures for the "humanisation of 
society". We find that each citizen is assured a "minimum" of wealth 
below which he cannot fall, and a maximum of wealth is prescribed 
which he may not exceed. 

Has not Herr Heinzen solved all the difficulties, then, by 
reiterating in the form of state decrees the pious desire of all good 
citizens that no person should have too little and none, indeed, too 
much, and simply by so doing made it reality? 

And in the same manner, which is as simple as it is splendid, Herr 
Heinzen has resolved all economic conflicts. He has regulated 
property according to the rational principles corresponding to an 
honest bourgeois equity. And please do not object that the "rational 
rules" of property are precisely the "economic laws" on whose 
cold-blooded inevitability all well-meaning "measures" will necessar-
ily founder, though they be recommended by Incas and Campe's 
Books for Children and cherished by the stoutest patriots! 

How unfair to bring economic considerations into play against a 
man who, unlike some people, does not "boast of studies in political 
economy", but has from modesty managed so far in all his works 
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rather to preserve the virginal appearance of still having before him 
his first study of political economy! It must be accounted very much 
to the credit of the man's primitive level of education that with 
solemn countenance he serves up to his little communist foe all the 
considerations which already in 1842 had penetrated to the German 
fulness of life through the channels of the Augsburg Allgemeine 
Zeitung,154 such as those concerning "acquired" property, "personal 
freedom and individuality" and the like. It really does show how low 
the communist writers have fallen that they seek out opponents who 
are schooled in economics and philosophy, but on the other hand 
provide no answer to the "unpresuming" fancies of grobianist sound 
common sense, to which they would first have to teach the elements 
of the economic relations in existing bourgeois society, in order to be 
able subsequently to enter into debate with it. 

Since private property, for instance, is not a simple relation or even 
an abstract concept, a principle, but consists in the totality of the 
bourgeois relations of production—for it is not a question of 
subordinate or extinct but of existing bourgeois private proper-
ty—since all these bourgeois relations of production are class 
relations, an insight which any novice must have acquired from his 
Adam Smith or Ricardo—, a change in, or even the abolition of, 
these relations can only follow from a change in these classes and 
their relationships with each other, and a change in the relationship 
of classes is a historical change, a product of social activity as a whole, 
in a word, the product of a specific "historical movement". 
The writer may very well serve a movement of history as its 
mouthpiece, but he cannot of course create it. 

For example, in order to explain the elimination of feudal 
property relations, modern historians have had to describe how the 
bourgeoisie evolved to the point where it had developed its 
conditions of life sufficiently to be able to eliminate all the feudal 
estates and its own feudal mode of existence and hence also feudal 
production relations, which were the economic foundation of these 
feudal estates. The elimination of feudal property relations and the 
foundation of modern bourgeois society were thus by no means the 
product of a particular doctrine based upon and elaborated from a 
specific principle as its core. It was much more the case that the 
principles and theories put forward by the writers of the bourgeoisie 
during its struggle against feudalism were nothing but the theoreti-
cal expression of a series of real events; indeed one can see that the 
extent to which this expression was more or less Utopian, dogmatic or 
doctrinaire corresponded exactly to the degree of advancement of 
the phase of real historical development. 
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And in this respect Engels was rash enough to talk to his terrible 
opponent, the Herculean founder of states, about communism, 
insofar as it is theory, as the theoretical expression of a "movement". 

But, expostulates the mighty man in honest indignation: "My 
purpose was to urge the practical consequences, to get the 'represen-
tatives' of communism to acknowledge those consequences", 
that is, those absurd consequences which, for a man who has 
only fantastic conceptions of bourgeois private property, are 
necessarily linked with its abolition. He thus wanted to compel 
Engels "to defend the whole absurdity" which according to Herr 
Heinzen's worthy scheme "he would have dug up" . And Reineke 
Engels has so bitterly disappointed the honest Isegrim that he no 
longer finds in communism itself even a "core" to "bite on" and thus 
asks himself in wonderment "how this phenomenon is to be served 
up, so that it can be eaten"! 

And in vain the honest fellow seeks to calm himself with ingenious 
turns of phrase, for example, by asking whether a historical 
movement is a "movement of the emotions", etc., and even conjures 
up the spirit of the great "Ruge" to interpret this riddle of nature for 
him! 

"After what has happened," the disappointed man exclaims, "my heart is beating 
in a Siberian fashion, after what has happened I smell only treachery and dream of 
malice."* 

And really he explains the affair to himself finally by saying that 
Engels "denies his school", "beats a retreat that is as cowardly as it is 
ridiculous", "compromises the whole human race just so as to save 
his own person from being compromised", "denies the party or 
deserts it at the crucial moment", and a host of similar moralising 
outbursts of fury. Likewise Engels' distinctions between "true 
socialism" and "communism", between the Utopian communist 
systems and critical communism—are all nothing but "treachery and 
malice". Indeed nothing but Jesuitical "after-thought" distinctions, 
because they appear not to have been put at least so far to Herr 
Heinzen, nor to have been blown his way by the tempest of the 
fulness of life! 

And how ingeniously Herr Heinzen manages to interpret these 
contradictions to himself, insofar as they have found literary 
expression! 

"Then there is Weitling, who is cleverer than you, and yet can certainly be 
considered a Communist." 

* Karl Heinzen, Steckbrief. 
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Or else: 
"What if Herr Grün claimed to be a Communist and were to expel Herr Engels?" 

Arrived at this point, it goes without saying, the honest fellow, who 
could not "emancipate himself to the extent of considering loyalty 
and faith, outmoded though they might be, to be superfluous 
amongst rational beings"—serves up the most absurd lies, for 
example, that Engels also intended to write about a "social 
movement in Belgium and France". But K[arl] Grün had 
"forestalled him". And then he had been "unable to find a 
publisher for his boring repetition" and other such fabrications 
Herr Heinzen has derived as "conclusions" from a "certain 
principle". 

That moralising criticism has turned out to be so wretched is due 
to its "nature" and is by no means to be regarded as a personal 
shortcoming of the Telamonian Ajax. For all his stupidities and 
baseness, this St. Grobian has the moral satisfaction of being stupid 
and base with conviction and thus being a fellow with some stuffing 
in him. 

Whatever the "facts" may do, which even the great Karl Heinzen 
allows to "run their course" unimpeded: 

" I , " he proclaims, thrice beating his honest bosom, "I, meanwhile, bear my 
principle unflinchingly about with me and do not ditch it when a person asks me 
about it." 

Heinrich LXXII of Reuss-Schleitz-Ebersdorf has also been parad-
ing his "principle" some 20 years now. 

N.B. We would recommend Stephan'sa critique, Der Heinzen'sche 
Staat, to the readers of the Deutsche-Brüsseler-Zeitung. The author has 
of course only used Herr Heinzen as a peg, he could just as well have 
seized upon any other literary nonentity in Germany to confront the 
reasoning and grumbling petty bourgeois with the viewpoint of the 
really revolutionary worker. Herr Heinzen knows of no other way of 
answering Stephan than by first of all asserting that what he has 
written is rubbish; so much for objective criticism. As he does 
not know Stephan personally, he resorts simply to calling him names 
like gamin and commis-voyageur.h But he has not yet blackened his 
opponent enough, he finally turns him into a policeman. One can see 
incidentally how just this last accusation is, since the French police, 

a Stephan Born.— Ed. 
b Guttersnipe and commercial traveller.— Ed. 
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presumably in league with Herr Heinzen, have confiscated 100 
copies of Stephan's pamphlet. 

Having given the worker Stephan a practical moral lesson as 
described above, he apostrophises him in the following ingenuous 
terms: 

"For my own part, gladly though I would have engaged in discussions with a 
worker, I fail to see in insolence a fit substitute for competence."3 

The German workers will feel elated at the prospect of the 
democrat Karl Heinzen engaging in discussions with them as soon as 
they approach the great man with due modesty. Herr Heinzen is 
seeking to conceal his incompetence concerning Herr Stephan by the 
insolence of his outburst. 

K. M. 

Written at the end of October 1847 Printed according to the newspaper 

First published in the Deutsche-Brüsseler- Published in full in English for the 
Zeitung Nos. 86, 87, 90,92 and 94; first time 
October 28 and 31; November 11, 18 
and 25, 1847 

a K. Heinzen, "Ein 'Représentant' der Kommunisten".—Ed. 



Frederick Engels 

PRINCIPLES OF COMMUNISM155 

Question 1: What is communism? 
Answer: Communism is the doctrine of the conditions for the 

emancipation of the proletariat. 
Question 2: What is the proletariat? 
Answer: The proletariat is that class of society which procures its 

means of livelihood entirely and solely from the sale of its labour156 

and not from the profit derived from any capital; whose weal and 
woe, whose life and death, whose whole existence depend on the 
demand for labour, hence, on the alternation of times of good and 
bad business, on the fluctuations resulting from unbridled competi-
tion. The proletariat, or class of proletarians, is, in a word, the 
working class of the nineteenth century. 

Question 3: Then there have not always been proletarians? 
Answer: No. Poor folk and working classes have always existed,157 

and the working classes have for the most part been poor. But such 
poor, such workers who live under the conditions just stated, that is, 
proletarians, have not always existed, any more than competition has 
always been free and unbridled. 

