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This unfinished work by Frederick
Engels, in which he dealt with Bismarck’s
“policy of blood and iron” is here
presented for the first time in English
translation.

Engels was writing about contem-
porary events, his aim “to enable us to
see clearly why the policy of blood and
iron was bound to be successful for a
time and why it is bound to fail at the
end”. He took a more optimistic view
of the future of Germany than some of
his colleagues, and subsequent events
showed that he was over-optimistic. At
the same time he was already very well
aware of the menace of the unleashing
of a major international war. “This time
it would be terribly serious, and produce
a conflagration of chauvinism for years
to come, as every people would be fight-
ing for its existence. . . . Our own party
in Germany would be overwhelmed and
broken up. ...”

The Role of Force in History was
originally planned by Engels as a fourth
chapter to continue the three chapters
on “The Force Theory” in Anti-
Duhring, in which he had dealt with
the general question of the relation
between political force and economic
conditions. He set out to interpret con-
temporary events in Germany in the
light of this critique of “the force
theory”.
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NOTE

This unfinished study by Friedrich Engels on Bismarck’s
“policy of blood and iron” in Germany has not previously
been translated into English. The translation is made from
Die Rolle der Gewalt in der Geschichte, published by Dietz
Verlag, Berlin, in 1964.

The editor is indebted to the German editors for the in-
formative material in the numbered footnotes : the footnotes
of the German edition have been adapted in accordance
with the presumed needs of English readers. Engels’ own
footnotes are marked with an asterisk.

The text is divided into seven numbered sections cor-
responding to Engels’ draft outline for his study. This draft
outline is reproduced in the Table of Contents, and will give
the reader some indication as to how Engels intended to

complete the unfinished final chapter.
E.W. and J.C.
1967
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INTRODUCTION

So great was the success of Engels’ Anti-Diihring that there
were frequent requests for reprints, new editions, transla-
tions, and the publication of individual sections as pamph-
lets. One such request, in the middle of the 1880’s, was for
a separate publication in German of the three chapters
entitled “The Force Theory”, in which the relationship be-
tween political force and economic factors is examined.
Engels considered that a mere republication of these mainly
theoretical chapters was, under the circumstances, inapprop-
riate. Considering the recent course of German history, the
German reader had the right to know his opinion “about
the very considerable role played by force in the history of
his own country during the last thirty years”.* For this pro-
Jected publication, therefore, Engels wrote a fourth chapter,
containing an account of German history in the period 1848
to 1888 from the point of view of historical materialism. To-
gether with the “Force Theory” chapters from Anti-Diihring,
it was to be published under the title “The rdle of force in
history”. Like so many of Engels’ projects, this one had also
to be abandoned because of his work in preparing the second
and third volumes of Marx’s Capital for publication; the
fourth chapter was not completed.

The unfinished manuscript was first published with
Some arbitrary alterations in 1896 by Eduard Bernstein in

. "_The quotation is from Engels’ draft preface to “The role of force
in history”, p. 7 of the German edition.

1



12 The Role of Force in History

the Neue Zeit on the occasion of the twenty-fifth anniversary
of the Second German Empire.* This publication provided
the basis for French, Italian and Russian translations during
the following years. A Russian translation based on the sur-
viving manuscript (a part of which has been lost), was pub-
lished by the Marx-Engels Institute in Moscow in 1937. All
the manuscripts prepared by Engels for the projected work
on “The rdle of force in history” were published in the
original German in 1964 in the German Democratic Repub-
lic.® Tt is this edition which has been used in preparing this
first English translation of the unfinished fourth chapter.
The list of contents is based on Engels’ draft outline for the
chapter.

Written eighty years ago, in the period from December
1887 to March 1888, Engels’ study has lost none of its fresh-
ness, and stands up extraordinarily well to the critical light
of modern research.

What was at issue in the debate about the réle of force
in history? Diihring had asserted in his textbooks on philo-
sophy and economics that the basis of the exploitation of
man by man was an historical act of force which created an
exploitative economic system for the benefit of the stronger
man or class. The impulse of a revolutionary movement,
therefore, must be moral indignation against the existing
unjust imposition of force to perpetuate exploitation. Engels,
in his refutation of Diihring, demonstrates the absurdity of
postulating political force and the system of power it main-
tains as independent, prior factors in human history. On
the basis of his extensive historical knowledge, he illustrates
how the end to which force was employed, and the weapons

“Neue Zeit, XIV,'1. Band, pp. 676-687, 708-718, 740-747, 772-781,
810-818.

*Die Rolle der Gewalt in der Geschichte, Biicherei des Marxismus-
Leninismus, Band 61, Dietz Verlag Berlin 1964.
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which it had at its disposal in various periods, dep.ended on
the state of the productive forces and other economic factors.
In this way, political power had always, in the .Iong run, to
adapt itself to changes in the balance of economic and social
forces, and to yield to the dictates of economic dszelopment.
A mode of production and its corresponding pollt{cal system
must be judged, not on the degree of force required for its
maintenance, but on whether it impeded or accelerated
economic development. Slavery, when it first emerge.d, was
an historic step forward, because it dissolved the primitive
community and developed the productive power of society.
Whenever, in the past, political force had come into conflict
with economic development, the conflict had always ended
with the overthrow of political force: economic develop-
ment had broken through inexorably and without excep-
tion.*

In the unfinished fourth chapter, Engels attempts to apply
these general propositions to an analysis of the Bi§marck1an
“blood and iron” phase of Prussian-German hlstory..He
claims to demonstrate “why the policy of blood and iron
was bound to be successful for a time and why it is bound to
fail in the end”. Though political reaction was victorious in
1815 and again in 1848, it was unable to prevent .the grov.vt.h
of large-scale industry in Germany and the growing partici-
pation of German commerce in the world market. The
incompatibility between modern industry and commerce
and Germany’s feudal-bureaucratic political system with its
territorial divisions was becoming more obvious from year to
year. This incompatibility, magnificently describc.d by
Engels on the basis of his personal cxperienqe as an 1nd}1§-
trialist, brought the industrial and commercial bourgeoisie
into the movement for German unification. They brought
into it a hard-headed business attitude and a new note of

*Cf. Anti-Diihring, Part 2, chapters 2-4.



14 The Role of Force in History

cool calculation.® “German unity had become an economic
necessity.”
Engels discusses the different political developments by
which unity might, in principle, have been achieved. He
gives a remarkably optimistic assessment of the possibility of
unification from below by a victorious popular revolution-
ary movement, overthrowing the German princes and their
would-be protector Louis-Napoleon. The possibility of unifi-
cation under the hegemony of Austria, on the other hand,
is briefly dismissed as incompatible with the aims of Habs-
burg great-power policy. Engels was evidently unaware of
the determined efforts made by the Austrian ministers
Schwarzenberg and Bruck in the 1850°s to secure the re-
moval of the customs barrier between Austria and the
German Customs Union, precisely to lay the economic
foundation for an Austrian hegemony in Germany.® As to
the evolution of Prussian policy towards an initiative for
German unification, the most significant factor in Engels’
analysis of it is Louis-Napoleon. The army reorganisation
of 1860/61, which gave rise to the great “conflict” between
the Crown and the liberal-bourgeois majority in the Cham-
ber, was imposed on the Prussian government by the Napo-
leonic threat, real or apparent, to the Left Bank of the Rhine.
As the conflict developed, there seemed only two possible
outcomes to it : either a coup d’état and the return to undis-
guised absolutism on the pre-1848 pattern, or surrender to
the liberal majority and the acceptance of parliamentary
control over army affairs. The generals were quite prepared
for the coup d’état, but the king, William I, who had only
just succeeded to the throne, hesitated to violate his corona-

*Georg v. Siemens, later director of the Deutsche Bank, discussed
even the Schleswig-Holstein question in 1866 only from the point of
view of economic considerations: cf. H. Bohme, Deutschlands Weg zur
Grossmacht, Koln-Berlin 1966, p. 205.

*Ibid., pp. 14-45.
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tion oath so soon after taking it, and did not wish to risk
this supreme affront to liberal opinion. Surrender,'on the
other hand, was obviously unacceptable both to the king and

to the generals. . .

A third way out was found by Bismarck, appointed Prl.me

Minister of Prussia in September 1862. Bismarck’s pol}cy,

Engels argues, was nothing more nor less tha}n tl{e appllc.a-

tion of Bonapartism to the Prussian—Gcrmax? situation. L01.ns-

Napoleon had been able to destroy the‘ pohtl.cal donyna?mn

of the bourgeoisie, because he secured its soc_lal do.mm?mop.

