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EDITOR’S PREFACE

~ In the summer of 1914 Lenin lived in the Galician village of
Poronino, to which he had removed from Switzerland in order to be
nearer the Russian border and so facilitate the constant communi-
cation he maintained with his comrades in Russia. He had been
assigned an essay on Karl Marx, for the Russian Encyclopedia pub-
lished by Granat, and in July he began to work on it. But the work
was interrupted when, soon after the outbreak of the war, he was
arrested by the Austrian authorities as a Russian subject on the sus-
picion of espionage. After two weeks’ imprisonment Lenin was
released and permitted to return to Switzerland where he resumed
work on the essay, which was, however, not completed until No-
vember, because of the pressure of other writings dealing with
political and organisational problems arising out of the war.
The article on Marx was published in the Encyclopedia in a
oreatly abbreviated form, mainly because of the censorship. The
sections. “Tactics of the Class Struggle of the Proletariat” and “So-
cialism” were omitted altogether, and there were many other ex-

~ cisions and alterations. An English translation of this succinct and

lucid exposition of the life and teachings of Karl Marx by his most
illustrious follower and interpreter was made from a definitive text
supplied by the Lenin Institute in Moscow and first published in
its entirety in 1930 in The Imperialist War, volume XVIII of
Lenin’s Collected Works, containing his writings of 1914-1915. It
is reprinted here in full, including the numerous reference notes
prepared by the editor for that volume.

In this essay Lenin quotes extensively from the writings of Marx
and Engels. Where reliable English translations were available
they were utilised: otherwise they were made for the purpose from
the original editions. In general, where books are known to be avail-
able in English translation, references to the English titles are given.
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As the reader will see from a perusal of the bibliography on .
pages 37-48, and from the editorial footnotes, a great many of these
writings are still locked in the original language. Such as have been |

translated are in need of thorough revision on the basis of the care-
fully edited and verified texts prepared by the Marx-Engels Insti.
tute in Moscow. Only a fragment of the Marxist literature produced
since the death of the founders of scientific Socialism, and particu-
larly since the October Revolution, has been made available to
English readers. It is the urgent task of Marxist publishing or-
ganisations in English-speaking countries to make the literary herit-

age ?f Marx and Engels, and the writings of the exponents of
Marxism who followed them, available to the broad masses of

workers as guides and instruments in thejr struggle for emanci-
pation.

The publication of all the writings of Lenin in English is par-

ticula{'ly urgent at the present time. Several volumes already have
been issued in the Collected W orks, which will include thirty vol-

umes when completed. The publication of these large volumes,

however, is fraught with editorial and financial difficulties, which
unfortunately impede the progress of the work. The series of small
Lenin publications inaugurated by this little book is designed to
overcome these difficulties and to guarantee the rapid appearance of
Lenin’s writings. Definitive texts are made available by the Lenin

I_nstitute which are carefully translated and edited for English pub.
lication. |

ALEXANDER T
March, 1931. RACHTENBERG.,

THE TEACHINGS OF KARL MARX
By V. 1. LENIN

KARL MARX
KArRL Marx was born May 5, 1818, in the city of Trier, in the

Rhine province of Prussia. His father was a lawyer—a Jew, who

in 1824 adopted Protestantism. The family was well-to-do, cultured,
but not revolutionary. After graduating from the Gymnasium in
Trier, Marx entered first the University at Bonn, later Berlin
University, where he studied jurisprudence, but devoted most of
his time to history and philosophy. At the conclusion of his uni-

versity course in 1841, he submitted his doctoral dissertation on-

Epicure’s philosophy.* Marx at that time was still an adherent of
Hegel’s idealism. In Berlin he belonged to the circle of “Left
Hegelians” (Bruno Bauer and others) who sought to draw atheistic
and revolutionary conclusions from Hegel’s philosophy.

After graduating from the University, Marx moved to Bonn in
the expectation of becoming a professor. However, the reactionary
policy of the government,—that in 1832 had deprived Ludwig Feuer-
bach of his chair and in 1836 again refused to allow him to teach,
while in 1842 it forbade the young professor, Bruno Bauer, to give
lectures at the University—forced Marx to abandon the idea of
pursuing an academic career. The development of the ideas of
Left Hegelianism in Germany was very rapid at that time. Ludwig
Feuerbach in particular, after 1836, began to criticise theology and
to turn to materialism, which by 1841 had gained the upper hand
in his conceptions (Das Wesen des Christentums [The Essence of
Christianity]) : in 1843 his Grundsdtze der Philosophie der Zukunft
[Principles of the Philosophy of the Future] appeared. Of these

* Differenz der demokritischen und epikureischen Naturphilosophie [The
Difference between the Natural Philosophy of Democritus and Epicure], pub-
lished by Franz Mehring in Aus dem literarischen, Nachlass von K. Marx,
F. Engels, und F. Lassalle [ From the Literary Heritage of K. Marx, F. Engels,
and F. Lassalle], 3 vols., Stuttgart, 1902, containing abridged reprints and
selections from fugitive writings from 1841 to 1850. The doctoral disserta-
tion was published in {ull in the Marx-Engels Gesamtausgabe [ Complete Works
of Marx and Engels], Part 1, Vol. 1, Book I, Frankfort a.M., 1927.—Ed.
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works of Feuerb _ o
o angels subsequently wrote: “One must him- @ Germany in a secret way, also due to disagreements with Ruge. In

f

self have experienced the liberating effect of these books.” * “We”
(the Left Hegelians, including Marx) “at once became Feuer-

bachists.” At that time the radica] bourgeois of the Rhine province
who had certain points of contact with the Left Hegelians, founded

Gazeite], which began to appear on January 1, 1842. Marx and
Bruno Bauer were invited to be the chief contributors, and in
October, 1842, Marx became the paper’s editor-in-chief aI;d moved
from Bonn to Cologne. As the revolutionary-democratic tendenc

of the paper under Marx’s editorship became more and more prcz

triple censorship, then ordered jis complete suppression by April 1
18:—13.** At this time Marx was compelled to resign his post a;
editor, but his resignation did not save the paper, which waspforced
to suspend publication in March, 1843. Of Marx’s larger articles
that were published in the Rheinische Zeitung, besides those indi-
cated l.)elow *** Engels notes an article on the situation of the eas-
ant wine-growers in the Moselle Valley. ***#  Marx’s newsl; er
wor.k. revealed to him that he was not su heiently acquaintedpwl;:th
political economy, and he set oyt to study it diligently.

‘In 1843 Marx married, in Kreuznach, Jenny von Westphalen, a
chlldhood. friend to whom he had been engaged since his stud;nt
years. His wife came from a reactionary family of the Prussian
nobility. Her elder brother was Prussian Minister of the Interjor in
one of the most reactionary epochs, 1850-1858. In the autumn of
1843, Marx went to Paris in order to publish a radical magazine
ab}'oad, together with Arnold Ruge (1802-1880; a Left Hegelian; in
prison, 1825-1830; a political exile after 1843; a Bismarckian 18,66-
1?70). Onlzr one issue of this magazine, entitled Deutsch-Fi ranzo-
stsche Jahrbiicher [German-French, Annals] appeared. It was djs-

continued owing to the difficulties of distributing the magazine in

**In the original Russian text
_ ] erroneously January 1. The de
Board of Censors_was 1ssued at the end of January, 1843, and thzriid(e}i ‘i:'he
suppression was given out on March 31. Marx resigned his post di o
March 17 or 18.—Fd. YO @3 editor on
¥%% See Bibliography at the end of this pamphlet.—Ed

*kE¥ See Marx-Engels Ge.samtausgabe, loc. cit—Ed.
6
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in Cologne, an opposition paper, the Rheinische Zeitung [Rhenish

L T R

his articles published in that magazine,* Marx already appears as a
revolutionist, advocating “merciless criticism of everything in exist-
ence,” particularly “criticism of the weapons,” and appealing to the

masses and to the proletariat.

In September, 1844, Friedrich Engels, who from then on was

Marx’s closest friend, came for a few days to Paris. Both of them
took a very active part in the seething life of the revolutionary

groups of Paris (where Proudhon’s doctrine was then of particular
importance; later Marx decisively parted ways with that doctrine in
his Poverty of Philosophy, 1847). Waging a sharp struggle against
the various doctrines of petty-bourgeois Socialism, they worked out
the theory and tactics of revolutionary proletarian Socialism, other-
wise known as Communism (Marxism). For this phase of Marx’s
activities, see Marx’s works of 1844-1848.** 1In 1845, at the insist-
ence of the Prussian government, Marx was banished from Paris as
a dangerous revolutionist. From Paris he moved to Brussels. In
the spring of 1847 Marx and Engels joined a secret propaganda
society bearing the name Bund der Kommunisten [Communist
League], at whose second congress they took a prominent part (Lon-
don, November, 1847), and at whose behest they composed the
famous Manifesto of the Communist Party which appeared in Febru-
ary, 1848. With the clarity and brilliance of genius, this work
outlines a new conception of the world; it represents consistent
materialism extended also to the realm of social life; it proclaims
dialectics as the most comprehensive and profound doctrine of
development; it advances the theory of the class struggle and of
the world-historic revolutionary role of the proletariat as the creator

of a new Communist society.
When the February, 1848, Revolution broke out, Marx was ban-

ished from Belgium. He returned to Paris and from there, after
the March Revolution, to Cologne, in Germany. From June 1, 1848,

to May 19, 1849, the Neue Rheinische Zeitung [New Rhenish
Gazette] was published in Cologne with Marx as editor-in-chief. The
new doctrine found excellent corroboration in the course of the

“revolutionary events of 1848-1849, as it has subsequently been cor-

roborated by all the proletarian and democratic movements of all
the countries of the world. Victorious counter-revolution in Ger-

* See Marx-Engels Gesamtausgabe, loc. cit.—Ed.

** See Bibliography at the end of this pamphlet.—Ed.
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many first instigated court proceedings against Marx (he was ac-
quitted February 9, 1849), then banished him ifrom Germany (May
16, 1849). He first went to Paris, from where he was also banished
after the demonstration of June 13, 1849. He then went to London,
where he lived to the end of his days.

The life of an emigrant, as revealed most clearly in the corre-
spondence between Marx and Engels (published in 1913),* was very
hard. Povertv weighed heavily on Marx and his family. Were it
not for Engels’ self-sacrifice in rendering financial aid to Marx, he
would not only have been unable to complete Capital, but would
inevitably have perished under the pressure of want. Moreover,
the prevailing theories and trends of petty-bourgeois and of non.
proletarian Socialism in general forced Marx to wage a continuous
and merciless struggle, sometimes to repel the most savage and mon-
strous personal attacks (Herr V ogt [Mr. Vogt]) . ** Standing aloof
from the emigrant circles, Marx developed his materialist doctrine
in a number of historical works, giving most of his time to the study
of political economy. This science was revolutionised by Marx (see
below “Marx’s Teaching”) in his Contribution 1o the Critique of
Political Economy (1859) and Capital (Vol. 1, 1867).

The period of the revival of democratic movements at the end of
the fifties and the beginning of the sixties again called Marx to
political activity. On September 28, 1864, the International Work-
ingmen’s Association was founded in London—the famous F irst In-
ternational. Marx was the soul of this organisation, the author of its
first “appeal” and of a host of its resolutions, declarations, mani.
festoes. Uniting the labour movement of the various countries;
striving to direct into the channel of united activities the various
forms of the non-proletarian, pre-Marxian Socialism (Mazzini,
Proudhon, Bakunin, liberal trade unionism in England, Lassallean
Right vacillations in Germany, etc.) : hghting against the theories
of all these sects and schools, Marx hammered oyt the common tac-
tics of the proletarian struggle of the working class—one and the
same in the various countries. Afier the fall of the Paris Commune

* Der Briefwechsel zwischen Friedrich Engels und Karl Marx [The Corre-
spondence between Friedrich Engels and Karl Marx], 4 vols., Stuttgart, 1913,
edited by Eduard Bernstein and August Bebel—Ed.

** Karl Vogt (1817-1895), a German democrat against whom Marx waged
a merciless polemic, exposing his connection with Napoleon ITI. For a brief

account of this matter see D, Ryazanov, Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, New
York and London, 1927, pp. 117-120—E4.
8

(1871)—which Marx analysed, as a man of action, a r'evollzltionist,
with so much penetration, pertinence and brilliance in -hls work
The Civil War in France, 1871*—and after the International hafl
been split by the Bakuninists, it became impossible for that organi-
sation to keep its headquarters in Europe. After the Hague Congress
of the International (1872) Marx carried through the transfer of Phe
General Council of the International to New Yprk.** The First
International had accomplished its historic role, giving way to an
epoch of an infinitely accelerated growth of the labour movement
in all the countries of the world, precisely the epoch W‘ivhen this
movement grew in breadth and scope, when mass -Sociahst labour
parties were created on the basis of individual national states.

Strenuous work in the International and still more strenuous
theoretical activities undermined Marx’s health completely. He
continued his work on political economy and the completion of
Capital, collecting a mass of new material and stl,.ldying a numb‘er
of languages (for instance, Russian), but illness did not allow him
to finish Capital.

On December 2, 1881, his wife died. On March 14, 1883, Marx
peacefully passed away in his armchair. He lies buried beside the
graves of his wife and Helene Demuth, their devoted servant and

almost a member of the family, at the Highgate Cemetery in London.