Question 4: How did the proletariat arise? 
Answer: The proletariat arose as a result of the industrial 

revolution which took place in England in the latter half of the last 
century and which has repeated itself since then in all the civilised 
countries of the world. This industrial revolution was brought about 
by the invention of the steam-engine, of various spinning machines, 
of the power-loom, and of a great number of other mechanical 
devices. These machines which were very expensive and, consequent-
ly, could only be purchased by big capitalists, changed the entire 
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hitherto existing mode of production and supplanted the former 
workers because machines produced cheaper and better commodi-
ties than could the workers with their imperfect spinning-wheels and 
hand-looms. Thus, these machines delivered industry entirely into 
the hands of the big capitalists and rendered the workers' scanty 
property (tools, looms, etc.) quite worthless, so that the capitalists 
soon had their hands on everything and the workers were left with 
nothing. In this way the factory system was introduced into the ma-
nufacture of clothing materials.—Once the impetus had been given 
to the introduction of machinery and the factory system, this system 
was soon applied to all the other branches of industry, notably the 
calico and book-printing trades, pottery, and hardware industry. 
There was more and more division of labour among the individual 
workers, so that the worker who formerly had made a whole article 
now produced only a part of it. This division of labour made it 
possible to supply products more speedily and therefore more 
cheaply. It reduced the activity of each worker to a very simple, 
constantly repeated mechanical operation, which could be performed 
not only just as well but even much better by a machine. In this 
way, all these branches of industry came one after another under the 
domination of steam-power, machinery, and the factory system, just 
like spinning and weaving. But they thus fell at the same time 
completely into the hands of the big capitalists, and here too the 
workers were deprived of the last shred of independence. Gradually, 
in addition to actual manufacture, the handicrafts likewise fell 
increasingly under the domination of the factory system, for here 
also the big capitalists more and more supplanted the small 
craftsmen by the establishment of large workshops, in which many 
savings on costs can be made and there can be a very high division of 
labour. Thus we have now reached the point when in the civilised 
countries almost all branches of labour are carried on under the 
factory system, and in almost all branches handicraft and manufac-
ture have been ousted by large-scale industry.—As a result, the 
former middle classes, especially the smaller master handicraftsmen, 
have been increasingly ruined, the former position of the workers 
has been completely changed, and two new classes which are 
gradually swallowing up all other classes have come into being, 
namely: 

I. The class of big capitalists who already now in all civilised 
countries almost exclusively own all the means of subsistence and the 
raw materials and instruments (machinery, factories, etc.), needed 
for the production of these means of subsistence. This class is the 
bourgeois class or the bourgeoisie. 
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II. The class of the completely propertyless, who are compelled 
therefore to sell their labour to the bourgeois in order to obtain the 
necessary means of subsistence in exchange. This class is called the 
class of the proletarians or the proletariat. 

Question 5: Under what conditions does this sale of the labour of 
the proletarians to the bourgeois take place? 

Answer: Labour is a commodity like any other and its price is 
determined by the same laws as that of any other commodity. The 
price of a commodity under the domination of large-scale industry 
or of free competition, which, as we shall see, comes to the same 
thing, is on the average always equal to the cost of production of that 
commodity. The price of labour is, therefore, likewise equal to the 
cost of production of labour. The cost of production of labour 
consists precisely of the amount of the means of subsistence required 
for the worker to maintain himself in a condition in which he is 
capable of working and to prevent the working class from dying out. 
Therefore, the worker will not receive for his labour any more than 
is necessary for that purpose; the price of labour, or wages, will be 
the lowest, the minimum required for subsistence. Since business is 
now worse, now better, the worker will receive now more, now less, 
just as the factory owner receives now more, now less for his 
commodity. But just as on the average between good times and bad 
the factory owner receives for his commodity neither more nor less 
than the cost of its production, so also the worker will on the average 
receive neither more nor less than this minimum. This economic law 
of wages will come to be more stringently applied the more all 
branches of labour are taken over by large-scale industry. 

Question 6: What working classes existed before the industrial 
revolution? 

Answer: Depending on the different stages of the development of 
society, the working classes lived in different conditions and stood in 
different relations to the possessing and ruling classes. In ancient 
times the working people were the slaves of their owners, just as they 
still are in many backward countries and even in the southern part of 
the United States. In the Middle Ages they were the serfs of the 
landowning nobility, just as they still are in Hungary, Poland, and 
Russia. In the Middle Ages and up to the industrial revolution there 
were in the towns also journeymen in the service of petty-bourgeois 
craftsmen, and with the development of manufacture there gradual-
ly emerged manufactory workers, who were already employed 
by the bigger capitalists. 

Question 7: In what way does the proletarian differ from the slave? 
Answer: The slave is sold once and for all, the proletarian has to sell 
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himself by the day and by the hour. Being the property of one 
master, the individual slave has, since it is in the interest of this 
master, a guaranteed subsistence, however wretched it may be; the 
individual proletarian, the property, so to speak, of the whole 
bourgeois class, whose labour is only bought from him when some-
body needs it, has no guaranteed subsistence. This subsistence is 
guaranteed only to the proletarian class as a whole. The slave stands 
outside competition, the proletarian stands within it and feels all its 
fluctuations. The slave is accounted a thing, not a member of civil 
society; the proletarian is recognised as a person, as a member of civil 
society. Thus, the slave may have a better subsistence than the 
proletarian, but the proletarian belongs to a higher stage of 
development of society and himself stands at a higher stage than the 
slave. The slave frees himself by abolishing, among all the private 
property relationships, only the relationship of slavery and thereby 
only then himself becomes a proletarian; the proletarian can free 
himself only by abolishing private property in general. 

Question 8: In what way does the proletarian differ from the serf? 
Answer: The serf has the possession and use of an instrument of 

production, a piece of land, in return for handing over a portion of 
the yield or for the performance of work. The proletarian works 
with instruments of production belonging to another person for the 
benefit of this other person in return for receiving a portion of the 
yield. The serf gives, to the proletarian is given. The serf has a 
guaranteed subsistence, the proletarian has not. The serf stands 
outside competition, the proletarian stands within it. The serf frees 
himself either by running away to the town and there becoming a 
handicraftsman or by giving his landlord money instead of labour 
and products and becoming a free tenant; or by driving out his 
feudal lord and himself becoming a proprietor, in short, by entering 
in one way or another into the possessing class and competition. The 
proletarian frees himself by doing away with competition, private 
property and all class distinctions. 

Question 9: In what way does the proletarian differ from the 
handicraftsman P3 

Question 10: In what way does the proletarian differ from the 
manufactory worker? 

Answer: The manufactory worker of the sixteenth to the 
eighteenth centuries almost everywhere still owned an instrument of 
production, his loom, the family spinning-wheels, and a little plot of 

Half a page is left blank by Engels in the manuscript. The answer is in the "Draft 
of a Communist Confession of Faith" (see this volume, p. 101).—Ed. 
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land which he cultivated in his leisure hours. The proletarian has 
none of these things. The manufactory worker lives almost always 
in the country and in more or less patriarchal relations with his 
landlord or his employer; the proletarian lives mostly in large towns, 
and stands to his employer in a purely money relationship. The 
manufactory worker is torn up from his patriarchal relations by 
large-scale industry, loses the property he still has and thereby only 
then himself becomes a proletarian. 

Question 11: What were the immediate results of the industrial 
revolution and the division of society into bourgeois and proletari-
ans? 

Answer: Firstly, owing to the continual cheapening of the price of 
industrial products as a result of machine labour, the old system of 
manufacture or industry founded upon manual labour was com-
pletely destroyed in all countries of the world. All semi-barbarian 
countries, which until now had been more or less outside historical 
development and whose industry had until now been based on 
manufacture, were thus forcibly torn out of their isolation. They 
bought the cheaper commodities of the English and let their own 
manufactory workers go to ruin. Thus countries that for thousands 
of years had made no progress, for example India, were revolution-
ised through and through, and even China is now marching towards 
a revolution. It has reached the point that a new machine invented 
today in England, throws millions of workers in China out of work 
within a year. Large-scale industry has thus brought all the peoples 
of the earth into relationship with one another, thrown all the small 
local markets into the world market, prepared the way everywhere 
for civilisation and progress, and brought it about that everything 
that happens in the civilised countries must have its repercussions on 
all other countries. So if now in England or France the workers 
liberate themselves, this must lead to revolutions in all other 
countries, which sooner or later will also bring about the liberation of 
the workers in those countries. 