The suppression of parliament was accepted in a situation in
which profits soared. Inspired by this success, Blsrr}a:rck
defeated the liberal bourgeoisie in the struggle fo-r.p,olmcal
power by carrying out effectively the bourgcome s own
national and economic programme. Such a policy suggested
itself the more readily because it made possible tl}e resump-
tion of the traditional Prussian territorial expansion. If the
policy of blood and iron was successful in the period 1864
to 1870, this was so, according to Engels’ argument, b.ecause
it was employed to serve, not some arbitrary policy dictated
by Bismarck’s whim, but the execution o.f.the programme
of the rapidly developing German bourgeoisie. In return, .the
bourgeoisie accepted its defeat in the struggle for. constitu-
tional control over the government, and contented itself with
a parliament without power.’

Engels had demonstrated why, in the light of his theory,
“the policy of blood and iron was bound to be successful for

T assed by the popularly elected Reichstag were subject to
app{::xa’i I:«:nd impl);mentation by the Bundf;’;rmt whose members :lve{'z
appointed by the “associated governments” of the Empire, and i
which the Prussian delegation could not be outvoted.. The army w}?s
specifically excluded from the competence of the Reichstag, anc: the
army estimates were voted for a period of seven years (Septennat).



16 The Role of Force in History

a time”. On what grounds did he assert that ““it (was) bound
to fail in the end”?

Engels argues that Bismarck could have given long-term
stability to his newly-created Empire only by acting in
accordance with historical development—sacrificing the
bankrupt Junkers, steering a course towards an English type
of bourgeois parliamentary régime with a bourgeois landed
aristocracy as its honorific representatives, and thus, to put it
in his own words, “adapting Germany’s political to her in-
dustrial conditions”. Bismarck did not do this. On the con-
trary, he preserved the old Prussian state, and created
conditions in which the Junkers, his own class, could con-
tinue to enjoy their age-old predominance. For the sake of
the interests of his class, he was going to defy the dictates of
historical development. Engels seems almost surprised that a
statesman who had tasted the signal triumphs which were
the reward of acting in accordance with historical develop-
ment, should at the height of his power embrace a reaction-
ary policy which he describes unhesitatingly and without
qualification as “doomed to failure”. How did the policy in
fact fare?

Like most of their contemporaries, Marx and Engels were
surprised by the overwhelming Prussian victory over Austria
in 1866. Up to that time, Bismarck had seemed to them the
servant of Russia, not the executor of the German bourgeois
Programme. However, they quickly reappraised the situa-
tion.

“Apart from a Prussian defeat,” Marx wrote to. Engels,

“which might perhaps (but these Berliners!) have led to a

revolution, nothing better could have happened than their
overwhelming victory.”’®

Engels replied, detailing what seemed to him the positive
aspects of the new situation :

*Marx to Engels, 7 July 1866, Marx/Engels, Werke, XXXI, p. 233,
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“The situation in Germany now seers to me fairly simple.
From the moment Bismarck carried out the little-German
bourgeois programme?® with the Prussian army and with such
colossal success, Germany has moved in this direction so
decisively that we no less than others must accept the fait
accompli, whether we like it or not. As far as the national
side of the question is concerned, Bismarck will presumably
have to establish the little-German Empire with the frontiers
demanded by the bourgeoisie, i.e. including south-western
Germany : the phrases about the Main frontier and the
optional South German separate confederacy are presumably
intended for purely French consumption, and meanwhile the
Prussians are marching on Stuttgart. . . .

“Politically, Bismarck will be compelled to rely on the bour-
geoisie, because he needs them against the Princes. Perhaps
not immediately, since his prestige and the army are sufficient
for the moment. But as soon as he wants to secure from
parliament the conditions necessary for central governmental
power, he will have to make concessions to the bourgeois. And
the natural course of events will compel him or his successors
to appeal to the bourgeoisie again and again. This means
that even if for the moment Bismarck does not make more
concessions than he absolutely must, he will nevertheless be
driven more and more into a bourgeois direction.

“What is good about the whole thing is that the situation
has been simplified, and a future revolution made easier by
the elimination of riots in the small capitals and the accele-
ration of political development. When all is said and
done, a German parliament is something quite different from
a Prussian chamber. Everything connected with the petty
states will be swept along by the movement, the worst par-
ticularist influences will fade away, and the political parties
will at last become national parties instead of local ones.”*°

~ "ie. the unification of Germany under Prussian hegemony, exclud-
ing the German-speaking provinces of the Habsburg Empire.

* Engels to Marx, 25 July 1866, Marx/Engels, Werke, XXXI, pp.
240-241.

B



18 The Role of Force in History

As against all these positive aspects, Engels saw only one
major negative one for Germany, namely that the whole
country would be flooded by Prussianism. He added that
nothing could be done against this. The only reasonable
course, therefore, was to accept the actual situation without
approving of it, and to utilise the greater opportunities which
would now present themselves for the organisation of the
of the German working class on a national basis.**

In the light of this optimistic perspective, Bismarck’s
efforts to secure the continuation of the old Junker
supremacy did indeed seem to be doomed to failure. But
Engels’ optimism was not universally shared in the German
labour movement. Wilhelm Liebknecht, Marx’s friend and
fellow exile, who had returned to Germany in 1862 and
was successfully building up a working-class political party
there, reacted to the events of 1866 quite differently. He
considered that the positive aspects were completely out-
weighed by the increase and consolidation of the military
might of Prussia. Far from “accepting” the new situation,
Liebknecht made opposition to Prussia the main point in his
propaganda and agitation, and he co-operated with the
Volkspartei and other petty-bourgeois and particularist
groups. Marx and Engels were highly critical of this, fear-
ing that association with these elements would fatally com-
promise their party in the eyes especially of the north
German workers." Liebknecht persisted in his line, and
justified it in a letter to Engels :

“No doubt, our work has been simplified by the events of
last year (1866), but at the same time it has been made more
difficult. A few dozen disunited, or at least not really co-

“1bid., p. 241.

®Cf. Engels to Marx, 22 May 1868, Marx to Engels, 29 July 1868,
Engels to Marx, 3 March 1869, ibid., XXXII, pp- 90, 128, 271. Cf.
also R. P. Morgan, The German Social Democrats and the First Inter-
national 1864-1872, Chapter 1.
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operating enemies are more easily overcome than one who
has concentrated the power of these few dozen in his own
hands. If Prussia consolidates herself, it will not be possible
for any foreign Power to defeat her, and not even a revolu-
tion in the wake of the forthcoming French revolution'?
could overthrow her. She would only fall when the German
proletariat is ripe (through numbers and intelligence) to
assume power. But we still have several generations to wait
for that.”*

Thus there were two diametrically opposed estimates con-
cerning the consequences of the Prussian victory for future
revolutionary prospects. Liebknecht’s pessimistic estimate
may seem to have been contradicted by the impressive
growth in the 1870’s and 1880’s of the German Social Demo-
cratic Party (SPD),—‘‘the most revolutionary party known
to history”, Engels called it in Anti-Diihring—and especially
by Bismarck’s spectacular failure even to retard its rate of
growth through the repressive Socialist Law.*® But did the
million or so socialist voters and the few dozen socialist
M.P.’s in the powerless Reichstag really represent a serious
threat to the Prussian power structure, rebuilt and consoli-
dated by Bismarck in the years after 1866 ?

It has become fashionable to interpret Engels’ interest in
the electoral fortunes of the SPD as evidence that in the last
period of his life he had virtually become a reformist wait-
ing for a parliamentary majority."® But even in his most

¥ The revolutionary overthrow of Louis-Napoleon’s régime was con-
fidently expected. )

*“Liebknecht to Engels, 11 December 1867, Wilhelm Licbknecht:
Briefwechsel mit Karl Marx u. Friedrich Engels, The Hague 1963, p.
82.

®The law was enacted in 1878 after an attempt on the life of tlfe
Emperor. All the party’s publications were suppressed and its public
political activity prohibited. The law was defied by very successful
illegal activities.

“Cf. for instance G. Lichtheim, Marxism, London 1961, Pt. 5.
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opt'im'istic moments, Engels did not envisage an eventual
socialist majority in the Reichstag simply taking over political
power from the Junkers and generals. Such a majority
could not emerge from the infertile soil of Bismarckian
political stability and reaction; it could only follow the
disintegration of the Bismarckian political system.