* The title later given to the Address written at t%le‘request of th‘e Genexl'?l
Council of the International Workingmen’s Association, ?nd delivered Edy
Marx on May 30, 1871, immediately after the fall o=f the Paris Commt.me.—-l .

** The International was formally dissolved at its last congress in Phl a-
delphia on July 15, 1876. For a complete account o_f the origin and_ activities
of the First International see G. Stekloff, The History of the First Inter-

national, New York and London, 1928.—£Ed,




MARX’S TEACHING

Marxism is the system of the views and teachings of Marx.
Marx was the genius who continued and completed the three chief
ideological currents of the nineteenth century, represented respec-
tively by the three most advanced countries of humanity: classical
German philosophy, classical English political economy, and French
Socialism combined with French revolutionary doctrines. The re-
markable consistency and unity of conception of Marx’s views,
acknowledged even by his opponents, which in their totality con-
stitute modern materialism and modern scientific Socialism as the
theory and programme of the labour movement in all the civilised
countries of the world, make it necessary that we present a brief
outline of his world conception in general before proceeding to the
chief contents of Marxism, namely, the economic doctrine of Marx.

PHILOSOPHIC MATERIALISM

Beginning with the years 1844-1845, when his views were defi-
nitely formed, Marx was a materialist, and especially a follower of
Feuerbach; even in later times, he saw Feuerbach’s weak side only
in this, that his materialism was not sufficiently consistent and com-
prehensive. For Marx, Feuerbach’s world-historic and “epoch-
making” significance consisted in his having decisively broken away
from the idealism of Hegel, and in his proclamation of materialism,
which even in the eighteenth century, especially in France, had be-
come “a struggle not only against the existing political institutions,
and against . . . religion and theology, but also . . . against every
form of metaphysics” (as “intoxicated speculation” in contradistinc-
tion to “sober philosophy”). [Die H eilige Familie* in the Literar-
ischer Nachlass.]

For Hegel—wrote Marx, in the preface to the second edition of the first
volume of Capital—the thought process (which he actually transforms into an
independent subject, giving to it the name of “idea’) is the demiurge [creator]

*Die Heilige Familie, Gegen Bruno Bauer und Konsorten [The Holy

Family, Against Bruno Bauer and Co.1, Frankfort a.M., 1845, in the Literar-
ischer Nachlass, Vol. 11, pp. 65-326—F4d.
10

of the real. . . . In my view, on the other hand, the ideal is nothing other
than the material when it has been transposed and translated inside the human

head. [Capital, Vol. 1.1*

In full conformity with Marx’s materialist philosophy, and
expounding it, Engels wrote in Anti-Dihring ** (which Marx read

in the manuscript) :

The unity of the world does not consist in its existence. . .. The real
unity of the world consists in its materiality, and this is proved . . . by the
long and laborious development of philosophy and natural science. .. .**¥
Motion is the form of existence of matter. Never and nowhere has there been
or can there be matter without motion. . . . Matter without motion is just as
unthinkable as motion without matter. . . .**** If we enquire ... what
thought and consciousness are, whence they come we find that they are prod-
ucts of the human brain, and that man himself is a product of nature, develop-
ing in and along with his environment. Obviously, therefore, the products of
the human brain, being in the last analysis likewise products of nature, do not
contradict the rest of nature, but correspond to it.*****

Again: “Hegel was an idealist; that is to say, for him the thoughts
in his head were not more or less abstract reflections [in the original:
Abbilder, images, copies; sometimes Engels speaks of “imprints™]
of real things and processes; but, on the contrary, things and their
evolution were, for Hegel, only reflections in reality of the Idea

that existed somewhere even prior to the world.” *****#
In his Ludwig Feuerbach—in which Engels expounds his own and

Marx’s views on Feuerbach’s philosophy, and which Engels sent to
the press after re-reading an old manuscript, written by Marx and
himself in 1844-1845, on Hegel, Feuerbach, and the materialist con-

ception of history *******__Enoels writes:

The great basic question of all, and especially of recent, philosophy, ‘is the
question of the relationship between thought and existence, between spirit and
nature. . . . Which is prior to the other: spirit or nature? Philosophers are

* Preface to second German edition, Eden and Cedar Paul translation,

London and New York, 1929, p. 873.—Ed. o
** The abridged title of Engels’ celebrated work: Herrn Eugen Diikrings

Umwdlzung der Wissenschaft [Mr. Fugen Diihring’s ‘Transforjnation -of
Sciencel, published first as a series of articles in the Berlin Vorwdrts during

1877-1878 and issued in book form in 1878.—FEd.
¥¥% Anti-Dithring, Stuttgart, 1909, p. 31.—FEd.
¥¥¥* Ibid., pp. 49-50.—Fd.
¥Exxxx Ibid., p. 22.—Ed.

*exkx® 1bid., p. 9—Ed. ‘
FHRA%xA% See “Marx und Engels iiber Feuerbach—der erste Teil der

deutschen ldeologie,” in Marx-Engels Archiv, Vol. I, Frankfort a.M., pp.

205-306.—Ed.
11




5 . . 144 :
divided into two great camps, according to the way in which they have 1 and not as a “synthesis” of (definite, con::rete—hlstorlcal) socu;!l
answered this question. Those who declare that spirit existed before nature, | ionships”—and thus only “interpreted” the world, whereas it
and who, in the last analysis, therefore, assume in one way or another that - relations P. c ine” it. that is. it did not grasp the signiﬁ-
the world was created . . . have formed the idealist camp. The others, who | was a question of Changmig i, tha e e
regard nature as primary, belong to the various schools of materialism.* cance of “practical revolutlonary activity.

Any other use (in a philosophic sense) of the terms idealism | DIALECTICS
and materialism is only confusing. Marx decidedly rejected not
only idealism, always connected in one way or another with religion,
but also the views of Hume and Kant, that are especially widespread
in our day, as well as agnosticism, criticism, positivism in various
forms; he considered such philosophy as a “reactionary” concession
to idealism, at best as a “shamefaced manner of admitting material-
ism through the back door while denying it before the world.” **
(On this question see, besides the above-mentioned works of Engels

Marx and Engels regarded Hegelian dialectics, the theory of evli)-
lution most comprehensive, rich in content a.nd profound, as }tl e
greatest achievement of classical German philosophy. {&ll other
formulations of the principle of developmen-t, of‘ evolution, t.hey
considered to be one-sided, poor in content, dlstortlng and mutilat-
ing the actual course of development of nature and society (la t(fourje
often consummated in leaps and bounds, catastrophes, revolutions).

Marx and I were almost the only persons who rescued conscious dialectics

and Marx, a letter of Marx to Engels, dated December 12, 1866, in from the swamp of idealism, including Hegelianism] by transfﬁl‘miﬂ%
which Marx, taking cognisance of an utterance of the well-known . im[omtl;:e materialist conception of nature. . . .* 1¥q?1mre VI:Stth:H c;escil;ai?y
naturalist, T. Huxley, who “in a more materialistic spirit than he has 8 dialectics, and we must say thasnil . sc1enfe tltleise h:ui?-(::ingathat, U Tact
manifested in recent years” declared that “as long as we actually nereacing mass Ofogifiznzlia{gztit:aﬁyteasn:i not metaphysically ** [this was
observe and think, we cannot get away from materialism,” reproaches | f:;‘i‘tlf:f’bﬁﬁffé ethI;r discovery of radium, electrons, the transmutation of ele-
him for once more leaving a new “back door” open to agnosticism ments, etc.].

and Humeism.) It is especially important that we should note Again, Engels writes: . .
Marx’s opinion concerning the relation between freedom and The great basic idea that the world is not to be viewed aﬁ_ cah c:mlzl::mtlly
necessity: “Freedom is the recognition of necessity. Necessity is fully fashioned objects, but as a complex of processes, in which app

stable objects, no less than the images of them inside our heads (our con-

plind o2 in so far as it is not understood” (Engels, Anti-Diihr. cepts), are undergoing incessant changes, arising here and disappearing there,
' ?

L] ] . . . | - - 3 es-
ing).***  This means acknowledgment of the objective reign of and which with all apparent accident and in s;;ue of all trlrll'oment::twb;:?%ifi =
- . . . - . . 1 ment_ 18 gr

law in nature and of the dialectical transformation of necessity sion, ultimately Coﬂstltﬁtes’_ @ prf %zzs;f esode;;;ﬁr penetrated the general con-

- . ; 3 1 t B tlme O . . * »

into {reedom (at the same lime, an aCknOWIEdgment of the trans. [ l;:isizul;iz:; utl}?;iyhsali'};fy any one will no;r venture to dispute it 11111 ltswge?;ir?‘li

formation of the unknown but knowable “thing-in-itself” into the form. But it is one thing to accept it in words, quite another thing to p

“th- -f } » f h 6 f h %% s T h 3 . - - e occasion and in CVECrY field of lnveStIgfltmn- .
grorus,” ol the “essence o tangs” 1nto phenomena™). n practice o ﬁW‘?fr}::l lectic philosophy, nothing is established for all time,

. . . . 1alectic 1los ) . .

Marx and Engels pointed out the following major shortcomings of m{ﬂint:eiseﬁz{)?ute ]:;_ sacreg. On everything and in everything it Seisoc’::
the “old” materialism, including Feuerbach’s (and, a fortiori, the stamp of inevitable decline; nothing can resist it sawfa the glllcelaj‘l:egr I;O e
L] & - . - 3 t I'Om

“vulgar” materialism of Biichner, Vogt and Moleschott) : (1) it of formation and destruction, the unending ascen

higher—a process of which that philosophy itself is only a simple reflection

- 3 iy k&%
within the thinking brain.
] - &é - n-
Thus dialectics, according to Marx, is “the science of the ge

eral laws of motion both of the external world and of human

was “predominantly mechanical,” not taking into account the latest
developments of chemistry and biology (in our day it would be
necessary to add the electric theory of matter) ; (2) it was non-

historical, non-dialectrical (was metaphysical, in the sense of being e
anti-dialectical), and did not apply the standpoint of evolution con. thinking. | y
sistently and all-sidedly; (3) it regarded “human nature” abstractly, - * A?gi;iﬂiihngg, £d xiv.—Ed.
3 ** Ibid., p. 8.—Ld.
* Ludwig Feuerbach, Berlin, 1927, p, 27 J.~Ed, ] **x I ndwig Feuerbach, p. 52.—Ed.
** 1bid., p. 30.—Ed, N s¥x% [pid p. 18—Ed.
%k D 112.—Ed. | % % ¥k & % fbid., p. 51.—Ed.
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This revolutionary side of Hegel’
developed by Marx.

philosophy towering above the other sciences,” ¥
philosophies there remain

~—formal logic and dialectics.” **

by Marx in conformity with Hegel, includes what is now called the
theory of cognition, or epistemolog

Y, or gnoseology, a science that
must contemplate its subject matter in the same way—nhistorically,
studying and generalising

the origin and development of cognition,
the transition from non-consciousness to consciousness.

times, the idea of development, of evolution, has almost full
trated social consciousness, but it has done
through Hegel’s philosophy. Still, the same
Marx and Engels on the basis of Hegel’

comprehensive, much more abundant in content than the current
theory of evolution. A development that repeats, as it were, the
stages already passed, but repeats them in g3 different way, on a
higher plane (“negation of negation”); a development, so to
speak, in spirals, not in a straight line; a development in leaps and
bounds, catastrophes, revolutions; “intervals of gradualness’; trans-
formation of quantity into quality; inner impulses for development,
imparted by the contradiction, the conflict of different forces and

tendencies reacting on a given body or inside a given phenomenon or

within a given soctety; interdependence, and the closest, indissoluble
connection between gl sides

of every phenomenon (history disclos-
ing ever new sides), a connection that provides the one world-
process of motion proceeding according to law—such are some of

the features of dialectics as a doctrine of evolution more full of

. (See letter of Marx to Engels, dated
January 8, 1868, in which he ridicules Stein’s “wood

which it is absurd to confuse with materialist dial

Dialectics, as the term is used

In our

y pene-
so in other ways, not

idea, as formulated by
s philosophy, is much more

en trichotomies,”
ectics. )

MATERIALIST CONCEPTION OF HISTORY

Realising the inconsistency,
ness of the old materialism,

necessary “‘to harmonise the s
basis, and to reconstruct it in

the incompleteness, and the one-sided-
Marx became convinced that it was

cience of society with the materialist
accordance with this basig,” *** If,

¥ Anti-Diihring, p. 11.—Ed.