Secondly, wherever large-scale industry replaced manufacture, the 
industrial revolution developed the bourgeoisie, its wealth and its 
power, to the highest degree and made it the first class in the land. 
The result was that wherever this happened, the bourgeoisie 
obtained political power and ousted the hitherto ruling classes—the 
aristocracy, the guild-burghers and the absolute monarchy represent-
ing both. The bourgeoisie annihilated the power of the aristocracy, 
the nobility, by abolishing entails or the ban on the sale of landed 
property, and all privileges of the nobility. It destroyed the power of 
the guild-burghers by abolishing all guilds and craft privileges. In 
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place of both it put free competition, that is, a state of society in 
which everyone has the right to engage in any branch of industry he 
likes, and where nothing can hinder him in carrying it on except lack 
of the necessary capital. The introduction of free competition is 
therefore the public declaration that henceforward the members of 
society are only unequal in so far as their capital is unequal, that 
capital has become the decisive power and therefore the capitalists, 
the bourgeois, have become the first class in society. But free 
competition is necessary for the beginning of large-scale industry 
since it is the only state of society in which large-scale industry can 
grow. The bourgeoisie having thus annihilated the social power of 
the nobility and the guild-burghers, annihilated their political power 
as well. Having become the first class in society, the bourgeoisie 
proclaimed itself also the first class in the political sphere. It did 
this by establishing the representative system, which rests upon 
bourgeois equality before the law and the legal recognition of free 
competition, and which in European countries was introduced in the 
form of constitutional monarchy. Under these constitutional 
monarchies those only are electors who possess a certain amount of 
capital, that is to say, the bourgeois; these bourgeois electors elect 
the deputies, and these bourgeois deputies, by means of the right to 
refuse taxes, elect a bourgeois government. 

Thirdly, the industrial revolution built up the proletariat in the 
same measure in which it built up the bourgeoisie. In the same 
proportion in which the bourgeois became wealthier, the proletari-
ans became more numerous. For since proletarians can only be 
employed by capital and since capital only increases when it employs 
labour, the growth of the proletariat keeps exact pace with the 
growth of capital. At the same time it concentrates the bourgeois as 
well as the proletarians in large cities, in which industry can most 
profitably be carried on, and through this throwing together of great 
masses in one place it makes the proletarians conscious of their 
power. Further, the more it develops, the more machines are 
invented which displace manual labour, the more large-scale 
industry, as we already said, depresses wages to their minimum, and 
thereby makes the condition of the proletariat more and more 
unbearable. Thus, through the growing discontent of the proletariat, 
on the one hand, and through its growing power, on the other, the 
industrial revolution prepares a social revolution by the proletariat. 

Question 12: What were the further results of the industrial 
revolution ? 

Answer: In the steam-engine and the other machines large-scale 
industry created the means of increasing industrial production in a 
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short time and at slight expense to an unlimited extent. With this 
facility of production the free competition necessarily resulting from 
large-scale industry very soon assumed an extremely intense 
character; numbers of capitalists launched into industry, and very 
soon more was being produced than could be used. The result was 
that the goods manufactured could not be sold, and a so-called trade 
crisis ensued. Factories had to stand idle, factory owners went 
bankrupt, and the workers lost their bread. Everywhere there was 
the greatest misery. After a while the surplus products were sold, the 
factories started working again, wages went up, and gradually 
business was more brisk than ever. But before long too many 
commodities were again produced, another crisis ensued, and ran 
the same course as the previous one. Thus since the beginning of this 
century the state of industry has continually fluctuated between 
periods of prosperity and periods of crisis, and almost regularly 
every five to seven years a similar crisis has occurred,158 and every 
time it has entailed the greatest misery for the workers, general 
revolutionary ferment, and the greatest danger to the entire existing 
system. 

Question 13: What conclusions can be drawn from these regularly 
recurring trade crises? 

Answer: Firstly, that although in the initial stages of its develop-
ment large-scale industry itself created free competition, it has now 
nevertheless outgrown free competition; that competition and in 
general the carrying on of industrial production by individuals have 
become a fetter upon large-scale industry which it must and will 
break; that large-scale industry, so long as it is conducted on its 
present basis, can only survive through a general confusion 
repeating itself every seven years which each time threatens all 
civilisation, not merely plunging the proletarians into misery but also 
ruining a great number of bourgeois; therefore that either 
large-scale industry itself must be given up, which is utterly 
impossible, or that it absolutely necessitates a completely new 
organisation of society, in which industrial production is no longer 
directed by individual factory owners, competing one against the 
other, but by the whole of society according to a fixed plan and 
according to the needs of all. 

Secondly, that large-scale industry and the unlimited expansion of 
production which it makes possible can bring into being a social 
order in which so much of all the necessities of life will be produced 
that every member of society will thereby be enabled to develop and 
exercise all his powers and abilities in perfect freedom. Thus, 
precisely that quality of large-scale industry which in present society 
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produces all misery and all trade crises is the very quality which 
under a different social organisation will destroy that same misery 
and these disastrous fluctuations. 

Thus it is most clearly proved: 
1. that from now on all these ills are to be attributed only to the 

social order which no longer corresponds to the existing conditions; 
2. that the means are available to abolish these ills completely 

through a new social order. 
Question 14: What kind of new social order will this have to be? 
Answer: Above all, it will have to take the running of industry and 

all branches of production in general out of the hands of separate 
individuals competing with each other and instead will have to 
ensure that all these branches of production are run by society as a 
whole, i.e., for the social good, according to a social plan and with the 
participation of all members of society. It will therefore do away with 
competition and replace it by association. Since the running of 
industry by individuals had private ownership as its necessary 
consequence and since competition is nothing but the manner in 
which industry is run by individual private owners, private 
ownership cannot be separated from the individual running of 
industry and competition. Hence, private ownership will also have to 
be abolished, and in its stead there will be common use of all the 
instruments of production and the distribution of all products by 
common agreement, or the so-called community of property. The 
abolition of private ownership is indeed the most succinct and 
characteristic summary of the transformation of the entire social 
system necessarily following from the development of industry, and 
it is therefore rightly put forward by the Communists as their main 
demand. 

Question 15: The abolition of private property was therefore not 
possible earlier? 

Answer: No. Every change in the social order, every revolution in 
property relations, has been the necessary result of the creation of 
new productive forces which would no longer conform to the old 
property relations. Private property itself arose in this way. For 
private property has not always existed, but when towards the end of 
the Middle Ages a new mode of production appeared in the form of 
manufacture which could not be subordinated to the then existing 
feudal and guild property, manufacture, having outgrown the old 
property relations, created a new form of ownership—private 
ownership. For manufacture and the first stage of development of 
large-scale industry, no other form of ownership was possible than 
private ownership and no other order of society than that founded 
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upon private ownership. So long as it is not possible to produce so 
much that not only is there enough for all, but also a surplus for the 
increase of social capital and for the further development of the 
productive forces, so long must there always be a ruling class 
disposing of the productive forces of society, and a poor, oppressed 
class. How these classes are composed will depend upon the stage of 
development of production. In the Middle Ages, which were 
dependent upon agriculture, we find the lord and the serf; the towns 
of the later Middle Ages show us the master guildsman and the 
journeyman and day labourer; the seventeenth century has the 
manufacturer and the manufactory worker; the nineteenth century 
the big factory owner and the proletarian. It is obvious that hitherto 
the productive forces had not yet been so far developed that enough 
could be produced for all or to make private property a fetter, 
a barrier, to these productive forces. Now, however, when the 
development of large-scale industry has, firstly, created capital 
and productive forces on a scale hitherto unheard of and the 
means are available to increase these productive forces in a short 
time to an infinite extent; when, secondly, these productive forces 
are concentrated in the hands of a few bourgeois whilst the 
great mass of the people are more and more becoming prole-
tarians, and their condition more wretched and unendurable in 
the same measure in which the riches of the bourgeois increase; 
when, thirdly, these powerful productive forces that can easily 
be increased have so enormously outgrown private property 
and the bourgeois that at every moment they provoke the most 
violent disturbances in the social order—only now has the abolition 
of private property become not only possible but even absolutely 
necessary. 

Question 16: Will it be possible to bring about the abolition of 
private property by peaceful methods? 

Answer: It is to be desired that this could happen, and Communists 
certainly would be the last to resist it. The Communists know only 
too well that all conspiracies are not only futile but even harmful. 
They know only too well that revolutions are not made deliberately 
and arbitrarily, but that everywhere and at all times they have been 
the necessary outcome of circumstances entirely independent of the 
will and the leadership of particular parties and entire classes. But 
they also see that the development of the proletariat is in nearly 
every civilised country forcibly suppressed, and that thus the 
opponents of the Communists are working with all their might 
towards a revolution. Should the oppressed proletariat in the end 
be goaded into a revolution, we Communists will then defend 
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the cause of the proletarians by deed just as well as we do now 
byword. 

Question 17: Will it be possible to abolish private property at one 
stroke? 

Answer: No, such a thing would be just as impossible as at one 
stroke to increase the existing productive forces to the degree 
necessary for instituting community of property. Hence, the 
proletarian revolution, which in all probability is impending, will 
transform existing society only gradually, and be able to abolish 
private property only when the necessary quantity of the means of 
production has been created. 

Question 18: What will be the course of this revolution? 
Answer: In the first place it will inaugurate a democratic constitution 

and thereby, directly or indirectly, the political rule of the 
proletariat. Directly in England, where the proletariat already 
constitutes the majority of the people. Indirectly in France and in 
Germany, where the majority of the people consists not only of 
proletarians but also of small peasants and urban petty bourgeois, who 
are only now being proletarianised and in all their political interests 
are becoming more and more dependent on the proletariat and there-
fore soon will have to conform to the demands of the proletariat. This 
will perhaps involve a second fight, but one that can end only in the 
victory of the proletariat. 