) *Our turn can only come,” Engels wrote to August Bebel,

wher.l the bourgeoxs and petty-bourgeois parties have openly
and in practice proved their inability to govern the
country.”*"

Clearly, Engels considered the revival of some kind of liberal-
bourgeois opposition to Junker reaction to be a prerequisite
for any real political advance. In 1886 he thought that there
were signs of such a revival, indications

“that tI.le Gepnan bourgeois was once more being compelled
to do his political duty, to oppose the present system, so that
at long last there will be some progress again.”*8

He asked Bebel to send him any bourgeois papers which
reflected this important development. Bebel replied that he
saw no evidence to sustain Engels’ hopes. Only one bourgeois
paper was opposing the Socialist Law; and this was due to
the influence of its editor Franz Mehring, who not long after
went over to the Social Democrats. “The bourgeois opposi-
tion in Germany,” he concluded, “is finished for good.™*
Engels thought nevertheless that the government of Bis-
marck’s successors, who would inevitably be smaller and
less capable men, would drive the German bourgeoisie willy

" Engels to Bebel, 28 October 1885, August Bebel: Bri ]
Friedrich Engels, The Hague 1965, p. 242.g bet: Briefuechsel mit
:: Engels to Bebel, 13 September 1886, ibid., p. 286.
Bebel to Engels, 12 October 1886, ibid., p. 295; cf. especially note
10 with some of the evidence on which Bebel based his assertion.
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nilly into opposition. He refused to believe that the political
stagnation of that time could be anything but transitory.*’
He was too sanguine. The feeble bourgeois political stirrings
which did follow Bismarck’s dismissal in 1890, were quickly
nipped in the bud by a Junker-bourgeois compromise, the
so-called Sammlungspolitik, which launched the German
empire on a policy of overseas expansion and produced the
naval race. All potential bourgeois political energies were
henceforth channelled into enthusiasm for the navy and
Anglophobia.?

If the German bourgeois could not be “compelled to do
his political duty”, the labour movement had to lead the
struggle for political democracy. Marx and Engels had
always been convinced that the working class could achieve
power only in the political context of a democratic republic.
When the SPD programme was fundamentally revised in
1891, Engels urged that the “political demands” should in-
clude the democratic republic and the abolition of the re-
served princes’ rights.

“Surely you cannot revolutionise society, while Bavarian-
Wiirttemberg separate rights exist, and while the map of
Thuringia presents its present pathetic aspect. Prussia, on the
other hand, must cease to exist, and must be divided into
self-governing provinces, so that specific Prussianism ceases
to weigh so heavily on Germany.*?

Engels’ suggestions were rejected almost without discussion
by the SPD leadership. Bebel briefly indicated the reasons
for this:

“To adopt the republic as our aim is impossible under our
German conditions. Our people would be driven into a
corner in their agitational activity, being constantly con-
® Engels to Bebel, 23 October 1886, ibid., p. 298.

A Cf, P. Anderson, The Background of anti-English Feeling in Ger-

many 1890-1902, Washington 1939, pp. 66-68, 128-130.
2 Quoted in August Bebel, op. cit., p. 425, n. 6.
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fronted with the accusation : you are going to use force

To make a stand against the petty states is unnecessary: We
should be playing Prussia’s game, and this would be both
purposeless and unsuccessful. . . . In the Party, this question
1s regarded as irrelevant and finished. The petty states exist
hlt:e dozens of other equally superfluous institutions which
w1l! disappear of their own accord when the ground on
which they stand begins to shake.”’2

Thi§ letter shows to what extent the policy of the SPD
was dictated by opportunist considerations even at the time
when the phraseology of the party programme was at its
most revolutionary. The refusal to tackle the problem of
the ‘monarchy was only one example of the Social Demo-
cratic leaders’ determination to exclude from the Party’s
programme anything which might be construed as a policy
of violence. Moreover, the letter reveals a quite extraordin-
ary lack qf political understanding. The idea that a cam-
paign against the petty states would serve the interests of
Prussia <.:ould arise only from a complete misunderstanding
of Prussia’s policy in 1866. The decision taken in that year
not to annex all the petty states was in the best interests of
Prusmar{ policy. The survival of some of these states was a
px:erequlsitc of the survival of Prussia as a distinct entity—
Bxsmarcl.c’s overriding aim.** The bland assurance that they
would disappear when the ground underneath them began
to shake, completely missed Engels’ point that the existence
of the states was an essential element in the stability of the
ground. In the years which followed the adoption of the

?Bebel to Engels, 12 Jul ibi
ls, y 1891, ibid., p. 425. The Erfurt Pro-
gramme, adopted in 1891, is often refe;red to as a fully Marxist
l}:;g;::}me. I};l fac‘t, a.}sl the foregoing shows, Engels had important
tons about it, though he wel i
th(ze4 éa;'méLassallean éotha %rogrammtc:med it 82 & great advance on
. Sir Henry Howard’s report from Munich, 21
) ' 3 , August 1866,
quoted in V. Valentin, Bismarck’s Reichsgriindung im U rteilgenglischer
Diplomaten. Amsterdam 1938, p. 337.
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Erfurt programme, the SPD in fact failed to make any pro-
gress in the struggle for the democratisation of the German
political structure. Even the 1910/11 agitation for the re-
form of the Prussian franchise—unchanged since the re-
actionary revision of 1850!—ended fruitlessly.”

The pivotal support of Prussian power was, of course, the
army. In 1848 it had suffered only a temporary and partial
defeat. Forty years later, it was incomparably stronger, both
in numbers and equipment. Engels gave much thought to
the implications of this increased strength for the perspec-
tives of revolution. There could be no question after 1848
of a head-on clash between people and army :

“An unarmed people is a negligible force against the
modern army of today.”?®

It followed that in a militarist country like Germany, a suc-
cessful revolution could only take place if it began in the
army itself. Engels, as “representative of the general staff of
the Party”,*” advocated policies designed to undermine the
spirit of absolute submissiveness of the rank-and-file of the
Prussian regiments, which were still recruited largely from
the oppressed masses of rural labourers.

In 1884, when the army seemed to him “a more infamous
tool of reaction than ever before”,” Engels suggested that
the Parliamentary Party should put down a resolution
demanding the lease of Crown domains to co-operatives of

rural labourers for common cultivation.

“With this, and this alone, can we win the rural labourers;
this is the best method of drawing their attention to the fact

% For the leadership’s refusal to use the weapon of the political mass
strike, as demanded by Rosa Luxemburg, cf. P. Nettl, Rosa Luxemburg,

O.U.P. 1966.
# Fngels to Bebel, 11 December 1884, August Bebel, op. cit., p. 204.

7 This is how he refers to himself in the same letter, ibid., p. 205.
* Engels to Bebel, 28 October 1885, ibid., p. 239.
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tha.t their future calling is the cultivation of the estates of
their present gracious lords for the common account.”??

As s0 often, the party leaders in Germany totally failed to
understand Engels’ line of thought. Bebel wrote that it would
be a waste of time to put down resolutions for policies which
the present government could on no account entertain.*
Engels agreed that when the Party made positive suggestions,
it should suggest what was practicable.

“Bpt,” he added, “objectively practicable, not necessarily
practicable for the present government. I go further, when
we suggest socialist measures calculated to lead to the over-
throw of capitalist production (like this one), then only
measures which are objectively practicable but impossible for
this government. . . . This proposal will not be carried out
by any Junker or bourgeois government. To show the rural
proletariat of the eastern provinces the way to end Junker
anc! tenant exploitation; to put the means to do this into
their hands; to set in motion the very people whose enslave-
ment and stultification produces the regiments which are the
fo.unfiation of Prussia; in short, to destroy Prussia from
within at the root—they certainly wouldn’t do that. It is a
proposal which we must take up under all circumstances as
long as the large estates exist. . . . With this alone can we

destroy Prussia, and the s i i
R ooner we popularise this proposal
the better,”s! pop PP

:I"he correspondence between Engels and Bebel on this
point was the beginning of a long controversy about the
SPD’s agrarian programme. Engels’ proposals were not
adopted by the Party, many of whose leaders were never
real-ly convinced that the backward rural labourers could
be influenced by socialist ideas. On the other hand, the

* Engels to Bebel, 11/12 December 1884 ibid 205
* Bebel to Engels, 7 December 1885, ibid,, p. 248,
Engels to Bebel, 20 January 1886, ibid., p. 252.
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Bavarian leader Georg v. Vollmar strongly urged policies to
reassure the wealthy, labour-employing peasants of his
country. The consequent failure to make significant head-
way among the rural labourers meant, of course, that the
German army remained what Engels called it in the 1880’s
—“a more infamous tool of reaction than ever”. In 1907,
Karl Liebknecht, Wilhelm’s son, tried to alarm the Party
concerning the spreading virus of militarism, especially
among the conscripted national service men. His proposals,
like Engels’ earlier ones, were rejected.