** Ibid —Ed.

***¥ Ludwig Feuerbach, p. 36.—FEd.
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Of former
“the science of thinking and its laws

s philosophy was adopted and
Dialectical materialism “does not need any |}

eaking generally, materialism explains conscious'?ness as the 01'11:;
oo of existence, and not conversely, then, applied toi the socia
(lji.}leneof mankind, materialism must explain sor,;ial conslti;lousn.ess ﬂf:ll:
. f social existence. “Technology,’ writ'es arx in tl
;ihthO:’:)cl?:IIIllee Oof Capital, “reveals man’s f.lea_lings wﬂli1 :natflre,l :il]:;
closes the direct productive activities of his life, thus t 1:ow11,1,g* gln
upon social relations and the resultant mental conceptions.

the preface to 4 Contribution to the Cri{ique of Polfizicgl Eit::i
omy ** Marx gives an integral formulation of the fundame

. . o his.
principles of materialism as applied to human society and its his
tory, in the following words:

: . into definite
In the social production of the means of life, hu;nall: ?emgﬁ en;:;dll?igon rela-
. : independent of their will— .
sarv relations which are In r produe-
an d ne(;]?zh rgonespond to a definite stage of the fievelopmetnt of :}}::1 ecl;nomic
tl.lonsf 1‘:‘Tt:t'ss The totality of these production relations consutl(lltes tical stper.
e ct(:n'e of society, the real basis upon which a legall i c?susness corre-
r arises and to which definite forms of socia COI}F e Con
StructtiumThe mode of production of the material means ‘i’ff 11.1.& fteis ot the
Spone. it intellectual processes of lite.
| ial, political, and intelle . ) :
genel"al, til:s:f:; h:m?an beir;gs that determines their ex*stence, but;& tct.‘van‘;eel‘:tealg;
?OI}SGE’-;; social existence that determines th&l}‘ conscmusr;ess. ot 8 core
111:: lse of their development, the material pro-d uctive forces 0h fﬁtfls gut a legal
) agﬂict with the existing production relationships, or, W lﬂl_ 1 within which
exp ssion for the same thing, with the property relations lfpsthe roductive
flﬁ;ehave hitherto moved. From forms of devzlopmf’ndt ‘} il I;Jrevolutinn
: : ; ir fetters. period o1 S .
relationships turn into their L . :oantic
fﬁrcesl;; hiis: With the change in the economic foundation, the wbé:ﬁfi ngglg ok
t eirstrictl;re is more or less rapidly transformed. In cm}si changes in
fuisformations we must always distinguish betwoen the nlzat?:ermined with
tflae economic conditions of Pl'OdllCtiﬂllL c}iangfﬁ W?i(i;?alca:eli;ous aesthetic, or
.. : d the legal, political, ’
recision of natural science, an _ _ : become COn-
lIz)kllfil~:I;)ss0phic,{_., in short, ideological forms, in Wl_“‘-"h human beings
scious of this conflict and fight 1t out to an issue. he thinks of himself, just
Just as little as we judge an individual by what_ ° dance with its own
0 little can we appraise such a revolutionarylfpocltl mxapclz{;; '?llllis consciousness
. ave to e
' of itself. On the contrary, we have to : 15Tt
contsltl:fl;ilii;e of the contradictions of material life, 'of t}kll? conﬂlctI ;x;)s;;:;(gl
zsetween social productive forces and production rilationz llpzn-d- ti1 - modern
tline we can designate the Asiatic, the classical, t . iu o ic formation
E];ur eois forms of production as progressive epoch.?, in the ec»sl)rﬁn:' o Engels
{ socie.+** [Compare Marx’s brief formulation in @ lettr to Enels
glat:g Juls;; 7, 1866: “Our theory about the organisation of labour
7 : y - »
termined by the means of production.”]

* Capital, Vol. 1, p. 393.—Ed.
** Chicago, 1904.—Ed.
*** Pp, 11.13.—Ed.
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The discovery of the materialist conception of history,
correctly, the consistent extension of materialism to the d
social phenomena, obviated the two chief defects in earlier historical
theories. For, in the first place, those theories, at best examined
only the ideological motives of the historical |
beings without investigating the orj

or grasping the objective conformity to law in the development of
the system of social relationships, or discerning the roots of these

social relationships in the degree of developmen
duction. In the second place,

or, more |
omain of

activity of human |
gin of these ideological motives,

t of material pro-
the earlier historical theories ignored

societies, and also within each nation and each society, manifesting
in addition an alternation between periods of revolution and reaction,
peace and war, stagnation and rapid progress or decline—these facts
are generally known. Marxism provides a clue which enables us to
discover the reign of law in this seeming labyrinth and chaos: the
theory of the class struggle. Nothing but the study of the totality
of the strivings of all the members of a given society, or group of
societies, can lead to the scientific definition of the result of these
strivings. Now, the conflict of strivings arises from differences in
the situation and modes of life of the classes into which society is

divided.

the activities of the masses, whereas historical materialism first

made it possible to study with scientific accuracy the social condi-
tions of the life of the masses and the changes in these conditions
At best, pre-Marxist “sociology” and historiography gave an accu:
mulation of raw facts collected at random, and a description of
separate sides of the historic process. Examining the totality of all
t?e oRposing tendencies, reducing them to precisely definable condi-
tions in the mode of life and the method of production of the vari-
ous.classes of society, discarding subjectivism and free will in the
choice of various “leading” ideas or in their interpretation, showing
how all the ideas and all the various tendencies, without exception
h-ave their roots in the condition of the material forces of produc:
fwn, Marxism pointed the way to a comprehensive, an all-embrac-
ing study of the rise, development, and decay of socio-economic
structures. People make their own history; but what determines
tl}eir motives, that is, the motives of people in the mass; what gives
rise to the clash of conflicting ideas and endeavours; what is the
sum total of all these clashes among the whole mass of human
societies; what are the objective conditions for the production of
the material means of life that form the basis of all the historical
a(ftivity of man; what is the law of the development of these con-
ditions—to all these matters Marx directed attention, pointing out
the way to a scientific study of history as a unified and true-to-law
process despite its being extremely variegated and contradictory.

CLASS STRUGGLE

That in any given society the strivings of some of the members
conflict with the strivings of others; that social life is full of contra-

dictions; that history discloses to us a struggle among peoples and
16

Engels added], has been the history of class struggles.

The history of all human society, past and present [wrote Marx in 1848,
in the Communist Manifesto; except the history of the primitive community,
Freeman and slave,
patrician and plebeian, baron and serf, guild-burgess and journeyman—in a
word, oppressor and oppressed-—stood in sharp opposition each to the other.
They carried on perpetual warfare, sometimes masked, sometimes open and
acknowledged; a warfare that invariably ended either in a revolutionary
change in the whole structure of society or else in the common ruin of the
contending classes. . . . Modern bourgeois society, rising out of the ruins of
feudal society, did not make an end of class antagonisms. It merely set up
new classes in place of the old; new conditions of oppression; new embodi-
ments of struggle. Our own age, the bourgeois age, is distinguished by this
—that it has simplified class antagonisms. More and more, society is splitting

up into two great hostile camps, into two great and directly contraposed

classes: bourgeoisie and proletariat.

Since the time of the great French Revolution, the class struggle
as the actual motive force of events has been most clearly manifest
in all European history. During the Restoration period in France,
there were already a number of historians (Thierry, Guizot, Mignet,
Thiers) who, generalising events, could not but recognise in the class
struggle the key to the understanding of all the history of France.
In the modern age—the epoch of the complete victory of the bour-
geoisie, of representative institutions, of extended (if not universal)
suffrage, of cheap daily newspapers widely circulated among the
masses, etc., of powerful and ever-expanding organisations of work-
ers and employers, etc.—the class struggle (though sometimes in
a highly one-sided, “peaceful,” “constitutional” form), has shown
itself still more obviously to be the mainspring of events. The
following passage from Marx’s Communist Manifesto will show us

what Marx demanded of social sciences as regards an objective
17
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analysis of the situation of every class in modern society as well as
~an analysis of the conditions of development of every class.

-4~ Among all the classes that confront the bourgeoisie to-day, the proletariat

“alone is really revolutionary. Other classes decay and perish with the rise
of large-scale industry, but the proletariat is the most characteristic product
of that industry. The lower middle class—small manufacturers, small traders,
bhandicraftsmen, peasant proprietors—one and all fight the hourgeoisie in the
hope of safeguarding their existence as sections of the middle class. They
are, therefore, not revolutionary, but conservative, Nay, more, they are
reactionary, for they are tirying to make the wheels of history turn back-

wards. If they ever become revolutionary, it is only because they are afraid

of slipping down into the ranks of the proletariat; they are not defending
their present interests, but their future interests; they are forsaking their
own standpoint, in order to adopt that of the proletariat.

In a number of historical works (see Bibliography), Marx gave
brilliant and profound examples of materialist historiography, an
analysis of the position of each separate class, and sometimes of that
of various groups or strata within a class, showing plainly why
and how “every class struggle is a political struggle.” The above
quoted passage is an illustration of what a complex network of

social relations and transitional stages between one class and an- .

other, between the past and the future, Marx analyses in order to
arrive at the resultant of the whole historical development.

Marx’s economic doctrine is the most profound, the most many-
sided, and the most detailed confirmation and application of his
teaching.

MARX’S ECONOMIC DOCTRINE

“It is the ultimate aim of this work to reveal the economic law
of motion of modern society” (that is to say, capitalist, bourgeois
society), writes Marx in the preface to the first volume of Capital.
The study of the production relationships in a given, historically
determinate society, in their genesis, their development, and their
decay—such is the content of Marx’s economic teaching. In capi-
talist society the dominant feature is the production of commodities,
and Marx’s analysis therefore begins with an analysis of a commodity.

VALUE

A commodity is, firstly, something that satisfies a human need;
and, secondly, it is something that is exchanged for something else.
The utility of a thing gives it uwse-value. Exchange-value (or

simply, value) presents itself first of all as the proportion, the
18
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ratio, in which a certain number of use-values of one kind are
exchanged for a certain number of use-values of another kind.
Daily experience shows us that by millions upon millions of such
exchanges, all and sundry use-values, in themselves very different
and not comparable one with another, are equated to one another.
Now, what is common in these various things which are constantly
weighed one against another in a definite system of social relation-
ships? That which is common to them is that they are products
of labour. In exchanging products, people equate to one another
most diverse kinds of labour. The production of commodities is
a system of social relationships in which different producers pro-
duce various products (the social division of labour), and in
which all these products are equated to one another in exchange.
Consequently, the element common to all ecommodities is not con-
crete labour in a definite branch of production, not labour of one
particular kind, but ebstract human labour—human labour in
general. All the labour power of a given society, represented
in the sum total of values of all commodities, 1s one and the same
human labour power. Millions upon millions of acts of exchange
prove this. Consequently, each particular commodity represents
only a certain part of socially necessary labour time. The mag-
nitude of the value is determined by the amount of socially neces-
sary labour, or by the labour time that is socially requisite for
the production of the given commodity, of the given use-value.
“. . . Exchanging labour products of different kinds one for an-
other, they equate the values of the exchanged products; and in
doing so they equate the different kinds of labour expended in pro-
duction, treating them as homogeneous human labour. They do not
know that they are doing this, but they do it.” * As one of the earlier
economists said, value is a relationship between two persons, only
he should have added that it is a relationship hidden beneath a
material wrapping.** We can only understand what value is when
we consider it from the point of view of a system of social pro-
duction relationships in one particular historical type of society;
and, moreover, of relationships which present themselves in a mass
form, the phenomenon of exchange repeating itself millions upon
millions of times. “As values, all commodities are only definite

* Capital, Vol. 1, p. 47.—Ed.

** Ibid.—Ed. 1o




quantities of congealed labour time.” * Having made a detailed '
analysis of the twofold character of the labour incorporated in §
commodities, Marx goes on to analyse the form of value and of
money. His main task, then, is to study the origin of the money §
form of value, to study the historical process of the development §
of exchange, beginning with isolated and casual acts of exchange

(“simple, isolated, or casual value form,” in which a given quantity
of one commodity is exchanged for a given quantity of another),

passing on to the universal form of value, in which a number

of different commodities are exchanged for one and the same par-

ticular commodity, and ending with the money form of value, when
gold becomes this particular commodity, the universal equiva-

fent. Being the highest product of the development of exchange

and of commodity production, money masks the social charac-
ter of individual labour, and hides the social tie between the vari-
ous producers who come together in the market. Marx analyses
in great detail the various functions of many; and it is essential
to note that here (as generally in the opening chapters of Capital)
what appears to be an abstract and at times purely deductive mode
of exposition in reality reproduces a gigantic collection of facts con-

cerning the history of the development of exchange and commodity
production.