Democracy would be quite useless to the proletariat if it were not 
immediately used as a means of carrying through further measures 
directly attacking private ownership and securing the means of 
subsistence of the proletariat. Chief among these measures, already 
made necessary by the existing conditions, are the following: 

1. Limitation of private ownership by means of progres-
sive taxation, high inheritance taxes, abolition of inheritance by 
collateral lines (brothers, nephews, etc.), compulsory loans and so 
forth. 

2. Gradual expropriation of landed proprietors, factory owners, 
railway and shipping magnates, partly through competition on the 
part of state industry and partly directly through compensation in 
assignations. 

3. Confiscation of the property of all emigrants and rebels against 
the majority of the people. 

4. Organisation of the labour or employment of the proletarians 
on national estates, in national factories and workshops, thereby 
putting an end to competition among the workers themselves and 
compelling the factory owners, as long as they still exist, to pay the 
same increased wages as the State. 



Principles of Communism 351 

5. Equal liability to work for all members of society until complete 
abolition of private ownership. Formation of industrial armies, 
especially for agriculture. 

6. Centralisation of the credit and banking systems in the hands of 
the State by means of a national bank with state capital and the 
suppression of all private banks and bankers. 

7. Increase of national factories, workshops, railways, and ships, 
cultivation of all uncultivated land and improvement of land already 
cultivated in the same proportion in which the capital and workers at 
the disposal of the nation increase. 

8. Education of all children, as soon as they are old enough to do 
without the first maternal care, in national institutions and at the 
expense of the nation. Education combined with production. 

9. The erection of large palaces on national estates as common 
dwellings for communities of citizens engaged in industry as well as 
agriculture, and combining the advantages of both urban and rural 
life without the one-sidedness and disadvantages of either. 

10. The demolition of all insanitary and badly built dwellings and 
town districts. 

11. Equal right of inheritance to be enjoyed by illegitimate and 
legitimate children. 

12. Concentration of all means of transport in the hands of the 
nation. 

Of course, all these measures cannot be carried out at once. But 
one will always lead on to the other. Once the first radical onslaught 
upon private ownership has been made, the proletariat will see itself 
compelled to go always further, to concentrate all capital, all 
agriculture, all industry, all transport, and all exchange more and 
more in the hands of the State. All these measures work towards such 
results; and they will become realisable and will develop their 
centralising consequences in the same proportion in which the 
productive forces of the country will be multiplied by the labour of 
the proletariat. Finally, when all capital, all production, and all 
exchange are concentrated in the hands of the nation, private 
ownership will automatically have ceased to exist, money will have 
become superfluous, and production will have so increased and men 
will be so much changed that the last forms of the old social relations 
will also be able to fall away. 

Question 19: Will it be possible for this revolution to take place in 
one country alone? 

Answer: No. Large-scale industry, already by creating the world 
market, has so linked up all the peoples of the earth, and especially 
the civilised peoples, that each people is dependent on what happens 
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to another. Further, in all civilised countries large-scale industry has 
so levelled social development that in all these countries the 
bourgeoisie and the proletariat have become the two decisive classes 
of society and the struggle between them the main struggle of the 
day. The communist revolution will therefore be no merely national 
one; it will be a revolution taking place simultaneously in all civilised 
countries, that is, at least in England, America, France and 
Germany.159 In each of these countries it will develop more quickly 
or more slowly according to whether the country has a more 
developed industry, more wealth, and a more considerable mass of 
productive forces. It will therefore be slowest and most difficult to 
carry out in Germany, quickest and easiest in England. It will also 
have an important effect upon the other countries of the world, and 
will completely change and greatly accelerate their previous manner 
of development. It is a worldwide revolution and will therefore be 
worldwide in scope. 

Question 20: What will be the consequences of the final abolition of 
private ownership? 

Answer: Above all, through society's taking out of the hands of the 
private capitalists the use of all the productive forces and means of 
communication as well as the exchange and distribution of products 
and managing them according to a plan corresponding to the means 
available and the needs of the whole of society, all the evil 
consequences of the present running of large-scale industry will be 
done away with. There will be an end of crises; the extended 
production, which under the present system of society means 
overproduction and is such a great cause of misery, will then not 
even be adequate and will have to be expanded much further. 
Instead of creating misery, overproduction beyond the.immediate 
needs of society will mean the satisfaction of the needs of all, create 
new needs and at the same time the means to satisfy them. It will be 
the condition and the cause of new advances, and it will achieve these 
advances without thereby, as always hitherto, bringing the order of 
society into confusion. Once liberated from the pressure of private 
ownership, large-scale industry will develop on a scale that will make 
its present level of development seem as paltry as seems the 
manufacturing system compared with the large-scale industry of our 
time. This development of industry will provide society with a 
sufficient quantity of products to satisfy the needs of all. Similarly 
agriculture, which is also hindered by the pressure of private 
ownership and the parcelling of land from introducing the 
improvements already available and scientific advancements, will 
be given a quite new impulse, and place at society's disposal an 
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ample quantity of products. Thus society will produce enough 
products to be able so to arrange distribution that the needs of all 
its members will be satisfied. The division of society into various 
antagonistic classes will thereby become superfluous. Not only will it 
become superfluous, it is even incompatible with the new social 
order. Classes came into existence through the division of labour and 
the division of labour in its hitherto existing form will entirely 
disappear. For in order to bring industrial and agricultural 
production to the level described, mechanical and chemical aids 
alone are not enough; the abilities of the people who set these aids in 
motion must also be developed to a corresponding degree. Just as in 
the last century the peasants and the manufactory workers changed 
their entire way of life, and themselves became quite different 
people when they were drawn into large-scale industry, so also will 
the common management of production by the whole of society and 
the resulting new development of production require and also 
produce quite different people. The common management of 
production cannot be effected by people as they are today, each one 
being assigned to a single branch of production, shackled to it, 
exploited by it, each having developed only one of his abilities at the 
cost of all the others and knowing only one branch, or only a branch 
of a branch of the total production. Even present-day industry finds 
less and less use for such people. Industry carried on in common and 
according to plan by the whole of society presupposes moreover 
people of all-round development, capable of surveying the entire 
system of production. Thus the division of labour making one man a 
peasant, another a shoemaker, a third a factory worker, a fourth a 
stockjobber, which has already been undermined by machines, will 
completely disappear. Education will enable young people quickly to 
go through the whole system of production, it will enable them to 
pass from one branch of industry to another according to the needs 
of society or their own inclinations. It will therefore free them from 
that one-sidedness which the present division of labour stamps on 
each one of them. Thus the communist organisation of society will 
give its members the chance of an all-round exercise of abilities that 
have received all-round development. With this, the various classes 
will necessarily disappear. Thus the communist organisation of 
society is, on the one hand, incompatible with the existence of classes 
and, on the other, the very establishment of this society furnishes the 
means to do away with these class differences. 

It follows from this that the antagonism between town and country 
will likewise disappear. The carrying on of agriculture and industrial 
production by the same people, instead of by two different classes, is 
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already for purely material reasons an essential condition of 
communist association. The scattering of the agricultural population 
over the countryside, along with the crowding of the industrial 
population into the big towns, is a state which corresponds only to an 
undeveloped stage of agriculture and industry, an obstacle to all 
further development which is already now making itself very keenly 
felt. 

The general association of all members of society for the common 
and planned exploitation of the productive forces, the expansion of 
production to a degree where it will satisfy the needs of all, the 
termination of the condition where the needs of some are satisfied at 
the expense of others, the complete annihilation of classes and their 
antagonisms, the all-round development of the abilities of all the 
members of society through doing away with the hitherto existing 
division of labour, through industrial education, through change of 
activity, through the participation of all in the enjoyments provided 
by all, through the merging of town and country—such are the main 
results of the abolition of private property. 

Question 21: What influence will the communist order of society 
have upon the family? 

Answer: It will make the relation between the sexes a purely private 
relation which concerns only the persons involved, and in which 
society has no call to interfere. It is able to do this because it abolishes 
private property and educates children communally, thus destroying 
the twin foundation of hitherto existing marriage—the dependence 
through private property of the wife upon the husband and of the 
children upon the parents. Here also is the answer to the outcry of 
moralising philistines against the communist community of women. 
Community of women is a relationship that belongs altogether to 
bourgeois society and is completely realised today in prostitution. 
But prostitution is rooted in private property and falls with it. Thus 
instead of introducing the community of women, communist 
organisation puts an end to it. 

Question 22: What will be the attitude of the communist 
organisation towards existing nationalities? 

—remains3 

Question 23: What will be its attitude towards existing religions? 
—remains0 

a Apparently this means that the answer remains the same as to Question 21 of the 
"Draft of a Communist Confession of Faith". See this volume, p. 103.—Ed. 

b See answer to Question 22 of the "Draft of a Communist Confession of Faith", 
this volume, p. 103.—Ed. 
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Question 24: In what way do Communists differ from socialists? 
Answer: The so-called socialists fall into three groups. 
The first group consists of adherents of feudal and patriarchal 

society which has been or is still being daily destroyed by large-scale 
industry, world trade and the bourgeois society they have both 
brought into existence. From the ills of present-day society this 
group draws the conclusion that feudal and patriarchal society 
should be restored because it was free from these ills. Directly or 
deviously, all its proposals make for this goal. Despite all its profes-
sions of sympathy and its bewailing the misery of the proletariat, this 
group of reactionary socialists will be strongly opposed by the Com-
munists, because 

1. it is striving after something utterly impossible; 
2. it seeks to establish the rule of the aristocracy, the guild-masters 

and the manufacturers, with their retinue of absolute or feudal 
monarchs, officials, soldiers and priests, a society which was indeed 
free from the vices of present society, but brought at least as many 
other evils in its train and did not even hold out the prospect of the 
emancipation of the oppressed workers through a communist 
organisation; 

3. it always gives away its real intentions every time the proletariat 
becomes revolutionary and communist, when it immediately allies 
itself with the bourgeoisie against the proletarians. 