Thus, by the time of Engels’ death in 1895, practically
no progress had been made in undermining the power and
stability of the old Prussia. The increasingly impressive elec-
toral showing of the SPD tended to hide its almost total
political frustration from its own eyes as well as from those
of its enemies. Even Engels was on occasion tempted to over-
sanguine predictions. But shortly before his death, when the
SPD leaders demanded serious cuts in his preface to Marx’s
Class Struggles in France with its discussion of German
revolutionary tactics and prospects, he expressed serious mis-
givings about the party’s growing estrangement from the
revolutionary tradition.*® The SPD leaders feared that the
complete version would provide the government with a pre-
text for a new Anti-Socialist Law. Their readiness to buy
the continuation of their party’s restricted legality at such a
price was indeed a dramatic illustration of the vigorous sur-
vival of Bismarck’s conservative political edifice after his
own departure from the political scene.

Engels often attributed such aberrations to the opportun-
ism and petit-bourgeois tendencies which were bound to
emerge in a working-class party growing as rapidly as was

# Cf. Engels to Richard Fischer, 8 March 1895, now published from
a surviving copy in International Review of Social History, XII, 1967
Pt. 2.
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the SPD. Generally, he was confident that a party with a
sound rank-and-file membership could digest such tenden-
cies or, if necessary, eliminate them by an organisational
split. It was above all his impression that the spirit of the
rank-and-file in Germany was sound that kept him optimistic
to the end about revolutionary prospects in Germany.

But all the time, Engels was aware of the one develop-
ment which would destroy the sound spirit of the rank-and-
file—the outbreak of a major international war. When in
the 1880’s the outbreak of such a war seemed probable, he
wrote :

“I regard a Furopean war as a misfortune. This time it
would be terribly serious, and produce a conflagration of
chauvinism for years to come, as every people would be
fighting for its existence. All the work of the revolutionaries
in Russia, who are on the threshold of victory, would be
frustrated and destroyed. Our own party in Germany would
be overwhelmed and broken up by a wave of chauvinism,
and the same would be the case in France.”#®

At the height of the Bulgarian crisis in 1886, Engels
returned to the subject of the probable consequences of a
major international conflict :

“So much is certain, the war would push back our move-
ment all over Europe, and destroy it altogether in some
countries. It would exacerbate chauvinism and national
hatred. Among all the uncertainties, one thing only is certain
—tl.lat after the war we should have to start again from the
beginning, though on a more favourable basis than we have
even today.”3*

It.was presumably with this prospect in mind that Engels
considered the possibility of a general war being deliberately
unleashed as the only remaining antidote to the growth of

% Engels to Bebel, 22 December 1882, Au i
gust Bebel, op. cit., p. 143.
“ Engels to Bebel, 13 September 1886, ibid., p. 286, ~
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the revolutionary movement. This was going to be Engels’
concluding point, as we can see from the draft outline for
the unfinished part of the chapter : “a peace worse than war
the result—at best; or a world war.”*® Whether the peace
of the last years before 1914 had in fact become “worse than
war” for the ruling class in Germany or elsewhere, and
whether this was a factor in the decisions of July and August
1914, is still an open question—the subject of much current
historical research. The consequences of the international
conflict for the labour movement were, however, exactly as
Engels had anticipated them thirty years before—at least in
Germany.

One can hardly fail to conclude that Bismarck’s reaction-
ary Junker empire enjoyed as much long-term stability as
any more up-to-date bourgeois régime would have done.
Liebknecht’s gloomy prognostication as to the results of the
great increase in Prussian power was borne out more com-
pletely by subsequent German history than was Engels’
optimistic assessment of the “positive aspects” of 1866. As
German industry had scope for expansion, provided by the
national market, the arms race and an expansionist foreign
policy, the German bourgeoisie adapted itself with increas-
ing enthusiasm to anachronistic political conditions, and
scorned its traditional liberalism. The labour movement, in
virtual isolation, proved itself unable to enforce a reform of
the political structure, and within it failed to make any
significant advance towards the attainment of political
power, despite its impressive organisational successes.

German history may, therefore, provide an example, not
indeed of political force determining economic conditions,
but of an outworn, reactionary régime securing its survival
by combining military conquest with some adjustment to the

® Draft outline for the last section of chapter four, German edition,
p. 118.
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requirements of industrial and commercial expansion. It is
an example of a reactionary régime successfully drawing the
political sting out of economic expansion. As such, it is still
an essential object of study, especially for the lahour move-
ment. The justification for publishing Engels’ work is the
brilliant and indispensable contribution which it makes to
this study.

ERNST WANGERMANN

THE ROLE OF FORCE IN HISTORY

Let us now apply our theory to contemporary Germau
history with its practice of violence and Blood and Iron.
This will enable us to see clearly why the policy of blood
and iron was bound to be successful for a time and why it is
bound to fail in the end.

1

The Congress of Vienna in 1815 carved up Europe in such
a fashion that the complete ineptitude of the rulers and
statesmen was revealed to the whole world.* General war
of the peoples against Napoleon had been the reaction of all
the peoples whose national feelings he had brutally outraged.
By way of thanks, the aristocrats and diplomats who took
part in the Vienna Congress affronted these national feel-
ings even more brutally. The smallest dynasty was given
more’ consideration than the largest nation. Germany and
Italy were split up into small states once again. Poland was
divided for the fourth time. Hungary remained subjugated.
And one cannot really say that the people were wronged, for
why did they put up with it and why did they greet the
Russian Tsar (Alexander I) as their liberator ?

But it could not last. Since the end of the Middle Ages,
history had been moving towards a Europe made up of

*The Congress of Vienna was in session from September 1814 to
June 1815, and devised a new European settlement after the Napo-
leonic upheaval.
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large, national states. Only such national states constitute
the normal political framework for the dominant European
bourgeois class (Biirgertum), and, in addition, they are the
indispensable pre-requisite for the establishment of the har-
monious international collaboration of nations without which
the rule of the proletariat cannot exist. If international peace
is to be ensured, then all avoidable national frictions must
first be eliminated, every people must be independent and
masters in their own house. Thus along with the develop-
ment of trade, agriculture and industry and with them, of
the social predominance of the bourgeoisie, national feeling
developed everywhere and the fragmented and oppressed
nations demanded unity and independence.

As a result, the Revolution of 1848 was concerned every-
where outside France with the satisfaction of national as
much as liberal demands. But everywhere, there appeared
behind the victorious bourgeoisie, the threatening shadow of
the proletariat which had really won the victory and which
drove the bourgeoisie into the arms of the recently defeated
enemy, the monarchist, bureaucratic, semi-feudal and mili-
tary reaction, to which the revolution succumbed in 1849.
In Hungary, where this did not happen, the Russians
marched in and overthrew the Revolution. Not satisfied with
this, the Russian Tsar (Nicholas I) went to Warsaw where
he sat in judgment as the supreme arbiter of Europe. He
nominated Christian of Gliicksburg, his subservient creature,
as successor to the throne of Denmark. He humiliated Prussia
as she had never been humiliated before, by prohibiting even
the slightest expression of ambitions to exploit the movement
for German unification, and compelled her to re-establish
the Bundestag (Federal Diet) and to subordinate herself
to Austria.® Thus at first sight, the total result of the

2'I.‘his was decided at the Warsaw Conference of October 1850 and
put into effect by the Treaty of Olmiitz, November 1850.
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Revolution seemed to be that in Austria and Germany,
government was carried on in constitutional form but in the
old spirit, and that the Russian Tsar dominated Europe more
than ever before.?