Money . . . presupposes a definite level of commodity exchange. The vari-
ous forms of money (simple commodity equivalent or means of circulation, or
means of payment, treasure, or international money) indicate, according te
the different extent to which this or that function is put into application, and
according to the comparative predominance of one or other of them, very
different grades of the social process of production. [Capital, Vol. L] **

SURPLUS VALUE

At a particular stage in the development of commodity produo-
tion, money becomes transformed into capital. The formula of com-
modity circulation was C-M-C (commodity—money—commodity) ;
the sale of one commodity for the purpose of buying another. But
the general formula of capital, on the contrary, is M-C-M (money—
commodity—money) ; purhcase for the purpose of selling—at a
profit. The designation “surplus value” is given by Marx to the

* Critique of Political Economy, p. 24—Ed.
** P, 157—Ed.
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:ncrease over the original value of money that is put il"l'tO c.ircula-
rion. The fact of this “growth” of money in capitalist society i1s 1jrell
known. Indeed, it is this “growth” which transfor{ns money into
capital, as a special, historically defined, social I'F':latlonf?hlp of pro-
duction. Surplus value cannot arise out of the circulation of com-
modities, for this represents nothing more than. the ?xchange of
equivalents; it cannot arise out of an advance in prices, for the
mutual losses and gains of buyers and sellers would equalise one
another: and we are concerned here, not with what happens to in-
dividuals, but with a mass or average or social phenc:nenon. In
order that he may be able to receive surplus value, Moneybags
must . . . find in the market a commodity whose use-value l}&S the
peculiar quality of being a source of value’j *_a commodity, the
actual process of whose use is at the same time tlte process of the
creation of value. Such a commodity exists. It is human labour
power. Its use is labour, and labour creates va!ue. The'owner-of
money buys labour power at its value, whic¥1 is determined, like
the value of every other commodity, by the socially necessary labctur
time requisite for its production (that is to say, the cost of main-
taining the worker and his family). Having bt{ught labtJ_ur poweli;
the owner of money is entitled to use it, that is to set 1t to wor

for the whole day—twelve hours, let us suppose. Meanwhile, 1n
the course of six hours (‘“necessary” labour time) tht": labourer pro-
duces sufficient to pay back the cost of his own maintenance; and
v the course of the next six hours (“surplus” labour time), he
produces a “surplus” product for which the cap-italist does not pay
him—surplus product or surplus value. In capital, theref?r?, fr?I]I:
the viewpoint of the process of production, we have to distinguis

between two parts: first, constant capital, eftpended for the mean;
of production (machinery, tools, raw materials, etc.), the valu; 0

this being (all at once or part by part) -transferr‘ed, unchanged ,fto
the finished product; and, secondly, varwbl:a- caPltal, expende bor
labour power. The value of this latter capital is not constant, t}lllt
grows in the labour process, creating surplus val'ue. To f:)q:orfr.sﬂa-nl e
degree of exploitation of labour power by capital, we must eria-
fore compare the surplus value, not with the whol.e cap}tal, but only
with the variable capital. Thus, in the ex:ilmpltez just given, the rate
of surplus value, as Marx calls this relationship, will be 6:6, i.e.,

100%.
* Capital, Vol. 1, p. 154—Ed.
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There are two historical prerequisites to the genesis of capital:if‘
first, accumulation of a considerable sum of money in the hands of
individuals living under conditions in which there is a comparatively
high development of commodity production. Second, the existence

of workers who are “free” in a double sense of the term: free from
any constraint or restriction as regards the sale of their labour
power; free from any bondage to the soil or to the means of pro-
duction in general—i.e., of propertyless workers, of “proletarians”
who cannot maintain their existence except by the sale of their
labour power.

There are two fundamental ways in which surplus value can be
increased: by an increase in the working day (“absolute surplus
value”) ; and by a reduction in the necessary working day (“rela-
tive surplus value”). Analysing the former method, Marx gives
an impressive picture of the struggle of the working class for shorter
hours and of government interference, first (from the fourteenth
century to the seventeenth) in order to lengthen the working day,
and subsequently (factory legislation of the nineteenth century) to
shorten it. Since the appearance of Capital, the history of the
working-class movement in all lands provides a wealth of new facts
to amplify this picture.

Analysing the production of relative surplus value, Marx investi-
gates the three fundamental historical stages of the process whereby
capitalism has increased the productivity of labour; (1) simple co-
operation; (2) division of labour, and manufacture; (3) machinery
and large-scale industry. How profoundly Marx has here revealed
the basic and typical features of capitalist development is shown by
the fact that investigations of the so-called “kustar” industry * of
Russia furnish abundant material for the illustration of the first two
of these stages. The revolutionising effect of large-scale machine
industry, described by Marx in 1867, has become evident in a
number of “new” countries, such as Russia, J apan, etc., in the course
of the last fifty years.

But to continue. Of extreme importance and originality is Marx’s
analysis of the accumulation of capital, that is to say, the trans-
formation of a portion of surplus value into capital and the applying
of this portion to additional production, instead of using it to
supply the personal needs or to gratify the whims of the capitalist.

* Small-scale home industry of a predominantly handicraft nature.—Z£d.
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Marx pointed out the mistake made by- earlier classical pollliticl?l
economy (from Adam Smith on), fohlch as'sumed that a . ’L le
surplus value which was transform?d into capital became v;rla. e
capital. In actual fact, 1t is div1dfid into means of pro uctfor;
plus variable capital. The more rapid growth of constan.t C&Pltaf
as compared with variable capital in the sum total of caplta} 1; 0
jmmense importance in the process of develo;')ment O-f cfaplta ism
and in that of the transformation of capitalism into Socialism.

The accumulation of capital, accelerating the replacement of
workers by machinery, creating wealth at the one pole and povertz
at the other, gives birth to the so-called “reserve a‘r‘my ‘of }abour,
to a “relative overabundance” of workers or to “capitalist over-
population.” This assumes the most diversjlﬁed forms, anéf. gnlrtles
capital the possibility of expanding protiuctlop at an ex?li.tlofll?t ly
rapid rate. This possibility, in conjunctlon.wul} enhance ac; ities
for credit and with the accumulation of capital in the means o pro-
duction, furnishes, among other things, the key to'the UI'{deI‘Stafldlflg
of the crises of overproduction that occur periodically in capitalist
countries—first about every ten years, on an average, but su.b-
sequently in a more continuous form an'd with a less de-i:ril*ti
periodicity. From accumulation of capltal“ upon a capita 113
foundation we must distinguish the so-called “primitive accumula-
tion”: the forcible severance of the worker from the means of pro-
duction, the driving of the peasants off the land,. the stealing of the
communal lands, the system of colonies and nau?ne:} debts, of pro-
tective tariffs, and the like. “Primitive accumulation™ creates, at othne
pole, the “free” proletarian: at the other, the owner of money, the

capitalist. o | . .
The “historical tendency of capitalist accumulation™ is described

by Marx in the following well-known terms:

The expropriation of the immediate produce;s is eﬁ'et}:ltec%) mtl: 1;11111;111;5:3::;-
; ] f the most infamous, the basest, .
dalism, and under the stimulus o : 1 tho meancsh
i ' 1f-earned private property lof the p
and the most odious of passions. Se iy Lo} e poasant
] ivate property that may be looked up
and the handicraftsman], the priva erty y 2o ec upon, o
f the isolated, individual, and indepen
grounded on a coalescence of t ; ine. e ey
] i i it mented by capitalist private p ,
with his working conditions, 1s supple :
which is maintained by the exploitation of others’ labour, bl{t of l.abour lwhlzl:
in a formal sense is free. . . . What has now to be expropriated is ln'o ong
;he labourer working on his own account, but the }f;apl’;lahst whtt)' exp (;ltfh:milg
] iation is brought about by the operation o -
urers. This expropriation 1s © e ( _
i?gent laws of capitalist production, by th'e centralisation _ofhca;;tfjith ?hnii
capitalist lays a number of his fellow capitalists low. Hand in han
23
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centralisation, concomitantly with the expropriation of many capitalists by a}
few, the co-operative form of the labour process develops to an ever-increasing
degree; therewith we find a growing tendency towards the purposive applica- o
tion of science to the improvement of technique; the land is more methodi-

the surplus value and all the capital invested in an undertaking.
Capital with a “high organic composition” (i.e., with a preponder-
ance of constant capital over variable capital to an extent above the

cally cultivated; the instruments of labour tend to assume forms which are 4

1] g

i

only utilisable by combined effort; the means of production are economised §
through being turned to account only by joint, by social labour; all the peoples §
of the world are enmeshed in the net of the world market, and therefore the
capitalist régime tends more and more to assume an international character. }
While there is thus a progressive diminution in the number of the capitalist §
magnates (who usurp and monopolise all the advantages of this transformative
process), there occurs a corresponding increase in the mass of poverty, op- |

pression, enslavement, degeneration, and exploitation; but at the same time

there is a steady intensification of the wrath of the working class—a class §
which grows ever more numerous, and is disciplined, unified, and organised

by the very mechanism of the capitalist method of production. Capitalist

monopoly becomes a fetter upon the method of production which has flourished §

with it and under it. The centralisation of the means of production and the
socialisation of labour reach a point where they prove incompatible with their
capitalist husk. This bursts asunder. The knell of capitalist private property
sounds. The expropriators are expropriated. [Capital, Vol, 1.1 *

Of great importance and quite new is Marx’s analysis, in the
second volume of Capital, of the reproduction of social capital,
taken as a whole. Here, too, Marx is dealing, not with an individual
phenomenon, but with a mass phenomenon; not with a fractional
part of the economy of society, but with economy as a whole.
Having corrected the above-mentioned mistake of the classical
economists, Marx divides the whole of socjal production into two

great sections: production of the means of production, and pro-

duction of articles for consumption. Using figures for an example,
he makes a detailed examination of the circulation of all social
capital taken as a whole—both when it is reproduced in its previous
proportions and when accumulation takes place. The third volume
of Capital solves the problem of how the average rate of profit is
formed on the basis of the law of value. An immense advance in
economic science is this, that Marx conducts his analysis from the
point of view of mass economic phenomena, of the aggregate of
social economy, and not from the point of view of individual cases
or upon the purely superficial aspects of competition—a limitation
of view so often met with in vulgar political economy and in the
contemporary “theory of marginal utility.” First, Marx analyses
the origin of surplus value, and then he goes on to consider its divi-
sion into profit, interest, and ground-rent. Profit is the ratio between

*Pp. 845-846.—FEd.
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social average) yields a below-average rate of profit; capital with a
“low organic composition” yields an above-average rate of proﬁ.t.
Competition among the capitalists, who are free to transfer their
capital from one branch of production to another, reduces the

rate of profit in both cases to the average. tm |
the values of all the commodities in a given society coincides with

The sum total of

the sum total of the prices of all the commodities.; but in separate
undertakings, and in separate branches of production, as a .result crf
competition, commodities are sold, not in accordm}ce Wltl.l their
values, but in accordance with the prices of production, which are
equal to the expended capital plus the average profit. |
In this way the well-known and indisputa]?le ‘fact of the dlv?rgence
between prices and values and of the equalisation of profits is fully
explained by Marx in conformity with the law of .value; .for the sum
total of the values of all the commodities coincides WIt.h the sum
total of all the prices. But the adjustmnt of value (a 3001?1 matter)
to price (an individual matter) does not proc?ed by a simple and
direct way. It is an exceedingly complex affair. Naturally, tl}fire-
fore, in a society made up of separate producers of commodities,
linked solely through the market, conformity to law can o'nly. lfe an
average, a general manifestation, a mass phenomen-on, with individual
and mutually compensating deviations to one side and the otheir.
An increase in the productivity of labour means a more rapid
growth of constant capital as compared with variable. capital. Ifl&?-
much as surplus value is a function of variable capital alone, it is
obvious that the rate of profit (the ratio of surplus value to the
whole capital, and not to its variable part .alone) l}as a tend-
ency to fall. Marx makes a detailed analysis ::)f this tendency
and of the circumstances that incline to favour it or to counter-
act it. Without pausing to give an account of tlTe extraordi-
narily interesting parts of the third volume of C'aptta-l that are
devoted to the consideration of usurer’s capital, commerc-lal capital,
and money capital, I shall turn to the most important subject of tha(;:
volume, the theory of ground-rent. Due to the fact that the lan

area is limited, and that in capitalist countries it is all occupied

by private owners, the production price of agricultural products ia

determined by the cost of production, not on soil of average quality,
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but on the worst soil, and by the cost of bringing goods to the market,
not under average conditions, but under the worst conditions. The ]

difference between this price and the price of production on better
soil (or under better conditions) constitutes differential rent.
Analysing this in detail, and showing how it arises out of variations
in the fertility of the individual plots of land and in the extent to
which capital is applied to the land, Marx fully exposes (see also
the Theorien iiber den Mehrwert [Theories of Surplus Valuel,* in
which the criticism of Rodbertus’ theory deserves particular atten-
tion) the error of Ricardo, who considered that differential rent
1s only obtained when there is a continual transition from better to
worse lands. Advances in agricultural technique, the growth of
towns, and so on, may, on the contrary, act inversely, may transfer
land from one category into the other; and the famous “law of
diminishing returns,” charging nature with the insufficiencies, limita-
tions, and contradictions of capitalism, is a great mistake. More-
over, the equalisation of profit in all branches of industry and
national economy in general, presupposes complete freedom of com-
petition, the free mobility of capital from one branch to another.
But the private ownership of land, creating monopoly, hinders this
free mobility. Thanks to this monopoly, the products of agricul-
ture, where a low organic composition of capital prevails, and, con-
sequently, individually, a higher rate of profit can be secured,
are not exposed to a perfectly free process of equalisation of the
rate of profit. The landowner, being a monopolist, can keep the
price of his produce above the average, and this monopoly price is
the source of absolute rent. Differential rent cannot be done away
with so long as capitalism exists; but absolute rent can be abolished
even under capitalism—for instance, by nationalism of the land,
by making all the land state property. Nationalisation of the land
would put an end to the monopoly of private landowners, with the
result that free competition would be more consistently and fully
applied in the domain of agriculture. That is why, as Marx states,
in the course of history the radical bourgeois have again and again
come out with this progressive bourgeois demand of land nationali-
sation, which, however, frightens away the majority of the bour-
geoisie, for it touches upon another monopoly that is highly impor-
tant and “touchy” in our days—the monopoly of the means of

* Edited by Karl Kautsky, 3 vols., Stuttgart, 1905.—FEd.
26

"a,___*i-‘r'_ - )

production in general. (In a letter to Engels, dated August 2, 1862,
Marx gives a remarkably popular, concise, and clear exposition of
his theory of average rate of profit and of absolute ground-rent.
See Briefwechsel, Vol. 111, pp. 77-81; also the letter of August 9,
1862, Vol. III, pp. 86-87.) For the history of ground-rent it is
also important to note Marx’s analysis which shows how rent paid
in labour service (when the peasant creates a surplus product by
labouring on the lord’s land) is transformed into rent paid in
produce or rent in kind (the peasant creaiing a surplus product on
his own land and handing this over to the lord of the soil under
stress of ‘“‘non-economic constraint”); then into monetary rent
(which is the monetary equivalent of rent in kind, the obrok of
old Russia, money having replaced produce thanks to the devel-
opment of commodity production), and finally into capitalist rent,
when the place of the peasant has been taken by the agricultural
entrepreneur cultivating the soil with the help of wage labour. In
connection with this analysis of the “genesis of capitalist ground-
rent” must be noted Marx’s profound ideas concerning the evolution
of capitalism in agriculture (this is of especial importance in its
bearing on backward countries, such as Russia).