The second group consists of adherents of present society in 
whom the evils inseparable from it have awakened fears for its 
survival. They therefore endeavour to preserve present society but 
to remove the evils bound up with it. With this end in view, some of 
them propose measures of mere charity, and others grandiose 
systems of reform which, under the pretext of reorganising society, 
would retain the foundations of present society, and thus present 
society itself. These bourgeois socialists will also have to be continuous-
ly fought by the Communists, since they work for the enemies of the 
Communists and defend the society which it is the Communists' aim 
to destroy. 

Finally, the third group consists of democratic socialists, who in the 
same way as the Communists desire part of the measures listed in 
Question ...a not, however, as a means of transition to communism 
but as measures sufficient to abolish the misery of present society 
and to cause its evils to disappear. These democratic socialists are 
either proletarians who are not yet sufficiently enlightened regard-
ing the conditions of the emancipation of their class, or they are 

a The manuscript has a blank space here. See answer to Question 18.—Ed. 

! .'J— 1826 
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members of the petty bourgeoisie, a class which, until the winning of 
democracy and the realisation of the socialist measures following 
upon it, has in many respects the same interest as the proletariat. 
At moments of action the Communists will, therefore, have to reach 
an understanding with these democratic socialists, and in general for 
the time being pursue as much as possible a common policy with 
them, insofar as these democratic socialists do not enter the service 
of the ruling bourgeoisie and attack the Communists. It is obvious 
that this common action does not exclude the discussion of differences 
with them. 

Question 25: What is the attitude of the Communists towards the 
other political parties of our day? 

Answer: This attitude differs from country to country.—In 
England, France, and Belgium, where the bourgeoisie rules, the 
Communists still have for the time being a common interest with the 
various democratic parties, which is all the greater the more in the 
socialist measures they are now everywhere advocating the demo-
crats approach the aims of the Communists, that is, the more clearly 
and definitely they uphold the interests of the proletariat and the 
more they rely on the proletariat. In England, for instance, the 
Chartists, who are all workers, are incalculably nearer to the 
Communists than are the democratic petty bourgeois or so-called 
radicals. 

In America, where a democratic constitution has been introduced, 
the Communists must make common cause with the party that will 
turn this constitution against the bourgeoisie and use it in the interest 
of the proletariat, that is, with the national agrarian reformers.160 

In Switzerland the radicals, although still a very mixed party, are 
yet the only people with whom the Communists can have anything to 
do, and, further, among these radicals those in the cantons of Vaud 
and of Geneva are the most advanced. 

Finally, in Germany the decisive struggle between the bourgeoisie 
and the absolute monarchy is still to come. Since, however, the 
Communists cannot count on the decisive struggle between them-
selves and the bourgeoisie until the bourgeoisie rules, it is in the 
interests of the Communists to help bring the bourgeoisie to power 
as soon as possible in order as soon as possible to overthrow them 
again. The Communists must therefore always take the side of the 
liberal bourgeois against the governments but they must ever be on 
their guard against sharing the self-deceptions of the bourgeois or 
believing their false assurances about the benefits which the victory 
of the bourgeoisie will bring to the proletariat. The only advantages 
which the victory of the bourgeoisie will provide for the Communists 



Principles of Communism 357 

will be: 1. various concessions which make easier for the Communists 
the defence, discussion and spreading of their principles and thus 
the unification of the proletariat into a closely knit, militant and 
organised class, and 2. the certainty that from the day when the 
absolute governments fall, comes the turn for the fight between 
bourgeois and proletarians. From that day onwards the party policy 
of the Communists will be the same as in the countries where the 
bourgeoisie already rules. 

Written at the end of October 1847 Printed according to the manu-
script 

First published separately in 1914 
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[THE AGRARIAN PROGRAMME OF THE CHARTISTS]161 

About two years ago the Chartist workers founded an association 
with the object of buying land and dividing it among its members 
into small holdings.162 It was hoped in this way to diminish the 
excessive competition between factory workers themselves, by 
keeping from the labour market some of these workers to form a 
quite new and essentially democratic class of small peasants. This 
project, whose author is none other than Feargus O'Connor himself, 
has had such success that the Chartist Land Company already num-
bers from two to three hundred thousand members,3 that it disposes 
of social funds of £60,000 (a million and a half francs), and that its 
receipts, announced in The Northern Star, exceed £2,500 per week. 
In fact, the Company, of which I propose to give you later a more 
detailed account, has grown to such a size that it is already 
disquieting the landed aristocracy; for it is evident that this 
movement, if it continues to grow at the same rate as up to now, will 
end by becoming transformed into a national agitation for taking 
possession of the nation's land by the people. The bourgeoisie 
does not find this Company to its taste either; it sees it as a lever in 
the hands of the people which will allow the latter to free themselves 
without needing the help of the middle class. It is particularly the 
small bourgeoisie, more or less liberal, which looks askance at the 
Land Company because it already finds the Chartists much more 
independent of its support than before the founding of the 
association. Moreover, these same radicals, unable to explain the 

a The Northern Star No. 524, November 6, 1847 has "consists of a vast number of 
members" instead of "already numbers from two to three hundred thousand 
members".—Ed. 
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indifference which the people show them and which is the inevitable 
consequence of their own lukewarm attitude, insist on attacking Mr. 
O'Connor continually as the sole obstacle to a reunion of the Chartist 
and radical parties. It was therefore enough that the Land Company 
should be the work of O'Connor to draw upon it all the hatred of the 
more or less radical bourgeois. At first they ignored it; when the 
conspiracy of silence could no longer be maintained they tried to 
prove that the Company was so organised as to end inevitably in the 
most scandalous bankruptcy; finally, when these means did not 
prevent the Company from prospering, they returned to the tactic 
that for ten years they had constantly used always without the least 
success against Mr. O'Connor. They sought to cast suspicions upon 
his character, to throw doubts on his disinterestedness, to destroy the 
right he claimed to call himself the incorruptible and unpaid 
administrator for the workers. When, therefore, some time ago, Mr. 
O'Connor published his annual report,3 six more or less radical 
papers, which appear to have had a clandestine meeting, joined in 
attacking him. These papers were the Weekly Dispatch, the Globe, the 
Nonconformist, the Manchester Examiner, Lloyd's Weekly Newspaper and 
the Nottingham Mercury. They accused Mr. O'Connor of the most 
shameless thefts and misappropriations, which they sought to prove 
or to make probable by the figures of the report itself. Far from 
being satisfied with that, they pried into the private life of the 
celebrated agitator: a mountain of accusations, each graver than the 
other, was heaped on him, and his adversaries could well believe that 
he would be overwhelmed by it. But O'Connor, who for ten years has 
not ceased to fight the so-called radical press, did not flinch under 
these calumnies. He published in The Northern Star of the 23rd of this 
month a reply to the six papers.b This reply, a polemical masterpiece 
which recalls the best pamphlets of William Cobbett, refutes one 
accusation after another and, in its turn taking the offensive, 
launches against the six editors very severe attacks, full of superb 
disdain. This was enough completely to justify O'Connor in the 
people's eyes. The Northern Star of the 30th of this month contains 
the votes of complete confidence in O'Connor passed at public 
meetings of Chartists in more than fifty localities. But O'Connor 
wanted to give his adversaries the opportunity to attack him in front 
of the people. He invited them to maintain their charges at public 

a F. O'Connor, "To the Members of the National Land Company" and 
"O'Connor, F., Esq. (Treasurer) in Account with the National Land Company".—Ed. 

b F. O'Connor, "To the Editors of the Nottingham Mercury, the Nonconformist, the 
Dispatch, the Globe, the Manchester Examiner and Lloyds' Trash".—Ed. 
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meetings at Manchester and Nottingham. Not one of them turned 
up. At Manchester, O'Connor spoke for four hours before more 
than ten thousand men, who applauded him thunderously and 
unanimously confirmed their confidence in him. The crowd was so 
great that, besides the great meeting where O'Connor defended 
himself personally, it was necessary to hold another meeting in the 
public square, where ten to fifteen thousand other people, who 
were not able to enter the indoor meeting, were harangued by 
several other speakers. 

When the meetings had ended, O'Connor declared that he would 
receive the contributions and subscriptions of the members of the 
Land Company, and the sum paid to him that evening exceeded 
i l ,000 (25,000 francs). 

At Nottingham, where O'Connor on the next day drew one of the 
greatest meetings which had ever taken place there, the same 
popular enthusiasm was caused by his speech. 