In reality however, the Revolution thoroughly shook the
bourgeoisie of the dismembered countries out of their long-
inherited torpor, especially in Germany. They had secured
a share, albeit 2 modest one, in political power and every
political success of the bourgeoisie is exploited in an indus-
trial upswing. The “mad year”* now happily behind them,
had indicated quite clearly to the bourgeoisie that the old
lethargy and torpor must be ended once and for all. As a
result of the discoveries of gold in Australia and California
and of other factors, an unprecedented expansion of world
commerce and an upswing in business activity took place. The
development of large-scale industry which had emerged since
1850 and, especially since 1840 in the Rhineland, in Saxony,
Silesia and Berlin as well as in one or two towns on the
South, now rapidly increased, and domestic industry in the
agricultural areas became more and more widespread. The
building of railways was speeded up, and emigration which,
despite all this, increased on an enormous scale, created a
German trans-atlantic steamship service which required no
subsidies. German merchants, settled firmly in all overseas
centres of commerce, handled an ever-increasing amount of
world trade and began gradually to undertake the sale not
only of English but also of German industrial products.

But the existence of a mass of petty German states with
their many differing commercial and industrial laws was
bound to become an intolerable fetter on this powerfully

*In the Habsburg Empire the “decreed constitution” of 1848 was
actually revoked in 1850, and even constitutional forms disappeared.

*Some reactionary German historians described 1848 as “das Tolle
Jahr”, an expression taken from the title of a novel by Ludwig Bech-
stein about the Erfurt riots of 1509.
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developing industry and on the growing commerce with
which it was linked—a different rate of exchange every
few miles, different regulations for establishing a business,
everywhere, literally everywhere, different kinds of
chicanery, bureaucratic and fiscal traps, even in many cases
still, guild restrictions against which not even a licence was
of any avail. And in addition to all this, the many diflerent
settlement regulations and residential restrictions® which
made it impossible for the capitalists to deploy available
labour forces in adequate numbers in the places where iron-
ore, coal, water-power and other natural resources offered
opportunities for the establishment of industrial enterprises.
The ability to exploit the massive labour force of the father-
land in unrestricted fashion was the first condition for
industrial development, but wherever the patriotic manu-
facturer sought to concentrate workers from all over Ger-
many, there the police and Poor Law authorities stepped in
against the influx of immigrants. A German Civil Code and
complete freedom of movement for all German citizens, a
uniform system of commercial law, these were no longer the
patriotic fantasies of over-excited students but were now
essential conditions of life for industry.

In every state and petty state there were, moreover,
different currencies, different weights and measures, often
two or three different kinds in the same state. And not one of
these countless varieties of coins, weights or measures was
recognised on the world market. As a consequence, the mer-
chants and manufacturers who traded on the world market
or who had to compete with imported goods, were com-
pelled, in addition to using all these different coins, weights
and measures, also to use foreign ones; cotton yarn had to be
stapled in English pounds according to weight, silk goods

®These regulations secured the right of subjects to a permanent
home, and were connected with the old poor law.
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made up in metric units, foreign accounts made out in
pounds sterling, dollars, francs. And how were large-scale
credit institutions to carry on in these very small currency
areas with banknotes in guilders here, in Prussian talers
there, alongside gold talers, “new two-thirds” talers, Mark
Banco, Mark Currant, 20 guilder pieces, 24 guilder
pieces . . .° all complicated by endless currency calculations
and fluctuations in the rates of exchange?

And even if it were possible to cope with all this, how
much energy was dissipated in all these irritations, how
much time and money lost? At last even in Germany people
began to realise that, in these days, time is money.

Developing German industry had to establish itself on the
world market. It could only expand by means of exports.
This demanded that German businessmen operating abroad
enjoyed the protection of international law. French, English
and American businessmen could always permit themselves
a little more license abroad than at home. Their embassies
stood by them and in case of emergencies there were always
a couple of warships to fall back on. But the Germans! In
the Levant, the Austrians at least could depend on their
Embassy to some extent even though it was not of much
use. But whenever a Prussian businessman abroad com-
plained to his embassy about some injustice or other, then
the reply was always: “It serves you right. What are you
doing here anyway? Why don’t you stay at home?”

The citizen of a small state above all was without rights
anywhere. Wherever you went, German merchants were
under foreign—French, English, American—protection or

¢ The Prussian taler was valid in Prussia from 1750 to 1857; the
gold taler was a currency unit in the Free City of Bremen; the “new
two-thirds” taler was a North German silver currency; Mark Banco was
a Hamburg bank currency used for international trade; Mark Currant

was a silver coin in use since the seventeenth century; the ?0 guilder
piece was the currency unit in the South German states since 1776.

a
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had to become naturalised citizens of their new homelands
as quickly as possible. And even if their Embassies had
wanted to act on their behalf, what use would it have been?
German envoys abroad were themselves treated rather like
bootblacks.

One can see from all this that the desire for a united
“Fatherland” had a very material foundation. It was no
longer the dim impulse of the students of the Wartburg
days, when “strength and courage burned in German
souls”,” and when, accompanied by a French melody, “forth
rushed the Youth with battleflag on high, for the father-
land to struggle or to die’*® in order to re-establish the roman-
tic splendour of the medieval Empire, when the banner-
bearing youth became a quite ordinary Pietistic servant of
princely absolutism—in his old age. Neither was it any
longer the much more down-to-earth call for unity advanced
by the lawyers and other bourgeois ideologists of the Ham-
bach Festival,” who believed that they loved unity and free-
dom for their own sakes and who seemed quite unaware
that proposals to organise Germany as a cantonal republic
on the Swiss model, which was the idea of the least muddled
amongst them, were just as impracticable as the Hohens-
taufen Imperialism of the students.*® No, it was the demand
arising from the immediate commercial needs of practical

"The Wartburg Festival of October 1817 was an early demonstration
in favour of German unification. It was organised largely by university
students and professors whose sense of political realities was somewhat
limited.

®The words are taken from the song: “Jugend-Muth und Kraft” by
E. Hinkel, Deutsche Volkslieder, Mainz 1849.

® The Hambach Festival of May 1832 was a demonstration in favour
of constitutional liberty and national unification organised by South
German liberals and radicals. It was more representative and revealed
more political maturity than the earlier Wartburg Festival.

*The period of the Hohenstaufen dynasty (1130-1254) was con-
sidered the most glorious period of the medieval German Empire.
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businessmen and industrialists for the elimination of all the
historically out-dated rubbish which obstructed the free
development of trade and industry, for the removal of all the
unnecessary irritations, which all his competitors had over-
come, and which the German businessman had to put an
end to at home if he wished to play a part on the world
market. And the people who now demanded it knew what
they wanted. They were in business, had been brought up
in business, knew how to transact business and were willing
to talk business. They knew that while one can demand a
pretty stiff price, one must also be prepared to reduce it
fairly considerably. They sang songs about the “German
fatherland” in which Styria and Tyrol and “Austria rich
in honour and in victories” were also included, and which
stretched :

“Von der Mass bis an die Memel,

von der Etsch bis an den Belt,

Deutschland, Deutschland iiber alles,

iiber alles in der Welt.”*?

(From the Maas right up to Memel,
From the Adige up to the Baltic,
Germany, Germany above everything,
Above everything in the world.)

But for this ever-growing fatherland they were prepared to
agree to a considerable rebate—20-30 per cent—for full pay-
ment in cash. Their plan for unity had been worked out and
it was an immediately practicable one.

But German unity was not merely a German question.
Since the Thirty Years’ War, no single all-German question
was ever settled without quite open intervention of other
Powers. Frederick I conquered Silesia in 1740 with the aid
of the French. In 1803, France and Russia literally dictated

“From the “Lied der Deutschen” written in 1841 by Hoffman von
Fallersleben.
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the reorganisation of the Holy Roman Empire through the
Recess of the Imperial Diet. Then Napoleon organised Ger-
many to suit his own convenience. And finally, at the Vienna
Congress, Germany was again split up into thirty-six states
and over two hundred territorial units—large and small—
largely at the instigation of Russia, but also of England and
France, who were abetted by the German Princes, just as at
the Regensburg Diet'? in 1802-3, which made the dismember-
ment even worse. In addition, parts of Germany were handed
over to foreign rulers. Germany was thus not only rendered
powerless and helpless, exhausting herself in internal strife
and doomed to political, military and industrial futility; but
what was much worse, France and Russia had, as a result of
repeated use, acquired a right in the dismemberment of
Germany, just as France and Austria assumed the right of
seeing to it that Italy remained partitioned. This was the
right which Tsar Nicholas asserted in 1850, when he pro-
hibited in most brutal fashion any “unauthorised” changes
in the constitution and enforced the re-establishment of the
Federal Diet—that expression of the impotence of Germany.