The transformation of rent in kind into money rent is not only necessarily

- accompanied, but even anticipated by the formation of a class of propertyless

day labourers, who hire themselves out for wages. During the period of tht?ir
rise, when this new class appears but sporadically, the custom necessarily
develops among the better situated tributary farmers of exploiting agricultural
labourers for their own account, just as the wealthier serfs in feudal times
used to employ serfs for their own benefit. In this way they gradually acquire
the ability to accumulate a certain amount of wealth and to transform them-
selves even into future capitalists. The old self-employing possessors of the
land thus gave rise among themselves to a nursery for capitalist tenants, whose
development is conditioned upon the general development of capitalist produc-

tion outside of the rural districts. [Capital, Vol. UL1 * .
The expropriation of part of the country folk, and the hunting of them off

the land, does not merely “set free” the workers for the uses of industrial
capital, together with their means of subsistence and the materials of their
labour: in addition it creates the home market. [Capital, Vol. I.] **

The impoverishment and the ruin of the agricultural population
lead, in their turn, to the formation of a reserve army of labour
for capital. In every capitalist country, “part of the rural popula-
tion is continually on the move, in course of transference to join the
urban proletariat, the manufacturing proletariat. . . . (In this con-

* Chicago, 1909, p. 928.—Ed.

** P, 828.—Fkd.
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nection, the term “manufacture” is used to include all non-agricul- §
tural industry.) This source of a relative surplus population is, }

therefore, continually flowing. . . . The agricultural labourer,
therefore, has his wages kept down to the minimum, and always has
one foot in the swamp of pauperism” (Ceapital, Vol. 1).* The
peasant’s private ownership of the land he tills constitutes the basis
of small-scale production and causes the latter to flourish and attain
its classical form. But such petty production is only compatible with
a narrow and primitive type of production, with a narrow and primi-
tive framework of society. Under capitalism, the exploitation of
the peasant “differs from the exploitation of the industrial pro-
letariat only in point of form. The exploiter is the same: capital.
The individual capitalists exploit the individual peasants through
mortages and usury, and the capitalist class exploits the peasant
class through state taxation” (Class Struggles in France) ** “Peas-
ant agriculture, the smallholding system, is merely an expedient
whereby the capitalist is enabled to extract profit, interest, and
rent from the land, while leaving the peasant proprietor to pay
himself his own wages as best he may.” As a rule, the peasant
hands over to the capitalist society, i.e., to the capitalist class, part
of the wages of his own labour, sinking “down to the level of the
Irish tenant—all this on the pretext of being the owner of private
property.” *** Why is it that “the price of cereals is lower in coun-
tries with a predominance of small farmers than in countries with a
capitalist method of production”? (Capital, Vol. III).**** The
answer is that the peasant presents part of his surplus product as
a free gift to society (i.e., to the capitalist class). “This lower
price [of bread and other agricultural products] is also a result
of the poverty of the producers and by no means of the productivity
of their labour” (Capital, Vol. I1I).***** Peasant proprietorship,
the smallholding system, which is the normal form of petty pro-
duction, degenerates, withers, perishes under capitalism.

Small peasants’ property excludes by its very nature the development of the
social powers of production of labour, the social forms of labour, the social

concentration of capital, cattle raising on a large scale, and a progressive
application of science. Usury and a system of taxation must impoverish it

* P, 710.—Ed.
** New York, 1924, pp. 164-165.—Ed.
*** Ibid., p. 163.—Ed.
***x P. 937.—FEd.
Akxx* p, 937.—Fd.
28

everywhere. The expenditure of capital in the price of the land withdra'ws
this capital from cultivation. An infinite dissipation of means of p}‘oduclizlon
and an isolation of the producers themselves go with it. [Co-operatives, 1. .,
associations of small peasants, while playing an unusually progressive bourgeois
role, only weaken this tendency without eliminating it; one must not forget
besides, that these co-operatives do much for the well-to-do peasants and very
tittle, almost nothing, for the mass of the poor peasants, also that the associa-
rions themselves become exploiters of wage labour.] Also an enormous waste
of human energy. A progressive deterioration of the conditions of production
and a raising of the price of means of production is a necessary law of small
peasants’ property. [Capital, Vol. I1L]*

In agriculture as in industry, capitalism improves the production
process only at the price of the “martyrdom of the producers.”

The dispersion of the rural workers over large areas b::ealfs dow_n their
powers of resistance at the very time when concentration is increasing t}.w
powers of the urban operatives in this respect. In modern agr.lc‘ulture, as in
urban industry, the increased productivity and the greater moplht}r of labour
are purchased at the cost of devastating labour power and 'makmg it a prey to
disease. Moreover, every advance in capitalist agricultu_re is an acélvance in th_e
art, not only of robbing the worker, but also of robbing the St‘{ll. . . . Capi-
talist production, therefore, is only able to develop the technique anc! Phe
combination of the social process of production by simultaneously undermining
the foundations of all wealth—the land and the workers. [Cepital, Vol. L.] **

SOCIALISM

From the foregoing it is manifest that Marx deduces the inevita-
bility of the transformation of capitalist society into Socialist society
wholly and exclusively from the economic law of the movement of
contemporary society. The chief material foundation of the inevita-
bility of the coming of Socialism is the socialisation of labour in
its myriad forms, advancing ever more rapidly, and conspicuously
so, throughout the half century that has elapsed since the death
of Marx—being especially plain in the growth of large-scale produc-
tion, of capitalist cartels, syndicates, and trusts; but also in the
cigantic increase in the dimensions and the power of finance capital.
The intellectual and moral driving force of this transformation is
the proletariat, the physical carrier trained by capitalism itself.
The contest of the proletariat with the bourgeoisie, assuming various
forms which grow continually richer in content, inevitably becomes
a political struggle aiming at the conquest of political power by the
proletariat (“the dictatorship of the proletariat”). The socialisation
of production cannot fail to lead to the transfer of the means of

* Pp. 938-939.—Ed.

** Pp, 547-548.—Ed.
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production into the possession of society, to the “expropriation of
the expropriators.” An immense increase in the productivity of
labour; a reduction in working hours; replacement of the remnants, }
the ruins of petty, primitive, individual production by collective and
perfected labour—such will be the direct consequences of this trans- §
formation. Capitalism breaks all ties between agriculture and !
industry; but at the same time, in the course of its highest develop- §
ment, it prepares new elements for the establishment of a connection §
~ between the two, uniting industry and agriculture upon the basis §
of the conscious use of science and the combination of collective
labour, the redistribution of population (putting an end at one and .}

the same time to rural seclusion and unsociability and savagery,
and to the unnatural concentration of enormous masses of popula-
tion in huge cities). A new kind of family life, changes in the
position of women and in the upbringing of the younger generation,
are being prepared by the highest forms of modern capitalism;
the labour of women and children, the break-up of the patriarchal
family by capitalism, necessarily assume in contemporary society
the most terrible, disastrous, and repulsive forms. Nevertheless,

. . . large-scale industry, by assigning to women and to young persons and
children of both sexes a decisive role in the socially organised process of
production, and a role which has to be fulfilled outside the home, is building
the new economic foundation for a higher form of the family and of the
relations between the sexes. I need hardly say that it is just as stupid to
regard the Christo-Teutonic form of the family as absolute, as it is to take the
same view of the classical Roman form or of the classical Greek form, or of
the Oriental form-—which, by the by, constitute an historically interconnected
developmental series. It is plain, moreover, that the composition of the
combined labour personnel out of individuals of both sexes and various ages—
although in its spontaneously developed and brutal capitalist form (wherein
the worker exists for the process of production instead of the process of
production existing for the worker) it is a pestilential source of corruption
and slavery—under suitable conditions cannot fail to be transformed into a
source of human progress. [Capital, Vol. 1.1 *

In the factory system are to be found “the germs of the education
of the future. . . . This will be an education which, in the case of
every child over a certain age, will combine productive labour with
instruction and physical culture, not only as a means for increasing
social production, but as the only way of producing fully developed
human beings” (ibid., p. 522). Upon the same historical founda-
tion, not with the sole idea of throwing light on the past, but with
the idea of boldly foreseeing the future and boldly working to bring

*P. 529.—Ld.
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about its realisation, the Socialism of Marx propounds the problems
of nationality and the state. The nation is a necessary product, an
inevitable form, in the bourgeois epoch of social development. The
working class cannot grow strong, cannot mature, cannot consolidate
its forces, except by “establishing itself as the nation,” except by
being “national” (“though by no means in the bourgeois sense of the
term”).* But the development of capitalism tends more and more
to break down the partitions that separate the nations one from
another, does away with national isolation, substitutes class an-
tagonisms for national antagonisms. In the more developed capi-
talist countries, therefore, it is perfectly true that “the workers
have no fatherland,” and that “united action” of the workers, in
the civilised countries at least, “is one of the first conditions requisite
for the emancipation of the workers” (Communist Manifesto). The
state, which is organised oppression, came into being inevitably
at a certain stage in the development of society, when this society
had split into irreconcilable classes, and when it could not exist
without an “authority” supposed to be standing above society and
to some extent separated from it. Arising out of class contradic-
tions, the state becomes

. . . the state of the most powerful economic class that by force of its eco-
nomic supremacy becomes also the ruling political class, and thus acquires
new means of subduing and exploiting the oppressed masses, The ancient
state was therefore the state of the slave-owners for the purpose of holding
the slaves in check. The feudal state was the organ of the nobility for the
oppression of the serfs and dependent farmers. The modern representative
state is the tool of the capitalist exploiters of wage labour. [Engels, The
Origin of the Family, Private Property, and the State,** a work in which the
writer expounds his own views and Marx’s.]

This condition of affairs persists even in the democratic republic,
the freest and most progressive kind of bourgeois state; there is
merely a change of form (the government becoming linked up with

the stock exchange, and the officialdom and the press being cor-

rupted by direct or indirect means). Socialism, putting an end to
classes, will thereby put an end to the state.

The first act, writes Engels in Anti-Dithring, whereby the state really be-
comes the representative of society as a whole, namely, the expropriation of
the means of production for the benefit of society as a whole, will likewise
be its last independent act as a state. The interference of the state authority

* Communist Manifesto.—Ed,
** Chicago, 1902, pp. 208-209.—Ed.
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in social relationships will become superfluous, and will be discontinued in one
domain after another. The government over persons will be transformed into 3

the administration of things and the management of the process of production. §
The state will not be “abolished”; it will “die out.” * -

The society that is to reorganise production on the basis of a free and 3
equal association of the producers, will transfer the machinery of state where
it will then belong: into the museum of antiquities, by the side of the spinning- 1
wheel and the bronze axe. [Engels, The Origin of the Family, Private

Property, and the State.] **

If, finally, we wish to understand the attitude of Marxian Socialism
towards the small peasantry, which will continue to exist in the
period of the expropriation of the expropriators, we must turn
to a declaration by Engels expressing Marx’s views. In an article

on “The Peasant Problem in France and Germany,” which appeared
in the Neue Zeit,*** he says:

When we are in possession of the powers of the state, we shall not even
dream of forcibly expropriating the poorer peasants, the smallholders (with or
without compensation), as we shall have to do in relation to the large land-
owners. OQur task as regards the smallholders will first of all consist in trans-
forming their individual production and individual ownership into co-operative
production and co-operative ownership, not forcibly, but by way of example,
and by offering social aid for this purpose. We shall then have the means of

showing the peasant all the advantages of this change—advantages which even
now should be obvious to him,

TACTICS OF THE CLASS STRUGGLE OF THE PROLETARIAT

Having discovered as early as 1844-1845 that one of the chief
defects of the earlier materialism was its failure to understand the
conditions or recognize the importance of practical revolutionary
activity, Marx, during all his life, alongside of theoretical work,
gave unremitting attention to the tactical problems of the class
struggle of the proletariat. An immense amount of material bearing
upon this is contained in all the works of Marx and in the four
volumes of his correspondence with Engels (Briefwechsel), pub-
lished in 1913. This material is still far from having been collected,
organised, studied, and elaborated. This is why we shall have to
confine ourselves to the most general and brief remarks, emphasising
the point that Marx justly considered materialism without this side
to be incomplete, one-sided, and devoid of vitality. The fundamental

* P, 302—Ed.
** Pp. 211-212—Ed.