This was at least the hundredth time that Mr. O'Connor has 
triumphed in this brilliant way over the calumnies of the bourgeois 
press. Imperturbable amidst all these attacks, the indefatigable 
patriot continues his work, and the unanimous confidence of the 
English people is the best proof of his courage, his energy, his 
incorru ptibility. 

Written on October 30, 1847 Printed according to the text 
in La Réforme 

First published in La Réforme, 
November 1, 1847 and Translated from the French 
The Northern Star No. 524, 
November 6, 1847 
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[THE CHARTIST BANQUET 
IN CONNECTION WITH THE ELECTIONS OF 1847] «» 

In a letter of the day before yesterday I was concerned to defend 
the Chartists and their leader Feargus O'Connor against the attacks 
of the radical bourgeois press.3 Today, to my great satisfaction, I can 
tell you something which confirms what I suggested about the spirit 
of the two parties. You will judge for yourselves to whom French 
democracy ought to give its sympathy: to the Chartists, sincere 
democrats without ulterior motives, or to the radical bourgeois who 
so carefully avoid using the words people's charter, universal suffrage, 
and limit themselves to proclaiming that they are partisans of 
complete suffragel 164 

Last month a banquet took place in London to celebrate the 
triumph of democratic opinion at the last elections. Eighteen radical 
members of Parliament were invited, but since the Chartists had 
initiated the banquet all these gentlemen defaulted, with the 
exception of O'Connor. The radicals, as we see, are behaving in a 
way which makes it quite predictable how they will honour their 
pledges made at the last elections. 

One dispensed with their presence the more readily as they had 
sent one of their worthy representatives—Doctor Epps, a timid man 
and a petty reformer, conciliatory towards everybody except the 
active and energetic men of our opinions; a philanthropic bourgeois 
who burns, he says, to free the people, but who does not want the 
people to free themselves without him; in fact, a worthy partisan of 
bourgeois radicalism. 

Doctor Epps proposed a first toast to the sovereignty of the people, 

a See previous article.—Ed. 
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but so generally lukewarm apart from a few slightly livelier passages 
that several times it aroused murmurs among the assembly. 

"I do not think," he said, "that the sovereignty of the people can be obtained 
through a revolution. The French fought three days 65; they have been cheated out of 
national sovereignty. Nor do I think that it can be obtained by long speeches. Those 
who speak least do most. I do not like men who make a lot of noise; big words do not 
make big deeds." 

These indirect sallies against the Chartists were received with 
numerous marks of disapproval. It could not be otherwise, above all 
when Doctor Epps added: 

"The bourgeoisie has been slandered among the workers; as if the bourgeoisie was 
not the very class which alone can obtain political rights for the workers. ("No! No!") 
No? Is it not the bourgeois who are the electors? And is it not only the electors who can 
give the vote to those who do not have it? Is there anyone among you who would not 
become a bourgeois if he could? Ah! If the workers would give up their pots and their 
pipes, they would have money to support their political agitation, they could do much 
to contribute towards their freedom," etc., etc. 

Such is the language of the men who reject O'Connor and the 
Chartists! 

The speakers who succeeded Dr. Epps energetically rebutted the 
strange doctrines of the radical doctor, amid much applause by the 
assembly. 

Mr. MacGrath, member of the executive committee of the Chartist 
Association,166 recalled that the people ought not to have confidence 
in the bourgeoisie, that they had to win their own rights by 
themselves; it was not proper to the dignity of the people to beg for 
what really belonged to them. 

Mr. Jones reminded the assembly that the bourgeoisie had always 
forgotten the people; and now that the bourgeoisie sees the growth 
of democracy, he said, it wants to use it to overthrow the landed 
aristocracy, and crush the democrats as soon as it has attained its 
objective. 

Mr. O'Connor, replying still more directly to Dr. Epps, asked him 
who had crushed the country with an enormous debt, if it were not 
die bourgeoisie? Who had deprived the workers of their political 
and social rights if not the bourgeoisie? Who had, that very 
evening, refused to respond to the people's invitation, if it were not 
the seventeen honourable bourgeois to whom the democrats had so 
unfortunately given their votes? No, no, capital never represents 
labour! The lion and the lamb would lie down together before 
capitalists and workers were united by interests and feelings! 

Mr. Harney, editor of The Northern Star, gave the last toast: "Our 
democratic brethren throughout the world! May their present struggle for 
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liberty and equality be crowned with success!" Kings, aristocrats, priests 
and capitalists of all countries, he said, are allied together. May 
democrats of all lands follow the same example! Everywhere 
democracy marches forward. In France, banquet follows banquet in 
favour of electoral reform; and the movement is developing on such 
a scale that it must lead to a happy result. Let us hope that the 
masses, this time, will profit from this agitation, that the reform won 
by the French will be worth more than what we won in 1831.167 

There can be no true reform as long as sovereignty does not 
wholly belong to the nation; there is no national sovereignty as long 
as the principles of the constitution of 1793168 are not a reality. 

Mr. Harney then gave a picture of the progress of democracy in 
Germany, Italy and Switzerland, and ended by disavowing, for his 
part, in the most energetic terms, the strange doctrines of Dr. Epps 
about the rights of the bourgeoisie. 

Written on November 1, 1847 Printed according to the newspaper 

First published in La Réforme, Translated from the French 
November 6, 1847 . . . . . . . . 

Published m English for the first 
time 
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T H E MANIFESTO OF M. DE LAMARTINE 

You recently published this curious piece of workmanship.169 It 
consists of two very distinct parts: political measures and social 
measures. Now the political measures are, one and all, taken from the 
Constitution of 1791,170 with almost no alteration; that is, they are the 
return to the demands of the middle classes in the beginning of the 
revolution. At that time the whole of the middle classes, including 
even the smaller tradesmen, were invested with political power, while 
at present the participation in it is restrained to the large capitalists. 
What, then, is the meaning of the political measures proposed by M. 
de Lamartine? To give the government into the hands of the inferior 
bourgeoisie, but under the semblance of giving it to the whole people 
(this, and nothing else, is the meaning of his universal suffrage, with 
his double system of elections). And his social measures? Why, they 
are either things which presuppose that a successful revolution has 
already given the political power to the people—such as gratuitous 
education for all; or measures of pure charity, that is, measures to 
soften down the revolutionary energies of the proletarians; or mere 
high-sounding words without any practical meaning, such as 
extinction of mendicity by order in council, abolition of public 
distress by law, a ministry of the people's life, etc. They are, 
therefore, either totally useless to the people, or calculated to benefit 
them in such a degree only as will assure some sort of public 
tranquillity, or they are mere empty promises, which no man can 
keep—and in these two last cases they are worse than useless. In 
short, M. de Lamartine proves himself, both under a social and a 
political point of view, the faithful representative of the small 
tradesman, the inferior bourgeoisie, and [one] who shares in the 
illusion particular to this class: that he represents the working 
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people. And, in the end he is foolish enough to address himself to 
the government with the demand of their support for his measures. 
Why, the present government of the great capitalists will do anything 
but that. The Réforme, therefore, is perfectly right in attacking, 
though with a deal of good will, and recognising his good intentions, 
the practicability both of his measures, and his mode of setting about 
having them carried.3 

"Certainly," says the Réforme, "these are high words, revealing a mighty heart, a 
spirit sympathising with the cause of right. The fraternal feeling is panting visibly 
under the cloak of words, and our poets and philosophers will be excited by them into 
enthusiasm similar to that produced upon Periclean Greece by the sentence of Plato. 
But we have not now anything to do with Pericles, we live under the reign of Messrs 
Rothschild, Fulchiron and Duchâtel, that is under the triple incarnation of Money, 
blockheaded Fear, and Police; we have for a government, profits, privilege, and the 
municipal guard. Now, hopes M. de Lamartine that the league of consolidated 
interests, that the Sonderbundb of dollars, place and monopoly, will surrender and lay 
down arms at his appeal to national sovereignty and social fraternity? Why, for good 
as for evil, all things in this world are connected—one keeps up the other, nothing is 
isolated—and that is the reason why the most generous programme of the deputy for 
Mâconc will pass like perfumed zephyrs of summer, will die like empty trumpet 
sounds, as long as they shall bear the motherstain of all monopoly—feudal violation of 
Right and of Equality. And this league of the privileged classes is particularly closely 
united at this very moment, when the governmental system is the prey of convulsive 
fear. 

"As to the institutions he proposes, the official country and its leaders call such 
things the sweet meats of philosophy: Messrs Duchâtel and Guizot will laugh at them, 
and if the deputy for Mâcon does not look out elsewhere for arms and soldiers to 
defend his ideas, he will pass all his life at making fine words and no progress! And if 
he addresses himself to the million instead of the government, we tell him that he 
follows a false route, and never will win over to his system of graduated election, poor 
rate, and philanthropic charity, neither the Revolution, nor thinking men, nor the 
people. The principles, indeed, of social and political regeneration have been found 
fifty years ago. Universal suffrage, direct election, paid representation—these are the 
essential conditions of political sovereignty. Equality, liberty, fraternity—these are the 
principles which ought to rule all social institutions. Now, the poor rate is far from 
being based upon fraternity, whilst at the same time it is an insolent and very impotent 
denial of equality. What we want is not English middle-class expediency, but quite a 
new system of social economy, to realise the right and satisfy the wants of all." 