The unification of Germany had therefore to be won in
struggle not only against the Princes and other enemies
within the country but also against the foreign Powers; or
alternatively with the help of the foreign Powers. And what
was their position at that time?

2

In France, Louis-Napoleon had made use of the struggle
between the bourgeoisie and the proletariat to become Presi-

2 Since the seventeenth century, Regensburg had been the regular
meeting place of the Imperial Diet. At the diet of 1802-1803, the
German Princes eagerly co-operated with Napoleon and Alexander in
the hope of ensuring their own survival in the general reorganisation.
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dent with the aid of the peasantry and to become Emperor
with the aid of the army. But a new Emperor Napoleon,
brought into existence by the Army and operating within
the frontiers of France as fixed in 1815, was an impossible
absurdity. A re-born Napoleonic Empire meant the expan-
sion of France up to the Rhine, the realisation of the heredit-
ary dream of French chauvinism. But to start with, the
Rhine was not Napoleon’s for the taking. Any move in this
direction would have resulted in a European coalition against
France. But there was the alternative possibility of strengthen-
ing France’s general power position, of gaining new laurels
for her army by joining with practically all the rest of Europe
in a war against Russia, which had quietly used the period
of revolutionary upheaval in Western Europe to occupy the
Danubian Principalities and to prepare a new war of con-
quest against Turkey. England allied herself with France.
Austria was friendly to both. Only heroic Prussia kissed the
Russian rod and remainded in a state of neutral friendship
with Russia. But neither England nor France wanted to in-
flict a really serious defeat on their opponent, and the war
therefore ended in a mild humiliation for Russia and a
Franco-Russian alliance against Austria.*

* The Crimean War was one colossal comedy of errors during which
one was bound to ask, “who is deceiving whom?” at each new scene.
But the comedy cost untold treasure and close on a million lives. The
war had hardly begun before Austria marched into the Danubian
Principalities. The Russians withdrew in the face of this. As a result,
a war on Russia’s frontiers with Turkey became impossible so long as
Austria remained neutral. But in order to secure Austria as an ally in
a war fought on this frontier, it was essential that the war be waged
seriously with the aim of re-establishing Poland and pushing back
Russia’s Western frontier once and for all. Prussia, through whose ter-
ritory all Russia’s imports still came, would thus have been forced to
join in. Russia would then have been blockaded both on land and by
river and must soon have been defeated. But this was not the intention
of the allies. On the contrary. They were delighted to be relieved of
the danger of having to wage a serious war. Palmerston proposed to
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The Crimean War made France the leading power in
Europe and the adventurer, Louis Bonaparte, the outstand-
ing figure of the day—which really is not saying much. But
the Crimean War did not result in France acquiring any
new territory. It thus harboured the seeds of a new war, one
in which Louis-Napoleon would fulfil his real destiny as the

man who had “enlarged the Empire”.**

The basis for this new war was already laid in the first
one, in that Sardinia was allowed to join the alliance of the
Western Powers as a French satellite, with the special role
of outpost against Austria. It was prepared further at the
conclusion of peace through the understanding reached by
Louis-Napoleon with Russia, to whom nothing was more
acceptable than meting out punishment to Austria.’*

transfer the battlefield to the Crimea, which suited the Russians, and
Louis-Napoleon was only too happy to join in this project. The war in
the Crimea could only be a sham war and so all the main participants
were satisfied. But Tsar Nicholas took it into his head to wage a real
war and overlooked the fact that terrain suitable for a sham war was
quite unsuitable for a real one. Russia’s advantages in defence, the
expanse of its thinly populated territory, impassable and poor in
resources, redounded against Russia with every Russian offensive and
nowhere more so than in the Crimea. The Steppes of Southern Russia,
which should have become the graveyard of the attackers, became the
graveyard of Russian armies which Nicholas, with brutal, stupid dis-
regard urged on to Sevastopol one after another, the last ones in deep
winter. And when the last hurriedly mustered companies, with hardly
any equipment, poorly provisioned, had lost two-thirds of their strength
on the march (whole batallions perished in the snow) and the rest were
in no state to drive the enemy out of Russia, then the arrogant, empty-
headed Nicholas collapsed miserably and poisoned himself. Once this
had happened, the war became a sham war once again and peace was
soon concluded.

B“Mehrer des Reichs” was part of the official title of the Holy
Roman Emperors.

“The close understanding reached between France and Russia after
the Crimean War culminated in the secret treaty of March 1859. Russia
promised neutrality in a Franco-Sardinian war against Austria, while
France was to support Russia’s efforts to secure revision of the Black
Sea clauses of the Treaty of Paris.
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Louis-Napoleon was now the idol of the European bour-
geoisie; not only because he had “saved society” by his coup
d’état of 2 December 1851 when he destroyed the political
domination of the bourgeoisie, only to preserve its social
domination; not only because he showed how, under favour-
able conditions, universal suffrage could be transformed
into an instrument for the oppression of the masses; not only
because under his rule, industry and commerce and particu-
larly speculation and stock-exchange swindling advanced at
a rate previously unknown; but above all, because in him the
bourgeoisie saw the first “great statesman’ who was flesh of
their flesh, bone of their bone. He was an upstart, a parvenu,
like every other real bourgeois. Willing to try anything, he
had been a Carbonari conspirator in Italy,® artillery officer
in Switzerland, debt-ridden aristocratic tramp and Special
Constable in England.’” Always and everywhere the Pre-
tender, he prepared himself in all countries by his adventur-
ous past and his moral failings for the post of Emperor of
the French and arbiter of Europe’s destinies, just as that
bourgeois par excellence, the American bourgeois, prepares
himself for becoming a millionaire by a series of partly
honest and partly fraudulent bankruptcies. As Emperor, he
not only subordinated policy to the interests of capitalist
profit and stock-exchange swindling, but he conducted his
policy quite on stock-exchange lines and speculated on the

“principle of nationality”.*®

¥ Louis-Napoleon made himself President of France for life in viola-
tion of the 1848 constitution.

® The Carbonari were Italian secret societies during the first half of
the nineteenth century, which kept alive the traditions of the French
Revolution and helped to prepare the way for Italian unification.

" As Special Constable Louis-Napoleon had taken part in the pre-
ventive measures against the Chartist demonstration on 10 April 1848.

* Napoleon III specialised in exploiting the nineteenth-century move-
ment for national self-determination for the purpose of Great Power
ambition. Cf. Marx’s work Herr Vogt, in Marx, Engels, Werke, Vol. 14.
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The right to impose fragmentation on Germany and Italy
had hitherto been an inalienable, fundamental right of
French policy. Louis-Napoleon now began to barter it away
bit by bit against so-called compensation. He was ready to
help Germany and Italy end their fragmentation, provided
both countries paid him for every step towards unification
by ceding territory to him. In this way, not only would
French chauvinism be satisfied and the Empire gradually

restored to its 1801 frontiers,*® but France would be able to,

pose again as the enlightened and liberating power, and
Louis-Napoleon as the protector of oppressed nations. And
the whole bourgeoisie, full of enthusiasm for enlightenment
and nationality, because they were supremely interested in
eliminating all obstacles to trade on the world market, would
unanimously applaud this world-liberating enlightenment.

A beginning was made in Italy, where unrestrained dom-
ination by Austria had prevailed since 1849. Austria
was the general scape-goat of Europe at that time. The
meagre results of the Crimean War were not put down to
the irresolution of the Western Powers, who had only wanted
a sham war, but to the indecisive attitude of Austria, for
which no-one was more responsible than the Western Powers
themselves. But Russia was so outraged by Austria’s advance
on the Pruth—her thanks for the help Russia gave her in
Hungary in 1849—(although it was precisely this advance
which had saved Russia) that she regarded any attack on
Austria with the greatest pleasure. Prussia no longer counted,
and had already been treated like dirt at the Paris Peace
Congress. And so the war for the liberation of Italy “right
to the Adriatic” was plotted with the connivance of Russia,
unleashed in the spring of 1859 and concluded in the sum-
mer at the river Mincio. Austria was not thrown out of

® The Treaty of Lunéville of February 1801 confirmed the annexa-
tion to France of Belgium, Luxemburg and the Left Bank of the Rhine.
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Italy. Italy was not liberated “right to the Adriatic”, nor
was she unified. Sardinia was able to expand, but France
acquired Savoy and Nice and thus her 1801 frontier with
Italy.