¥** Vol. XIII, 1, 1894, pp. 301-302. Lenin’s reference is to p. 17 of the
Russtan translation of this article published by Alexeyeva. To this Lenin
added the note: “Russian translation with errors.”—Ed.
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rask of proletarian tactics was defined by Marx in strict conformity
with the general principles of his materialist-dialectical outlook.
Nothing but an objective account of the sum total of all the muiiual
relationships of all the classes of a given society without exception,
and consequently an account of the objective stage of development of
this society as well as an account of the mutual relationship between
it and other societies, can serve as the basis for the correct tactics of
the class that forms the vanguard. All classes and all countries
are at the same time looked upon not statically, but dynamically;
i.e., not as motionless, but as in motion (the laws of their mo-
tion being determined by the economic conditions of existence of
each class). The motion, in its turn, is looked upon not only from
the point of view of the past, but also from the point of view of the
future: and, moreover, not in accordance with the vulgar con-
ception of the “evolutionists,” who see only slow changes—but
dialectically: “In such great developments, twenty years are but
as one day—and then may come days which are the concentrated
essence of twenty years,” wrote Marx to Engels (Briefwechsel, Vol.
I1I, p. 127). At each stage of development, at e?ch. moment,
proletarian tactics must take account of these objectively un-
avoidable dialectics of human history, utilising, on the one hand,
the phases of political stagnation, when things are moving at a
snail’s pace along the road of the so-called “peaceful” developfnent,
to increase the class consciousness, strength, and fighting capacity of
the most advanced class; on the other hand, conducting this work in
the direction of the “final aims” of the movement of this class, culti-
vating in it the faculty for the practical performance of great task::
in great days that are the “concentrated essence of twenty years.

Two of Marx’s arguments are of especial importance in this con-
vection: one of these is in the Poverty of Philosophy, and relates to
the industrial struggle and to the industrial organisations of the
.proletariat; the other is in the Communist Manifesto, and relates to
the proletariat’s political tasks. The former runs as follows:

The great industry masses together in a singl?- [_ﬂace a crowd of peo;.)]e
unknown to each other. Competition divides thel_r interests. But Ehe main-
tenance of their wages, this common interest 'whlch they hsiwe against tg‘ggr
employer,l unites them in the same idea of' reslstance—combm.au(;n. ' f e
combinations, at first isolated, . . . [form into] groups,'axfd, in face of con-
stantly united capital, the maintenance of the' association becomes moi':
jmportant and necessary for them than the maintenance of wages. . . .

this struggle—a veritable civil war—-areaunited and developed all the elements
3




necessar 1
y for a future battle. Once arrived at that point, association takes é

political character.*

Here we have the programme and the tactics of the eco ]
struggle and the trade union movement for several decades t com ;
for the whole long period in which the workers are pre arsin , fcon‘}?f
futur? battle.” We must place side by side with thislzl nmgnbor
Marx’s references, in his correspondence with Engels, to th N Of
of.the_British labour movement; here Marx shgow; 1(1) . ‘?szplﬁf
belnkg II; a ﬂ?urishing condition, attempts are made ?::; ;)nu usttll;z{:
:;::1” 811‘:' lgBrzefwechsel, Vol. I,: p. 136), to distract them frOI)I; the
ises g1:%1(—:: ,WOI(’)IZ: g”e nf:falllylipeaklng, prolonged prosperity “demoral- |

' IS ol. p. 218); how the British Jroletariat
becoming “bourgeoisiﬁed”,; how “;he ultimate ai:n s o |
, _ of thi 1
11:;11”5;0(113 Oiall natl-ons seems ‘to be to establish a bourgeois zrir;:zfs:
(Vz] IIII a bourgeois proletariat side by side with the bourgeoisie”
th;tari; I:p.;.m.‘iZO); how the “revolutionary energy” of the British |
wait for s con:igwa}];](vctl. IIE: p. 124) ; how it will be necessary to
- f erable time | before the British workers can rid %
ves (f .seemlng bourgeois contamination” (Vol. III 127) ; ]

how the British movement “lacks the mettle of the .old ,tll)l‘aﬂists’:

1 .
cadesof “4ype it e bl vy bt thovedet et
the worker” (Vol. IV, p. 209 oneI-}ZiirI;;kZ;? lllii z?lngOISie'and
’ ’ > t I
313?011:;1)’]; adnd:ls long as that monopoly lasts, “the Britis}c: w]i:);tlil:
e ;1 cgoi i (Y-OL IY, p. 433). The tactics of the economic
Srugs l,abor moic ion with the gencral. course (and the outcome)
o Lo B ement, are here considered from a remarkably
Oa ; ﬂllnany s‘1ded, dialectical, and genuinely revolutionary outlook
adval; v ; tzr;*;:;cslefl (;:;-1 é)rililticlavll strflggle,h the Communist Manifesto
al Marxian thesis: {“ '
oin bellq)alf .of thfe immediate aims and interestsc Oc:? mt;llreusit:orﬁigil ;
Eu::ls;,e 1;1: llln their presex:t movement they are also defending thi
utus tl:: ht at movement.” half was why in 1848 Marx supported
the Polish party of the “agrarian revolution”—“the party which
1n1t;}ated the Cracow insurrection in the year 1846.” II)n g man
during 1843 and 1849 he supported the radical revolutionary ecirtznlna:c}i

:ac;r, nor subsequently did he retract what he had then said about
actics, He looked upon the German bourgeoisie as “inclined from

the very beginning to betray the people” (only an alliance with the
* The Poverty of Philosophy, Chicago, p. 188.—Ed.
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peas

its tasks)
‘he old order of society.” Here is Marx’s summary account of the

class position of the German bourgeoisie in the epoch of the bour-

geois-democratic revolutio
:s an example of materialism, contemplating society in motion, and

not looking only at that part of the motion which is directed

baqﬁwards.

above, and trembling
g¢torm . . . Dowhere with energy, everywhere with plagiarism . .. ; without

jnitiative . . .
ests the first youthful impulses of a young and vigorous people. .
Rheinische Zeitung, 1843; see Literarischer Nachlass, Vol. 111, p. 213.]

antry would have enabled the bourgeoisie completely to fulfil
“and to compromise with the crowned representatives of

n—an analysis which, among other things,

Lacking faith in themselves, lacking faith in the peo
in face of those below ... dreading a world-wide

__a miserable old man, doomed to guide in his own senile inter-

.. [Neue

~ About twenty years afterwards, writing to Engels under the date

of February 11, 1865 (Briefwechsel, Vol. 111, p. 224), Marx said
that the cause of the failure of the Revolution of 1848 was that

" the bourgeoisie had preferred peace with slavery to the mere pros-

pect of having to fight for freedom. When the revolutionary epoch

of 1848-1849 was over, Marx was strongly opposed to any playing
at revolution (Schapper and Willich, and the contest with them),

insisting on the need for knowing how to work under the new condi-

tions, when new revolutions were in the making—quasi-"peacefully.”
The spirit in which Marx wanted the work to be carried on 1s plainly
shown by his estimate of the situation in Germany during the period
of blackest reaction. In 1856 he wrote (Briefwechsel, Vol. 11, p.
108) : “Yhe whole thing in Germany depends on whether it is

to back the proletarian revolution by some second edition

possible
» # Ag long as the bourgeois—democratic revolu-

of the peasants’ war.

tion in Germany was in progress,
in the matter of tactics of the Socialist pro

the democratic energy of the peasantry.
action was “objectively a betrayal of th
ment to the Prussians” (Briejwechsel, Vol. 111, p. 210
things, because he “was rendering assis

Prussian nationalism.”
with Marx regarding a forthcoming joi
press, Engels wrote (Briefwechsel, Vol. 111, p. 217) :

nantly agricultural country 1t is

* This passage with the exception of the words

possible” was written originally by Marx in English.—£Ed.
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' Marx directed his whole attention,
letariat, to developing
He held that Lassalle’s
e whole working-class move-
), among other
tance to the junkers and to
On February 5, 1865, exchanging views
nt declaration of theirs in the
“In a predomi-
base to confine oneself to attacks on
“depends on whether it 1is

ple; grumbling at those \
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the bourgeoisie exclusively in the name of the industrial proletariats

saying that they were “storming the heavens” (Letter of Marx to
Kugelmann).* 1In this situation, as in so many others, the defeat
of a revolutionary onslaught was, from the Marxian standpoint
of dialectical materialism, from the point of view of the general
course and the outcome of the proletarian struggle, a lesser evil than
would have been a retreat from a position hitherto occupied, a sur-
render without striking a blow, as such a surrender would have
demoralised the proletariat and undermined its readiness for strug-
gle. Etﬂ\ly recognising the importance of using legal means of
struggle during periods of political stagnation, and when bourgeois
leEzﬂTty prevails, Marx, in 1877 and 1878, when the Exception Law
agaifist the Socialists had been passed in_Germany, strongly con-
demned theEf;volutionary phrase-making” off Most; but he attacked
no less and perhaps even more sharply, the opportunism that, for a
time, prevailed in the official Social-Democratic Party, which failed
to manifest a spontaneous readiness to resist, to be firm, a revo-
lutionary spirit, a readiness to resort to illegal struggle in reply
to the Exception Law (Briefwechsel, Vol. IV, pp. 397, 404, 418, 422,
and 424; also letters to Sorge).

* Briefe an Kugelmann, Berlin, Viva, 1927, letter dated April 12, 1871.—Fd.
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while forgetting to say even a word about the patriarchal ‘whipping}
rod exploitation’ of the rural proletariat by the big feudal nobility.’f
During the period from 1864 to 1870, in which the epoch of th
bourgeois-democratic revolution in Germany was being
in which the exploiting classes of Prussia and Austria were ﬁghtin
for this or that method of completing the revolution from above,ﬁ
Marx not only condemned Lassalle for coquetting with Bismarck, but’3
also corrected Wilhelm Liebknecht who had lapsed into “Austrophil-"?,i
ism” and defended particularism. Marx insisted upon revolutionary
tactics that would fight against both Bismarck and “Austrophilism”
with equal ruthlessness, tactics which would not only suit the
“conqueror,” the Prussian junker, but would forthwith renew the
struggle with him upon the very basis created by the Prussian mili- 4
tary successes (Briefwechsel, Vol. III, pp. 134, 136, 147, 179, 204,
210, 215, 418, 437, 440-441). In the famous Address issued by the
International Workingmen’s Association, dated September 9, 1870, |
Marx warned the French proletariat against an untimely uprising;
but when, in 1871, the uprising actually took place, Marx hailed 3
the revolutionary initiative of the masses with the utmost enthusiasm,
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BIBLIOGRAPHY OF MARXISM *

No complete collection of Marx’s works and letters has yet been

published.** More of Marx’s works have been translated into Rus-
sian than into any other language. The following enumeration of
Marx’s writings is arranged chronologically. In 1841 Marx wrote

his dissertation on Epicurus’s philosophy. .
the Literarischer Nachlass, of which more will be said later.) In

(It was included in

this dissertation, Marx still completely followed the Hegelian if:'le.aliqt
school. In 1842 were written Marx’s articles in the Rheinische

Zeitung (Cologne), among them a criticism of the free press debate

in the Sixth Rhenish Diet, an article on the laws concerning the
stealing of timber, another in defence of divorcing politics from
theology, etc. (partly included in the Literarischer Nachlass). | H.ere
we observe signs of Marx’s transition irom idealism to materialism
‘and from revolutionary democracy to Communism. In 1844, under
the editorship of Marx and Arnold Ruge, there appeared in Paris the
Deutsch-Franzosische Jahrbiicher, in which this transition was defi-
nitely consummated. Among Marx’s articles published in that maga-
zine the most noteworthy are 4 Criticism of the Hegelian Philosophy
of Right *** (published both in the Literarischer Nachlass and as a

special pamphlet) and On the J ewish Question **** [likewise in the

Literarischer Nachlass; issued as a pamphlet in Russian translation].

3

In 1845, Marx and Engels jointly published a pamphlet in Frank-
fort a.M., entitled Die Heilige Familie: Gegen Bruno Bauer und

" Konsorten (included in the Literarischer Nachlass; two Russian

editions as pamphlets, St. Petersburg, 1906 and 1907). In the spring
of 1845 Marx wrote his theses on Feuerbach (published as an appen-
dix to Friedrich Engels’ pamphlet entitled Ludwig F euerbach. |Rus-

*In this bibliography, Lenin's references to various Russian editions of
Marxian writings have been summarised and placed in br'ackets.———Ed. N
#* The Marx-Engels Institute in Moscow has begun to 1ssue the definitive

edition of the complete works of Marx and Engels.—Ed.
#*¢ Reprinted in English in Selected Essays by Karl Marx, 1926.—Ed.

*¢+* |bid—Ed. a7

———
__ S




sian translation available.] In 1845-1847 Marx wrote a number 7

of articles (most of which were not collected, republished, or trans-

lated into Russian) in the papers Deutsche Briisseler Zeitung

[German Brussels Gazette], Brussels, 1847; Westphilisches Dampf-

boot [Westphalian Steamship], Bielefeld, 1845-1848; Gesellschafts-

spiegel [Mirror of Society], Elberfeld, 1846; and La Réforme
[Reform], Paris, etc. In 1847 Marx wrote his fundamental work
against Proudhon, The Poverty of Philosophy,* a reply to Proud-
!’IOH,S work The Philosophy of Poverty.** The book was published
in Brussels and Paris (three Russian translations, 1905 and 1906).
In 1848 there was published in Brussels the Speech on Free
Trade *** (Russian translation available), then in London, in col-
laboration with Friedrich Engels, the famous Manifesto of the
Communist Party, translated into nearly all the European languages
anEl into a number of other languages (about eight Russian trans-
lations, 1905 and 1906; these editions, most of which were confis-
cated, appeared under various titles: Communist Manifesto, On
Comz:nunism, Social Classes and Communism, Capitalism and Com-
munism, Philosophy of History; a complete and the most accurate
Translation of this as well as of other works of Marx will be found
in the editions of the Liberation of Labour group issued abroad).
From June 1, 1848, to May 19, 1849, the Neue Rheinische Leitung
was published in Cologne with Marx as the actual editor-in-chief.
His numerous articles published in that paper, which to this very
day remains the best and unsurpassed organ of the revolutionary
]?roletariat, have not been fully collected and reprinted. The most
important of them were included in the Literarischer Nachlass.
/4 age:Labour and Capital, published in that paper, has been repeat-
edly issued as a pamphlet [four Russian translations, 1905 and
1906]; also from the same paper Die Liberalen am Ruder [The
Liberals at the Helm] [St. Petersburg, 1906]. In 1849 Marx pub-
lished in Cologne Zwei Politische Prozesse [Two Political Trials}

—the text of two speeches delivered by Marx when facing trial on
the charge of having violated the press law and having appealed to

armed resistance against the government [Russian translations avail-

able in five editions, 1905 and 1906]. In 1850 Marx published in

* Written originally in French under the title Misére de la Phil e
** Philosophie de la Misére—Ed. isere de fa Pilosophie.—Rd.