A few days after appeared the second manifesto of M. de 
Lamartine upon the foreign policy of France. In this he maintains 
that the peace system followed by the French government after 1830, 
was the only convenient mode of action. He covers by pompous 

a There follows a free translation of extracts from an article by Louis Blanc 
analysing Lamartine 's "Déclaration de principes".—Ed. 

b The allusion is to the Swiss Sonderbund, a separatist union of seven Catholic 
cantons.—Ed. 

c Lamartine.—Ed. 
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sentences the infamous manner in which the French government 
first excited Italy and other countries to rebellion, and afterwards 
abandoned them to their fate. Here is the forcible reply of the 
Réforme*to this buttermilk manifesto: 

"M. de Lamartine sacrifices the legitimate and only instrument of freeing us—the 
holy war of principle—to a theory of peace which will be a mere weakness, a lie, and 
even an act of treason, as long as the relations from people to people are based upon 
the policy of diplomatists, and the egotism of governments. No doubt, peace is the 
ultimate necessity of civilisation; but what is peace with Nicholas of Russia? The 
disemboweller of whole nations, the hangman who nails infants to the gallows, who 
carries on a deadly war against even hope and recollection, who drowns in her tears 
and her blood a great, a glorious country! For mankind, for civilisation, for France 
herself, peace with this madman of a Jack Ketch is cowardice; for justice, for right, for 
the revolution, it is a crime! What is peace with Metternich, who hires hosts of 
assassins, who confiscates for the benefit of crowned epilepsy ,b the liberties of nations? 
What is peace with all those little Caesars of Europe, ruined debauchees, or villainous 
bigots who reign, to-day for the Jesuits, to-morrow for the courtezan? What is peace 
with the aristocratic and money-mongering English government, which tyrannises the 
seas, which kills liberty in Portugal, which squeezes money even out of the rags of its 
people? Peace with these Jews, these poison-mongers, we repeat it, is, for a country in 
revolution, cowardice, shame, crime, moral desertion, bankruptcy not only of interest, 
but of right and honour." 

The other Paris papers have equally expressed their dissent from 
M. de Lamartine's programme in different respects.171 He continues, 
however, illustrating its principles in his paper, the Bien Public of 
Mâcon. We shall in a few months be enabled to judge what effect his 
new move will make upon the Chamber of Deputies. 

Written at the beginning Reprinted from the newspaper 
of November 1847 

First published in The Northern Star 
No. 525, November 13, 1847 
with an editorial note: 
"From Our Paris Correspondent" 

a "Programme de M. Lamartine".—Ed. 
b Ferdinand L—-Ed. 
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THE CIVIL WAR IN SWITZERLAND172 

At last the ceaseless bombast about the "cradle of freedom", about 
the "grandsons of William Tell and Winkelried", about the heroic 
victors of Sempach and Murten178 is being brought to an end. At last 
it has been revealed that the cradle of freedom is nothing but the 
centre of barbarism and the nursery of Jesuits, that the grand-
sons of Tell and Winkelried can only be brought to reason by 
cannon-balls, and that the heroism at Sempach and Murten was 
nothing but the desperation of brutal and bigoted mountain tribes, 
obstinately resisting civilisation and progress. 

It is really very fortunate that European democracy is finally 
getting rid of this t/r-Swiss, puritan and reactionary ballast. As long 
as the democrats concentrated on the virtue, the happiness and the 
patriarchal simplicity of these Alpine shepherds, they themselves still 
appeared in a reactionary light. Now that they are supporting the 
struggle of civilised, industrial, modern-democratic Switzerland 
against the crude, Christian-Germanic democracy of the primitive, 
cattle-breeding cantons, they represent progress everywhere, now 
the last reactionary glimmer disappears, now they show that they are 
learning to understand the meaning of democracy in the 19th 
century. 

There are two regions in Europe where old Christian-Germanic 
barbarism has retained its most primitive form, almost down to 
acorn-eating—Norway and the High Alps, especially Ur-
Switzerland.174 Both Norway and t/r-Switzerland still provide us with 
genuine examples of that breed of men who once beat the Romans to 
death in good Westphalian style with clubs and flails in the 
Teutoburg Forest.175 Both Norway and l/r-Switzerland are demo-
cratically organised. But there are many varieties of democracy and 
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it is very necessary that the democrats of the civilised countries should 
at last decline responsibility for the Norwegian and l/r-Swiss forms of 
democracy. 

The democratic movement in all civilised countries is, in the last 
analysis, striving for the political domination of the proletariat. It 
therefore presupposes that a proletariat exists, that a ruling 
bourgeoisie exists, that an industry exists which gives birth to the 
proletariat and which has brought the bourgeoisie to power. 

There is nothing of all this either in Norway or in L/r-Switzerland. 
In Norway, we have the very famous peasant regiment (bonde-
regimente); in L/r-Switzerland a number of rough shepherds who, 
despite their democratic constitution, are ruled by a few big 
landowners, Abyberg, etc., in patriarchal fashion. A bourgeoisie only 
exists in exceptional cases in Norway, and not at all in Ur-
Switzerland. The proletariat is practically non-existent. 

The democracy prevailing in civilised countries, modern democra-
cy, has thus nothing whatever in common with Norwegian or 
L/r-Swiss democracy. It does not wish to bring about the Norwegian 
and l/r-Swiss state of affairs but something absolutely different. Let 
us nevertheless look a little closer at this primitive-Germanic 
democracy and deal first with L/r-Switzerland, which is what above all 
concerns us here. 

Is there a German philistine who does not rave about William Tell, 
the liberator of his Fatherland; a schoolmaster who does not 
celebrate Morgarten, Sempach and Murten along with Marathon, 
Plataea and Salamis176; a hysterical old maid who does not go into 
raptures over the strong leg calves and sturdy thighs of the chaste 
Alpine youths? The glory of L/r-Swiss valour, freedom, skill and 
strength has been endlessly praised in verse and prose from Aegidius 
Tschudi to Johannes von Müller, from Florian to Schiller. The 
carbines and cannons of the twelve cantons now provide a 
commentary on these enthusiastic panegyrics. 

The L/r-Swiss have drawn attention to themselves twice during the 
course of history. The first time, when they freed themselves 
gloriously from Austrian tyranny; the second at the present time, 
when they march off to fight in God's name for the Jesuits and the 
Fatherland. 

On closer examination, the glorious liberation from the talons of 
the Austrian eagle does not look at all good. The House of Austria 
was progressive just once in the whole of its career; this was at the 
beginning of its existence when it allied itself with the urban petty 
bourgeoisie against the nobility, and sought to found a German 
monarchy. It was progressive in the most philistine of ways but it was 
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progressive nonetheless. And who opposed it most resolutely? The 
L/r-Swiss. The struggle of the LV-Swiss against Austria, the glorious 
oath on the Grütli,177 Tell's heroic shot, the eternally memorable 
victory at Morgarten, all this was the struggle of stubborn shepherds 
against the onward march of historical development, the struggle of 
obstinate, rooted local interests against the interests of the whole 
nation, the struggle of crude ignorance against enlightenment, of 
barbarism against civilisation. They won their victory over the 
civilisation of the time, and as a punishment they were excluded 
from all further civilisation. 

As if this were not enough, these simple, stiff-necked shepherds 
were soon punished in a quite different way. They escaped the 
domination of the Austrian nobility only to come under the yoke of 
the petty bourgeois of Zurich, Lucerne, Berne and Basel. These had 
already noted that the L/r-Swiss were just as strong and as stupid as 
their oxen. They agreed to join the Swiss Confederation and stayed 
peacefully at home behind their counters while the thick-headed 
Alpine shepherds fought out all their battles with the nobility and the 
princes for them. This is what happened at Sempach, Granson, 
Murten and Nancy.178 In return, these people were allowed to 
arrange their internal affairs as they wished and so they remained in 
blissful ignorance of how they were being exploited by their dear 
fellow-Confederationists. 

Since then nothing much has been heard of them. They busied 
themselves in all piety and propriety with milking the cows, with 
cheese-making, chastity and yodelling. From time to time they had 
folk assemblies at which they divided into horn-men, claw-men and 
other animal-like groups, and these gatherings never ended without 
a hearty, Christian-Germanic fight. They were poor but pure in 
heart, stupid but pious and well-pleasing to the Lord, brutal but 
broad-shouldered and had little brain but plenty of brawn. From 
time to time there were too many of them and then the young men 
went off on their "travels", i.e., enlisted in foreign armies where they 
displayed the most steadfast loyalty to the flag no matter what 
happened. One can only say of the Swiss that they let themselves be 
killed most conscientiously for their pay. 