But the Italians were not satisfied with this. Small-scale
manufacture still prevailed in Italy at that time. Large-
scale industry was still in its infancy. The working class was
not by any means completely expropriated or proletarianised.
Workers still owned their own means of production in the
towns, and industrial work was undertaken in the agricul-
tural areas by small landowners and working peasants as
a supplementary source of income. As a consequence, the
energy of the bourgeoisie was not as yet spent in the struggle
against a modern, class-conscious proletariat. And since the
fragmentation of Italy was due primarily to domination by
Austria, under whose protection the Princes carried mis-
government to the most extreme lengths, the big, landed
aristocracy and the urban masses backed the bourgeoisie as
the champion of national independence. But Austrian
domination was shaken off in 1859—except for Venetia—
and its further intervention in Italian affairs under cover of
Russia or France made impossible. Nobody was afraid of
her any longer. And in Garibaldi, Italy possessed a hero like
those of Antiquity, a man who could, and did, perform
miracles. He put an end to the whole kingdom of Naples
with his thousand volunteers, actually united Italy and tore
holes in the artificial web of Bonapartist policy. Italy was
free and virtually united, not through the machinations of
Louis-Napoleon, but through the Revolution.

After the Italian war, the foreign policy of the Second
French Empire no longer seemed a mystery to anyone. The
conquerors of the great Napoleon were to be chastised, but
Pun aprés Pautre, one after the other. Russia and Austria
had received their share of attention; the next one to be
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dealt with was Prussia. And Prussia was more despised than
ever; its policy had been cowardly and pathetic during the
Italian war, just as it had been at the time of the Peace of
Basle in 1795.% The result of its policy of keeping a “free
hand” was that it stood completely isolated in Europe, that
all its neighbours large and small, were looking forward to
the spectacle of Prussia being chastised, that it had a “free
hand” only to surrender the Left Bank of the Rhine to
France.

In the first period after 1859, the conviction was wide-
spread, and nowhere more than in the Rhineland, that the
Left Bank of the Rhine was irretrievably lost to France.
People did not like it, but they saw it coming like an in-
escapable fate and, if the truth be told, they did not fear
it too much. Old memories of the French, who really had
brought freedom, were re-kindled in the minds of the
peasantry and of the petty bourgeoisie. Of the bourgeoisie,
the financial aristocracy, especially in Cologne, was already
deeply involved in the fraudulant transactions of the Paris
Credit Mobilier®* and other Bonapartist companies, and
called loudly for annexation.*

*The Peace concluded unilaterally by Prussia during the war of the
First Coalition. Prussia’s refusal to aid Austria unconditionally against
France in 1859, generally made a bad impression in Germany.

“The Bank founded by the Péreire brothers in 1852. It specialised
in stock-exchange speculation and industrial investments. Despite its
close links with Napoleon I1I’s régime, it failed in 1867.

* Marx and I were able to convince ourselves on the spot on a num-
ber of occasions, that this was the general outlook of people in the
Rhineland. Industrialists on the Left Bank used to ask me, among
other things, how their concerns would fare under the French Cus-
toms tariff,
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But the loss of the Left Bank of the Rhine meant not only
the weakening of Prussia but also of Germany. And Germany
was split up more than ever. Austria and Prussia, more
alienated from each other than ever because of Prussia’s
neutrality in the Italian war, the mob of petty princes look-
ing to Louis-Napoleon half in trepidation, half with longing,
as the Protector of a new Confederation of the Rhine?*—this
was the situation in the official Germany. And this was at
a time when only the united forces of the whole nation
could have warded off the danger of dismemberment.

But how were the forces of the whole nation to be unified ?
Three courses were open after the attempts of 1848,
nebulous without exception, had failed, and by their failure
had dissipated much of the fog.

The first was the real unification of the country by the
elimination of all the separate, individual states, in other
words, the open revolutionary way. This course had just
succeeded in Italy, where the Savoyard dynasty had joined
forces with the Revolution and thereby won the Crown of
Italy. But our German Savoyards, the Hohenzollerns, and
even their most audacious Cavours, of the Bismarck stamp,
were absolutely incapable of such bold deeds. The people
would have had to do everything themselves in a war over
the Left Bank of the Rhine and they would, presumably,
have been capable of doing what was necessary. The in-
evitable retreat of the Prussians across the Rhine, static war
around the Rhine fortresses, the inevitably following be-
trayal by the South German Princes might have sufficed to

#?The Confederation of the Rhine, founded in 1806, organised the
German states apart from Austria and Prussia as satellite states of
Napoleon I. It disintegrated in 1813.
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let loose a national movement in face of which all the
dynasties would have been scattered to the winds. And Louis-
Napoleon would then have been the first to sheathe the
sword. The Second Empire could only use reactionary states
as enemies, against which it could pose as the heir of the
French Revolution and the liberator of the peoples. It was
powerless in face of a people themselves involved in a revo-
lution; indeed, a successful German revolution could have
provided the stimulus for the overthrow of the entire French
Empire. This is the best course events might have taken. If
the worst had come to the worst, if the dynasts had overcome
the movement, the Left Bank of the Rhine would have been
temporarily lost to France, the active or passive betrayal by
the dynasts would have been exposed to the whole world,
and Germany would have had no choice but Revolution,
the expulsion of the Princes and the establishment of the
unified German Republic.

As things stood, this way of unifying Germany could only
have been embarked on if Louis-Napoleon had started the
war for the Rhine frontier. This war did not take place for
reasons which will be mentioned later. As a result, national
unification ceased to be a desperately urgent, life-and-death
question which had to be settled immediately, today or to-
morrow, on pain of destruction. The nation could wait for
a time.

The second course was unification under Austrian pre-
dominance. Since 1815, Austria had willingly retained its
position as a compact state covering a well defined area,
conditions imposed on it by the Napoleonic wars. It did not
lay claim to its previous possessions in South Germany of
which it had been deprived. It was satisfied with attaching
to itself old and new territories which could more easily be
assimilated geographically and strategically to what remained
of the old core of the Monarchy. The separation of German
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Austria from the rest of Germany, begun through the pro-
tectionist tariffs of Joseph II, intensified by the Italian policy
of Francis II, and consummated by the dissolution of the
Empire®* and the Confederation of the Rhine, was not over-
come after 1815. Metternich surrounded his state with a
real Chinese wall on its German side. The tariff wall kept
out Germany’s material products, the censorship its intellec-
tual ones; the unspeakable chicanery with regard to pass-
ports limited personal contact to the absolute minimum.
Internally, security was maintained by a régime of arbitrary
absolutism, which was unique even in Germany and which
was directed against any kind of political stirrings, however
faint. Austria thus stood absolutely apart from the whole
bourgeois-liberal movement in Germany. The events of 1848
at least brought about the dismantling of most of the intel-
lectual wall, but the consequences were hardly conducive to
bringing Austria closer to the rest of Germany. On the con-
trary. Austria emphasised more and more its position as an
independent Great Power. And thus, although the Austrian
soldiers of the Federal fortresses were very popular, while
the Prussian solders were hated and reviled, and though
Austria was still popular and respected in the predominantly
Catholic southern and western parts of Germany; neverthe-
less, nobody seriously thought of German unification under
Austrian domination, except perhaps one or two German
Princes, rulers of small or medium-sized states.

It could not indeed be otherwise. Austria herself did not
desire anything else, although she secretly fostered romantic
dreams of Empire. The Austrian tariff barrier eventually
remained the only material barrier in Germany, and it was
all the more deeply resented for that. The independent Great
Power policy was pointless, if it did not mean the sacrifice of

*® Francis II’s renunciation of the Imperial Crown in August 1806
marked the dissolution of the Holy Roman Empire.
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German in favour of Austrian, that is, Italian, Hungarian
etc. interests. After the Revolution, Austria remained what
it had been before, the most reactionary of all German-
speaking states, the one most reluctant to adapt itself to
modern developments, and in addition, the only specifically
Catholic Great Power. The more the post-Revolution
government sought to re-establish the old Papal and Jesui-
tical order,* the more it found it impossible to maintain its
influence in a country which was two-thirds Protestant. And
finally, unification under Austria would only have been
possible by smashing Prussia. However small a disaster for
Germany this would be in itself, the destruction of Prussia
by Austria would have been just as calamitous as the des-
truction of Austria by Prussia would be before the impend-
ing victory of the Revolution in Russia (after which it will
be unnecessary because Austria, made superfluous by such
an event, must then collapse of itself).