*** An address delivered before the Democratic Association of Brussels,

January 9, 1848. New York, 1917.—Ed.
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Hamburg six issues of the magazine Neue Rheinische Zeitung; the
most important articles published in that magazine were later in-
cluded in the Literarischer Nachlass. Especially noteworthy are
Marx’s articles republished by Engels in 1895 in a pamphlet entitled
Class Struggles in France, 1848-1850 [three Russian translations,
two of which were issued in St. Petersburg, 1906 and 1912]. In
1852 a pamphlet by Marx was published in New York under the
title, The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte® [Russian
translation available]. In the same year a pamphlet of Marx was
published in London under the title Enthillungen iiber den Kom-
munistenprozess in Koln [Revelations about the Cologne Communist

Trial] [in Russian translation, St. Petersburg, 1906]. From August,
1851, until 1862, Marx was a steady contributor to the New York

Tribune, where many of his articles appeared without signature, as
editorials.** Most outstanding among these articles are those which
were republished after the death of Marx and Engels in a German
translation under the title, Revolution and Counter-Revolution in
Germany *** [two Russian translations available in collected works
and five as pamphlets, 1905 and 1906]. Some of Marx’s articles in
the Tribune were later published in London as separate pamphlets,
as, for instance, the one about Palmerston, published in 1856;
Revelations Concerning the Diplomatic History of the Eighteenth
Century (revealing the continuous slavish dependence of the English
Liberal Ministers upon Russia) ; and others. After Marx’s death, his
daughter, Eleanor Aveling, published a number of his Tribune
articles on the Oriental question as a separate book entitled The
Eastern Question,**** London, 1897 [partly translated into Rus-
sian, Kharkov, 1919].***** From the end of 1854 and during

* Published first by Joseph Weydemeyer in his magazine, Die Revolution,

New York, 1852.—Fd.
** Engels in his article on Marx in the Handworterbuch der Staatswissen-

schajten, Vol. VI, p. 603, and Bernstein in his article on Marx in the Eleventh
Edition of the Encyclopedia Britannice, 1911, erroneously give the dates

1853.1860. See Briefwechsel of Marx and Engels.
*+% The publication of the correspondence between Marx and Engels in

1913 revealed that these articles were written by Engels with Marx’s co-opera-

tion.—FEd.
«+%% Many of the articles reproduced in this volume are not by Marx,

having been erroneously attributed to him by his daughter—Ed.

#**»% In the article as originally published, Lenin stated that this work was
“pot translated into Russian.” In revising the article at a later date, he called
attention to the above partial translation. Similar references to Jater editions

will be found elsewhere in this bibliography.—Ed.
89




855 Marx contributed to the paper Neue Oder-Zeitung [New Oder
‘azette], and in 1861-1862 to the Viennese paper, Presse [Press].
"hose articles have not been collected, and only a few of them were
eprinted in the Neue Zeit, as was also the case with Marx’s numerous
etters. The same is true about Marx’s articles from Das Volk
People]. (London, 1859) concerning the diplomatic history of the
talian War of 1859. In 1859, a book by Marx, 4 Contribution to
he Critiqgue of Political Economy, appeared in Berlin [Russian
ranslations, Moscow, 1896; St. Petersburg, 1907]. In 1860 a book
y Marx entitled Herr Vogt appeared in London.

In 1864 the Address of the International Workingmen’s Associa-
jon,* written by Marx, appeared in London (Russian transla-
ion available). Marx was the author of numerous manifestoes,
ppeals and resolutions of the General Council of the International.
‘his material is far from having been analysed or even collected.
he first approach to this work is G. Jaeckh’s book, Die Internationale
The International] ** [in Russian translation, St. Petersburg,
906], where, among others, several of Marx’s letters and draft reso-
utions are reproduced. Among the documents of the International
hat were written by Marx is the Address of the General Council
oncerning the Paris Commune. The document appeared in 1871
n London in pamphlet form under the title The Civil War in France
Russian translations, one edited by Lenin, available]. Between
862 and 1874 Marx exchanged letters with a member of the Inter-
ational, Kugelmann; this correspondence was later published in a
eparate edition [two Russian translations, one edited by Lenin]. In
867 Marx’s main work, Capital: A Critique of Political Economy,
Vol. I, appeared in Hamburg. The second and third volumes were
yublished by Engels in 1885 and 1894, after the death of Marx
‘Russian translations: Vol. I, in five editions; Vols. 11 and IIl each
n two editions]. In 1876 Marx participated in the writing of
‘ngels’ Herrn Eugen Diihrings Umwélzung der Wissenschaft (Anti-
Diihring) ; *** he went over the manuscript of the whole work

* Generally known as the Inaugural Address, since it was delivered at the
ormal establishment of the First International.—Ed.

** | eipzig, 1904.—Ed.

#*% An ghridged edition of Anti-Diihring was published in English under
he title Landmarks of Scientific Socialism, Chicago, 1907, Marx’s chapter on
he history of political economy was excluded from this edition. Part of Anii-
)iihring was published in an enlarged form as a separate pamphlet in English

nder the title Socialism, Utopian and Scientific, Chicago, 1900.—Ed.
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and wrote an entire chapter dealing with the history of political
economy.

After Marx’s death, the following works of his were published:
The Gotha Program* (published in the Neue Zeit, 1890-1891,
No. 18; in Russian translation, St. Petersburg, 1906) ; Value, Price
and Profit—a lecture delivered ** on June 26, 1865 (republished
in the Neue Zeit, XVI, 2, 1897-1898; Russian translations, 1905 and
1906) ; Aus dem Literarischen Nachlass von Karl Marx, Friedrich
Engels und F erdinand Lassalle, three volumes, Stuttgart, 1902 [in
Russian translation, St. Petersburg, 1907 and 1908; the letters of
Lassalle to Marx, published separately, are included in the Liter-
arischer Nachlass]; Briefe und Auszuge aus Briefen von J. Ph.
Becker, ]. Dietzgen, K. Marx, F. Engels, u. A., an F. A. Sorge und
Andere [Letters and Excerpts from Letters from J. Ph. Becker, J.
Dietzgen, K. Marx, F. Engels and Others to F. A. Sorge and
Others] *** [two Russian editions; one translation with a fore-
word by Lenin] ; Theorien iiber den Mehrwert, three volumes in four
parts, Stuttgart, 1905-1910, representing the manuscript of the fourth
volume of Capital and published by Kautsky [only the first volume
translated into Russian; in three editions; St. Petersburg, 1900;
Kiev, 1906 and 1907]. In 1913 four large volumes of the Brief-
wechsel zwischen Friedrich Engels und Karl Marx appeared in Stutt-
gart, with 1,386 letters written during the period from September,
1844, to January 10, 1883, and offering a mass of material that is
highly valuable for the study of Marx’s biography and views. In
1917, two volumes of Marx’s and Engels’ articles of 1852-1862 ap-
peared in German.**** This list of Marx’s works must be concluded
with the remark that many of Marx’s smaller articles and letters pub-
lished, for the most part, in the Neue Zeil, the Vorwirts [Forward},
and other Social-Democratic periodicals in the German language,
have not been enumerated here. Neither can the list of Russian

‘translations pretend to be complete.

The literature on Marx and Marxism is very extensive. Only the
most outstanding will be noted here, the authors being divided into

* New York, 1922.—FEd.
** [n English.—Ed.

*** Syttgart, 1906.—FEd. _
sex% Cosammelte Schriften von K. Marx und F. Engels, 1852 bis 1862 {Col-

lected Writings of K. Marx and F. Engels, 1852 to 1862}, edited by N.

Ryazanov, Berlin, 1917.—FEd.
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three main groups: Marxists, in the main assuming the point ;i't Meisters [.The Historical Contribution of Karl Mar.x. On the Twen:ty-
view of Marx; bourgeois writers, in the main hostile to 1\’1&11'31&51:1.'1,.i fifth Annwersary of the Master’s Death], Berlin, 1908 [Russian
and revisionists, who, claiming to accept some fundamentals Of;f? - translation, St. Petersburg, 1908} ; also a popular pamphlet by Clara
Marxism, in reality substitute for it bourgeois conceptions. As a Zetkin, Karl Marz und sein Lebenswerk [Karl Marx and His Life
peculiar Russian species of revisionism, the Narodnik attitude toward?‘;ﬁé ., .;";5' Work], 1913. Reminiscences of Marx: those by Annenkov in the
Marx must be mentioned. Werner Sombart, in his “Ein Beitrag zur‘%“1 . Vestnik Evropy [European M essenger], 1880, No. 4; (also in his
Bibliographie des Marxismus” [“A Contribution to the Bibliography{'-?{fg * Reminiscences, Vol. 11I; A Remar kable Decade [in Russian], St.
of Marxism”] (published in the Archiv fiir Sozialwissenschaft und g Petersburg, 1882) ; those by Carl Schurz in the Russkoye Bogatstvo
Sozialpolitik [Archive for Social Science and Soviad Politics]. an;h 1 [Russian Wealth], 1906, No. 12: those by M. Kovalevsky in the
Book 2, 1905, pp. 413-430), gives some three hundred titles in a llst*sr Vestnik Evropy, 1909, No. 6, etc.
that is far from complete. More can be found in the indices to the & |
Neue Zeit, 1883-1907 and the following years, also in Joseph Stamm—l-i;%i The best exposition of the philosophy of Marxism and of historical
hammer’s Bibliographie des Sozialismus und Kommunismus [ Bibli- E 3 materialism is given by G. V. Plekhanov in his works [all in Rus-
ography of Socialism and Communism], Vols. I-I1I, Jena, 1893-1909. E sian]: For Twenty Years, St. Petersburg, 1909; From Defence to
For a detailed bibliography of Marxism see also Bibliographie der A8 Attack, St. Petersburg, 1910; F undamental Problems of Marxism,
Sozialwissenschaften [Bibliography of the Social Sciences], Berlin,.';' i St. Petersburg, 1908; * Critigae of Our Critics, St. Petersburg,
1905, and the following years. See also N. A. Rubakin, Among 1906 On the Question of Developing a Monistic Conception of His-
Books [in Russian], Vol. II. We mention here only the most essen- I8 tory, St. Petersburg, 1903; and others. [In Russian translation] :
tial bibliographies. On the subject of Marx’s biography, attention Antonio Labriola, Essais sur la conception matérialiste de Uhis-
rust be called first of all to Friedrich Engels’ articles in the Volks- toire, St. Petersburg, 1893; x% glso his Historical Materialism
kalender [People’s Calendar] published by Bracke in Braunschweig .} and Philosophy, St. Petersburg, 1906; Franz Mehring, Ueber his-
in 1878 and in the Handworterbuch der Staatswissenschaften [Dic- " torischen Materialismus [On Historical Materialism ] [two editions,
tionary of the Political Sciences], Vol. VI, pp. 600-603. Other works '{? " St. Petersburg, 1906], and Die Lessinglegende [The Lessing Legend]
on this subject are: Wilhelm Liebknecht, Karl Marx: Biographical [St. Petersburg, 1908]; Charles Andler (non-Marxist), Le
Memoirs, Nuremberg, 1896; [in Russian translation], St. Peters- g manifeste communiste de Karl Marx et F. Engels, St. Petersburg,
burg, 1906; * Lafargue, Personal Recollections of Karl Marx (Neue 1906. See also Historical Materialism, St. Petersburg, 1908, a
Zeit, IX, 1) [in Russian translation], Odessa, 1905; #% Kool Marx: collection of articles by Engels, Kautsky, Lafargue, and many others
In Memoriam, St. Petersburg, 1908 (Russian collection of articles [in Russian translation]; L. Axelrod, Philosophical Sketches. A
by J. Nevzorov, N. Rozhkov, V. Bazarov, J. Steklov, A. Finn- Reply to Philosophic Critics of Historical Materialism [in Russian
Yenotayevsky, P. Rumyantsev, K. Renner, H. Roland-Holst, V. translation], St. Petersburg, 1906. A special deience of Dietzgen’s
unsuccessful deviations from Marxism is contained in E. Untermann’s

Ilyin, R. Luxemburg, G. Zinoviev, G. Kamenev, P. Orlovsky, M.
book, Die logischen Mdangel des engeren Marxismus [The Logical De-

Tagansky) ; Franz Mehring, Karl Marx. A large biography of Marx : .

written in English by the American Socialist, Spargo (John Spargo, fects of Narrow Marxism)], Munich, 1910, 753 pages (

Karl Marx, His Life and Work, London, 1011),*** is not satisfac- | none too earnest book) ; Hugo Riekes, “Die philosophische Wurzel

tory. For a general review of Marx’s activities, see Karl Kautsky s des Marxismus” [The Phi losophical Roots of Marxism”], in the
G Zeitschrift fir die gesammte Sraatswissenschaft [Journal of All

Die historische Leistung von Karl Marx. Z 25. Todest
8 um odestag. des Polivical Sciences], 1906, Book III, pp. 407-432 (an interest-

* Chicago, 1901.—Ed. AR
** Reprinted in English in Karl Marx: Man, Thinker and Revolutionist *
_ : . ’ R English translation published in New York and London, 1929,—Ed.
A symposium edited by D. gfyazanov. New York and London, 1927.—Ed. ** Fssays on the Materialistic Conception of History, Chicago, 1904.—Ed.