The greatest boast of these burly L/r-Swiss was that from time 
immemorial they had never deviated by a hair's breadth from the 
customs of their forefathers, that they had retained the simple, 
chaste, upright and virtuous customs of their fathers unsullied 
throughout the centuries. And this is true. Every attempt at 
civilisation was defeated by the granite walls of their mountains and 
of their heads. From the days when Winkelried's first ancestor led his 
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cow, with the inevitable little pastoral bell round its neck, on to the 
virgin pastures of the Vierwaldstätter Lake, up to the present day, 
when the latest descendant of Winkelried has his gun blessed by the 
priest, all houses have been built in the same way, all cows milked in 
the same way, all pigtails plaited in the same way, all cheeses 
prepared according to the same recipe, all children made in the same 
way. Here, in the mountains, is Paradise, here the Fall of Man has 
not yet come to pass. And should some innocent Alpine lad happen 
to find his way to the great outside world and allow himself to be 
tempted for a moment by the seductions of the big cities, by the 
artificial charms of a decadent civilisation, by the vices of sinful 
countries, which have no mountains and where corn thrives—his 
innocence is so deep-rooted that he can never quite succumb. A 
sound strikes his ear, just two of those notes of the Alpine cowherd's 
call that sound like a dog's howling, and he falls on his knees, 
weeping and overwhelmed with remorse, and at once tears himself 
from the arms of seduction and will not rest until he lies at the feet 
of his old father! "Father, I have sinned against my ancient moun-
tains and in thy sight, and am no more worthy to be called thy 
son."3 

In recent times two invasions against these artless customs and 
primitive power have been attempted. The first was by the French in 
1798. But these French, who spread a little civilisation everywhere 
else, failed with these Ur-Swiss. No trace of their presence has 
remained, they were unable to eliminate one single jot of the old 
customs and virtues. The second invasion took place about twenty 
years later and did at least bear a little fruit. This was the invasion of 
English travellers, of London lords and squiresb and the hordes of 
chandlers, soap-manufacturers, grocers and bone merchants who 
followed them. This invasion at least ended the old hospitality and 
transformed the honest inhabitants of the Alpine huts, who 
previously hardly knew what money was, into the most mean and 
rascally swindlers anywhere to be found. But this advance made no 
impact at all on the old simple customs. This not so very virtuous 
chicanery fitted in perfectly with the patriarchal virtues of chastity, 
skill, probity and loyalty. Even their piety suffered no injury; the 
priests were delighted to give them absolution for all the deceptions 
practised on British heretics. 

But it now looks as if all this moral purity is about to be thoroughly 
stirred up. It is to be hoped that the punitive detachments will do 

a Luke 15:21 (paraphrased).—Ed. 
In the original the words "lords" and "squires" are in English.—Ed. 
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their best to finish off all the probity, primitive power and simplicity. 
Then moan, you philistines! For there will be no more poor but 
contented shepherds whose carefree peace of mind you might wish 
for yourselves on Sundays after you have made your cut out of 
selling coffee made of chicory and tea made of sloe leaves during the 
other six days of the week. Then weep, you schoolmasters, for there 
will be an end to your hopes for a new Sempach-Marathon and other 
classical feats. Then mourn, you hysterical virgins over thirty, for 
those six-inch leg calves, the thought of which solaced your solitary 
dreams, will soon be gone—gone the Antinous-like beauty of the 
powerful "Swiss peasant lads", gone the firm thighs and tight 
trousers which attract you so irresistibly to the Alps. Then sigh, 
tender and anaemic boarding-school misses, who when reading 
Schiller's works delighted in the chaste but oh so powerful love of the 
agile chamois hunters, for all your fond illusions are lost and now 
there is nothing left for you but to read the works of Henrik Steffens 
and fall for the frigid Norwegians. 

But no more of that. The L/r-Swiss must be fought with weapons 
quite different from mere ridicule. Democracy has to settle accounts 
with them about matters quite different from their patriarchal 
virtues. 

Who defended the Bastille on July 14, 1789 against the people 
who were storming it? Who shot down the workers of the Faubourg 
St. Antoine with grape-shot and rifle bullets from behind safe walls? 
—L/r-Swiss from the Sonderbund, grandsons of Tell, Stauffâcher 
and Winkelried. 

Who defended the traitor Louis XVI on August 10, 1792 from the 
just wrath of the people, in the Louvre and the Tuileries?—L/r-Swiss 
from the Sonderbund. 

Who suppressed the Neapolitan revolution of 1798 with the help 
of Nelson?—L/r-Swiss from the Sonderbund. 

Who re-established the absolute monarchy in Naples—with the 
help of Austrians—in 1823?—L/r-Swiss from the Sonderbund. 

Who fought to the last on July 29, 1830, again for a treacherous 
king3 and again shot Paris workers down from the windows and 
colonnades of the Louvre?—L/r-Swiss from the Sonderbund. 

Who suppressed the insurrections in Romagna in 1830 and 1831, 
again along with the Austrians, with a brutality which achieved world 
notoriety?—L/r-Swiss from the Sonderbund. 

In short, who holds the Italians down, to this day, forcing them to 
bow to the oppressive domination of their aristocrats, princes and 

a Charles X.—Ed. 
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priests; who was Austria's right hand in Italy, who enables the 
bloodhound Ferdinand of Naples to keep a tight rein on his 
anguish-stricken people to this very moment, who has been acting as 
his executioners to this day carrying out the mass shootings 
he orders? Always, again and again, l/r-Swiss from the Sonder-
bund, again and again, the grandsons of Tell, Stauffacher and 
Winkelried! 

In one word, wherever and whenever a revolutionary movement 
broke out in France either directly or indirectly advantageous to 
democracy, it was always t/r-Swiss mercenaries who fought it to the 
last, with the utmost resolution. And especially in Italy these Swiss 
mercenaries were always the most devoted servants and handy men 
of" Austria. A just punishment for the glorious liberation of 
Switzerland from the talons of the two-headed eagle! 

One should not think that these mercenaries were the refuse of 
their country, or that they were disavowed by their fellow-
countrymen. Have not the people of Lucerne had a statue hewn out 
of the rock at their city gates by the pious Icelander Thorvaldsen, 
depicting a huge lion, bleeding from an arrow wound, covering the 
Bourbon fleur-de-lis with his paw, faithful unto death, in memory of 
the Swiss who died at the Louvre on August 10, 1792? This is the way 
Sonderbund honours the venal loyalty of its sons. It lives by the trade 
in human beings and glorifies it. 

Can the English, French and German democrats have had 
anything in common with this kind of democracy? 

Through its industry, its commerce and its political institutions, 
the bourgeoisie is already working everywhere to drag the small, 
self-contained localities which only live for themselves out of their 
isolation, to bring them into contact with one another, to merge their 
interests, to expand their local horizons, to destroy their local habits, 
strivings and ways of thinking, and to build up a great nation with 
common interests, customs and ideas out of the many hitherto 
mutually independent localities and provinces. The bourgeoisie is 
already carrying out considerable centralisation. The proletariat, far 
from suffering any disadvantage from this, will as a result rather be 
in a position to unite, to feel itself a class, to acquire a proper political 
point of view within the democracy, and finally to conquer the 
bourgeoisie. The democratic proletariat not only needs the kind of 
centralisation begun by the bourgeoisie but will have to extend it very 
much further. During the short time when the proletariat was at the 
helm of state in the French Revolution, during the rule of the 
Mountain party, it used all means—including grape-shot and the 
guillotine—to effect centralisation. When the democratic proletariat 
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again comes to power, it will not only have to centralise every country 
separately but will have to centralise all civilised countries together as 
soon as possible. 

l/r-Switzerland, on the other hand, has never done anything but 
obstruct centralisation; with really brutish obstinacy it has insisted on 
its isolation from the whole outside world, on its local customs, 
habits, prejudices, narrow-mindedness and seclusion. It has stood 
still in the centre of Europe at the level of its original barbarism, 
while all other nations, even the other Swiss, have gone forward. It 
stands pat on cantonal sovereignty with all the obduracy of the crude 
primitive Germans, that is, on the right to be eternally stupid, 
bigoted, brutal, narrow-minded, recalcitrant and venal if it so wishes, 
whether its neighbours like it or not. If their own brutish situation 
comes under discussion, they no longer recognise such things as 
majorities, agreements or obligations. But in the 19th century it is no 
longer possible for two parts of one and the same country to exist 
side by side without any mutual intercourse and influence. The 
radical cantons affect the Sonderbund, the Sonderbund affects the 
radical cantons, where, too, very crude elements still exist here and 
there. The radical cantons are, therefore, interested in getting the 
Sonderbund to abandon its bigotry, narrow-mindedness and obdu-
racy, and if it won't, then its self-will must be broken by force; and 
this is what is happening at this moment. 

The civil war which has now broken out can only help the cause of 
democracy. Even though there is still a great deal of primitive 
Germanic crudity to be found in the radical cantons, even though a 
peasant, or a bourgeois regiment, or a mixture of both is concealed 
behind their democracy, even though the most civilised cantons still 
lag behind the development of European civilisation and really 
modern elements only rise to the top slowly here and there, this is no 
great help to the Sonderbund. It is necessary, urgently necessary, 
that this last bastion of brutal, primitive Germanism, of barbarism, 
bigotry, patriarchal simplicity and moral purity, of immobility, of 
loyalty unto death to the highest bidder, should at last be destroyed. 
The more energetically the Swiss Diet sets to work and the 
more violently it shakes up this old nest of priests, the more claim 
it will have on the support of all really resolute democrats and 
the more it will prove that it understands its position. But of course 
the five great powers are there and the radicals themselves are 
afraid. 

As far as the Sonderbund is concerned, it is significant that the 
true sons of William Tell have to beg the House of Austria, 
Switzerland's hereditary foe, for help just when Austria is baser, 