#** The original American edition was published in New York, 1909.—Ed. i3 43
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ing piece of work of an opponent of the Marxian views showing
their philosophical unity from the point of view of materialism); '}
Benno Erdmann, “De philosophischen Voraussetzungen der materi-'-'-f;
alistischen Geschichtsauffassung” [“The Philosophic Assumptions
of the Materialist Conception of History”], in the Jahrbuch fir
Gesetzgebung, Verwaltung und Volkswirtschaft (Schmoller’s Jahr-
buch) [Yearbook for Legislation, Administration and National
Economy (Schmoller’s Yearbook)], 1907, Book III, pp. 1-56 (a
compilation of the philosophical arguments against Marxism; a
very useful formulation of some of the basic principles of Marx’s
philosophic materialism, and a compilation of the arguments
against it from the current point of view of Kantianism and agnosti-
cism in general); Rudolph Stammler (Kantian), Wirtschaft und
Recht nach der materialistischen Geschichisauffassung [Economy
and Law According to the Materialist Conception of History], Leip-
zig, 1906, Woltmann (also Kantian), Historischer Materialismus

[Historical Materialism] (in Russian translation, 1901) : Vorléander,
Kant und Marx [Kant and Marx] [in Russian translation], St.
Petersburg, 1909. See also polemics between A. Bogdanov, V.
Bazarov and others, on the one hand and V. Ilyin * on the other (the
views of the former being contained in Outline of Marxian Philos-
ophy, St. Petersburg, 1908), A. Bogdanov, The Fall of the. Greas
Fetishism, Moscow, 1909, and other works: the views of the latter
i his book, Materialism and Empirio-Criticism, St. Petersburg,
1909** [all in Russian]. On the question of historical materialism
and ethics, the outstanding books are: Karl Kautsky, Ethics and the
Magerialist Conception of History, *** [ in Russian translation], St.
Petersburg, 1906, and numerous other works by Kautsky; Louis
Boudin, The Theoretical System of Karl Marx in the Light of Recent
Criticism,**** [in Russian translation], St. Petersburg, 1908; Her-
mann Gorter, Der historische Materialismus [ Historical Material-
ism], 1909. Of the works of the opponents of Marxism, we wish to
point out Tugan-Baranovsky, T heoretical Foundations of Marxism
[in Russian], St. Petersburg, 1907; 5. Prokopovich, Critique of Marx
[in Russian], St. Petersburg, 1901; Hammacher, Das philosophisch-
skonomische System des Marxismus [The Philosophic-Economic

* One of Lenin’s pen names.—Ed.
*% Published in English as Volume XIII of Lenin’s Collected Works—kEd.
**#% Chicago, 1913.—Ed.

® %% Chicago, 1907.—Ed.
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System of Marxism], Leipzig, 1910 (730 pp., collection of quota-
tions) ; Werner Sombart, Sozialismus und soziale Bewegung im
XIX. Jahnhundert [Socialism and the Social Movement in the
Nineteenth Century] [in Russian translation], St. Petersburg; Max
Adler (Kantian), Kausalitit und Teleologie [Causality and Teleol-
ogy], Vienna, 1909, in Marx-Studien [Marx Studies], also Marx als
Denker [Marx as a Thinker] by the same author.

The book of an Hegelian idealist, Giovanni Gentile, La filosofia di
Marx [The Philosophy of Marx], Pisa, 1899, deserves attention.
The author points out some important aspects of Marx’s materialistic
dialectics which ordinarily escape the attention of the Kantians,
positivists, etc. Likewise: Levy, Feuerbach—a work about one of
the main philosophic predecessors of Marx. A useful collection of
quotations from a number of Marx’s works is contained in Cherny-
shev’s Notebook of a Marxist [in Russian], St. Petersburg, 1908.
On Marx’s economic doctrine, the outstanding books are the follow-
ing: Karl Kautsky, The Economic -Doctrines of Karl Marx*
(many Russian editions), Die Agrarfrage [The Agrarian Question],
Das Erfurter Programm, and numerous pamphlets [all in Russian
translation]; Eduard Bernstein, Die okonomische Lehre von Marx.
Der 111. Band des Kapital [The Economic Doctrine of Marx. The
Third Volume of Capital] (in Russian translation, 1905) ; Gabriel
Deville, Le Capital, exposition of the first volume of Capital (in Rus-
sian translation, 1907). A representative of so-called Revisionism
among the Marxists, as regards the agrarian question, is L. David,
Sozialismus und Landwirtschaft [Socialism and Agriculture] (in
Russian translation, St. Petersburg, 1906). For a critique of Re-
visionism see V. Ilyin, The Agrarian Question, Part I [in Russian],
St. Petersburg, 1908. See also books [all in Russian] by V. llyin:
Development of Capitalism in Russia, second edition, St. Peters-
burg, 1908; Economic Studies and Articles, St. Petersburg, 1899;
New Data Concerning the Laws of Development of Capitalism and
Agriculture, Book 1, 1917. An adaptation of Marx’s views, with
some deviations, to the latest data concerning agrarian relations
in France, we find in Compére-Morel, La question agraire et le
socialisme en France [The Agrarian Question and Socialism in
France], Paris, 1912. Marx’s economic views have been further
developed by application to the latest phenomena in economic life

* London and New York, 1925.—Ed.
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in Hilferding’s Finanzkapital [Finance Capital] [in Russian trans-

lation], St. Petersburg, 1911 (essential inaccuracies of the author’s
views on the theory of value have been corrected by Kautsky in an
article “Gold, Papier und Ware” [“Gold, Paper and Commodities”]
in the Neue Zeit, XXX, 1; 1912, pp. 837 and 886) ; and V. Ilyin’s
Imperialism as the Final Stage of Capitalism [in Russian], 1917.
Deviating from Marxism in essential points are: Peter Maslov’s
Agrarian Question, two volumes, and Theory of Economic Develop-
ment, St. Petersburg, 1910 (both in Russian). A criticism of some
of Maslov’s deviations may be found in Kautsky’é. article “Malthu-
sianismus und Socialismus” [“Malthusmnlsm and Socialism”] in the
Neue Zeit, XXIX, 1, 1911.

Criticism of the economic doctrine of Marx, from the point of
view of the so-called marginal utility theory that is widespread among
bourgeois professors, is contained in the following works: Bohm-
Bawerk, Karl Marx and the Close of His System * [in Russian trans-
lation, St. Petersburg, 1897], and Kapital und Kapitalzins [Capi-
tal and Capital Interest], two volumes, Innsbruck, 1900-1902 [in
Russian translation], St. Petersburg, 1909; Riekes, Wert und Tausch-
wert [Value and Exchange Value], 1899; von Bortkiewicz, “Wert-
rechnung und Preisrechnung im Marxschen System” [“Calculation
of Value and Calculation of Price in the Marxian System”] (Archiv
fiir Sozialwissenschaft, 1906-1907) ; Leo von Buch, Ueber die Ele-
mente der politischen Oekonomie. Die Intensitit der Arbeit, Wert
und Preis [On the Elements of Political Economy. Intensity of
Labour, Value and Price]. Bohm-Bawerk’s critique, analysed from
a Marxian point of view by Hilferding in his Béhm-Bawerks Marx-
Kritik [Bohm-Bawerk’s Criticism of Marx] (in Marx-Studien, Vol.
I., Vienna, 1909), and in smaller articles published in the Neue
Zeit.

On the question of the two main currents in the interpretation and
development of Marxism—the so-called revisionism versus radical
(“orthodox”) Marxism, see Eduard Bernstein’s Voraussetzungen des
Sozialismus und die Aufgaben der Sozialdemokratie,** Stutigart,
1899 [two Russian translations, St. Petersburg, 1901, and Moscow,
1901] and Aus der Geschichte und Theorie des Sozialismus [From
the History and Theory of Socialism] [in Russian translation], St.
Petersburg, 1902. A reply to Bernstein is contained in Karl Kaut-

* London, 1898.—Ed.

** Published in English as Evolutionary Socialism, New York, 1909.—Ed.
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‘slan editions, 1905 and 1906).

sky’s Bernstein und das sozialdemokratische Programm [Bernstein
and the Social-Democratic Programme], Stuttgart, 1899 (four Rus-
Of the French Marxian literature
see Jules Guesde’s book: Quatre ans de lutte des classes [Four
Years of Class Struggle], En Garde [On Guard], and Questions d’-
aujourd hut [Questions of To-day], Paris, 1911; Paul Lafargue,
Le déterminisme économique. La méthode historique de Karl Marx
[Economic Determinism. The Historical Method of Karl Marx],
Paris, 1909; Anton Pannekoek, Zwei Tendenzen in der Arbeiter-
bewegung [Two Tendencies in the Labour Movement].

On the question of the Marxian theory of capital accumulation,
there is a new work by Rosa Luxemburg, Die Akkumulation des
Kapitals [The Accumulation of Capital], Berlin, 1913, and an
analysis of her incorrect interpretation of Marx’s theory by Otto
Bauer, “Die Akkumulation des Kapitals” [“The Accumulation of
Capital”] (Neue Zeit, XXXI, 1, 1913, pp. 831 and 862); also by
Eckstein in the Vorwdrts and by Pannekoek in the Bremer Biirger-
Zeitung |Bremen Citizen’s Gazeite] for 1913.

Of the old Russian literature on Marxism let us note the follow-
ing: B. Chicherin, “The German Socialists,” in Bezobrazov’s Collec-
tion of Political Science, St. Petersburg, 1888, and History of Politi-
cal Doctrines, part V, Moscow, 1902, p. 156; a reply to the above
by Ziber, The German Economists Through Mr. Chicherin’s Glasses,
in his Collected Works, Vol. II, St. Petersburg, 1900; G. Slonimsky,
The Economic Doctrine of Karl Marx, St. Petersburg, 1898; N.
Ziber, David Ricardo and Karl Marx in Their Socio-economic In-
vestigations, St. Petersburg, 1885, and Vol. II of his Collected
Works, St. Petersburg, 1900. Also J. Kaufmann’s (J. K n) re-
view of Capital in the Vestnik Evropy for 1872, No. 5—an article
distinguished by the fact that, in his addendum to the second edition
of Capital, Marx quoted J. K. n’s arguments, recognising them
as a correct exposition of his dialectic-materialist method.

The Russian Narodniks on Marxism: N. K. Mikhailovsky—in the
Russkoye Bogatstvo, 1894, No. 10, and 1895, Nos. 1 and 2; also
reprinted in his collected works—remarks concerning P. Struve’s
Critical Notes, St. Petersburg, 1894, Mikhailovsky’s views analysed
from a Marxian point of view by K. Tulin (V. Ilyin) in his Data
Characterising Our Economic Development, printed in St. Peters-

burg, 1895, but destroyed by the censor, later reprinted in V. Ilyin’s

For Twelve Years, St. Petersburg, 1908, Other Narodnik works: V.
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V., Our Lines of Policy, St. Petersburg, 1892, and From the Seven—-{
ies to the Twentieth Century, St. Petersburg, 1907; Nikolai—on, -
Dutline of Our Post-Reform Social Economy, St. Petersburg, 1893;
V. Chernov, Marxism and the Agrarian Problem, St. Petersburg, i3
1906, and Philosophical and Sociological Skeiches, St. Peters- %
burg, 1907.

Besides the Narodniks, let us note further the following: N. Ka-
reyev, Old and New Sketches on Historical Materialism [in Russian],
St. Petersburg, 1896; (second edition in 1913 under the title
Critique of Economic Materialism) ; Masaryk, Das philosophischen -
und soziologischen Grundlagen des Marxismus [in Russian trans-
lation], Moscow, 1900; Croce, Historical Matertalism and Marxian
Economy* [in Russian translation], St. Petersburg, 1902.

In order correctly to evaluate Marx’s views, it 1s necessary to be
acquainted with the works of his closest brother-in-ideas and col-
laborator, Friedrich Engels. It is impossible to understand Marx-
ism and to propound it fully without taking into account all the
works of Engels.

For a critique of Marx from the point of view of Anarchism, see
V. Cherkezov, The Doctrines of Marxism, two parts [in Russian],
St. Petersburg, 1905; B. Tucker, Instead of a Book [in Russian],
Moscow, 1907; Sorel (syndicalist), Insegnament sociali della = .3
economia contemporanea [in Russian translation], Moscow, 1908.

* New York, 1914.—Ed.
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