In short, German unity under Austria’s wing was a
romantic dream and stood revealed as such, when the Prin-
ces of the small and medium-sized states met in Frankfurt
in 1863 to proclaim Francis-Joseph as German Emperor.
The King of Prussia simply stayed away and the Kaiser
comedy ended in a miserable fiasco.?®

There remained the third way—unification under the
leadership of Prussia. And because this is in fact what hap-
pened, we descend from the sphere of speculation to the
more solid if rather dirtier ground of practical Realpolitik.

Since Frederick IT’s time, Prussia regarded Germany as it
did Poland, simply as an area to be conquered, an area

* The measures taken by the Schwarzenberg ministry and its succes-
sors amounted to the dismantling of the work of Maria Theresa and

Joseph II with regard to Church-State relations, and culminated in

the Concordat of 1855.
* Bismarck had to struggle hard to prevail on the King to decline the

invitation to Frankfurt.
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where one seized what one could, but it was understood
as a matter of course that one had to share it with others.
Sharing Germany with others—with France above all
—had been Prussia’s “German vocation” ever since 1740.
“Je vais, je crois, jouer votre jeu; si les as me viennent,
nous partagerons” (I believe I shall play your game. If
I get the aces, then we’ll share}—these were Frederick’s
parting words to the French Ambassador Beaurau, as he
set out on his first war. True to this “vocation”, Prussia
betrayed Germany at the Peace of Basle in 1795, agreed
in advance to the cessation of the Left Bank of the Rhine
to France (the Treaty of 5 August 1796) in exchange
for a promise of more territory, and promptly received its
reward for the betrayal of the Reich in the 1802 Recess of
the Federal Diet dictated by Russia and France.?® Prussia
betrayed its allies, Russia and Austria, again in 1805, as soon
as Napoleon dangled the bait of Hanover before it, for
which it went every time; but it got caught in its cun-
ning but stupid machinations, and so became involved in
war with Napoleon and got its deserts at Jena.?” Such was
the effect of this beating, that even after the victories of 1813
and 1814, Frederick William IIT wanted to withdraw from
all the West German outposts and confine himself to the
occupation of North-East Germany and, if possible, to with-
draw from Germany, as Austria had done. This would have
meant that the whole of Western Germany would have been
transformed into a new Confederation of the Rhine under
Russian or French patronage. The plan did not succeed.
Westphalia and the Rhine provinces were forced on the

® Prussia received the secularised bishopric of Miinster and other
West German territories.

*For a recent short summary in English of Prussia’s tortuous and
unsuccessful policy in 1805-1806, cf. F. M. H. Markham, Napoleon
and the Awakening of Europe, London 1954, pp. 82-86.
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King against his will and with them a new “German
vocation”.

Apart from the purchase of a few small areas, annexa-
tions ceased for the time being. Internally, the old bureau-
cratic Junker order gradually began to emerge again. The
promise of a constitution, made at a time of dire necessity,
was not fulfilled. But despite this, the bourgeosie increasingly
prospered, even in Prussia, for without trade and industry,
the haughty, arrogant Prussian state itself would now count
for nothing. Slowly, reluctantly, in homoeopathic doses,
economic concessions had to be made to the bourgeoisie.
And in one sense these concessions opened up the prospect
of fostering Prussia’s “German vocation”, namely in that
Prussia, in order to put an end to the tariff barriers which
divided its two halves, invited the adjoining German states
to form a Customs Union. This is how the Zollverein (Cus-
toms Union) came into existence. It remained a pious hope
until 1830 (only Hessen-Damstadt had come in) but after
wards, in consequence of the somewhat more rapid tempo
of political and economic development it soon secured the
economic annexation of Central Germany to Prussia.”® The
non-Prussian coastal states remained outside until after 1848.

The Zollverein was a great success for Prussia. That it
signified a victory over Austrian influence was the least im-
portant aspect of it. The most important thing was that it
ranged the bourgeoisie of the small and medium-sized prin-
cipalities on the side of Prussia. Apart from Saxony, there
was no German state in which industry had developed to
the extent the Prussian had. And this was not due solely to
natural and historical factors, but also to the larger customs
area and a larger home market. And the more the Zollverein

#The final formation of the Zollverein was achieved in 1834. Its
success did much to strengthen Prussian as against Austrian influence
in Germany.

German Unity 49

expanded and admitted the petty states in this home market,
the more the burgeoning bourgeois of these states got used
to Prussia as their economic and potentially their political
leader. And the professors whistled to the tunes sung by the
bourgeois. What the Hegelians deduced philosophically in
Berlin—that Prussia was destined to stand at the head of
Germany—was demonstrated historically by the disciples of
Schlosser, especially by Hausser and Gervinus. It was of
course assumed that Prussia would change its whole political
system and fulfil the demands of the ideologists of the bour-
geoisie.*

But all this did not happen out of any special love for the
Prussian state, in the way the Italian bourgeoisie accepted
Piedmont as the leading state after it had placed itself openly
at the head of the national and constitutional movement. It
happened reluctantly; the bourgeoisie accepted Prussia as
the lesser evil, because Austria excluded them from its mar-
kets and because in comparison with Austria, even Prussia
seemed to have a certain bourgeois character, if only be-
cause of her mean financial policy. Unlike other large states,
Prussia possessed two good institutions: universal military
service and universal compulsory education. She had intro-
duced them in times of desperate danger and, when times
improved, she merely eliminated the possible dangers in-
herent in them in certain circumstances by deliberate neglect
and restricted application. But they continued to exist on
paper and with them Prussia could one day arouse the
potential energy dormant among the mass of the people, to
an extent which was unattainable in other countries with

*In 1842, the Rheinische Zeitung discussed the question of Prussian
hegemony from this standpoint. In the summer of 1843, Gervinus told
me in Ostend, that Prussia must come to be the leader of Germany but
that three things were necessary in order that this could come about:

Prussia must have a Constitution, it must institute freedom of the Press
and it must pursue a national foreign policy.

D
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the same population. The bourgeoisie accepted these two
institutions. In 1840 the compulsory year of military ser-
vice, which involved the sons of the bourgeoisie, was circum-
vented fairly easily and cheaply by bribery, especially as the
Army itself looked down on the Landwehr* officers recruited
from the commercial and industrial strata. And the larger
number of people with a certain minimum of elementary
knowledge which compulsory education undoubtedly pro-
duced in Prussia, was most useful to the bourgeoisic. As
large-scale industry progressed, their numbers were even
inadequate.* Complaints about the high cost of both institu-
tions, which had to be paid for by increased taxation, were
voiced mainly by the petty bourgeoisie. The rising bour-
geoisie calculated that the considerable but unavoidable
future costs of becoming a Great Power would be amply
compensated by increased profits.

In short, the German bourgeois indulged in no illusions
about Prussian kindliness. If, from 1840 onwards, they
leaned towards the idea of Prussian hegemony, this was only
because and to the extent that the Prussian bourgeoisie,
thanks to its greater economic development, assumed the
economic and political leadership of the German bourgeoisie
as a whole; because and to the extent that the Rottecks and
Welkers of the old Constitutional South were overshadowed
by the Camphausens, Hansemanns and Mildes of the Prus-
sian North, the lawyers and professors by the merchants and
manufacturers. The Prussian Liberals of the years just before
1848, especially those in the Rhineland, did indeed display
a far more vigorous revolutionary spirit than the Swiss-

* The Landwehr was created by Scharnhorst in 1813. It was a reserve
consisting of older men who had done their regular service.

* At the time of the Kulturkampf (i.e. the 1870s), manufacturers
in the Rhineland complained to me that they could not promote other-

wise suitable workers to be foremen because of their lack of education.
This was particularly true in the Catholic districts.
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oriented liberals of the South. Two of the best popular politi-
cal songs since the sixteenth century were composed at this
time, the song about the Biirgermeister Tschech and the one
about the Baroness von Droste-Fischering, the daring inso-
lence of which now horrifies the same people, who as young
men sang them so lustily in 1846.%°

But all this was soon to be changed. There was the Febru-
ary Revolution and the March Days in Vienna and the
Revolution of 18 March in Berlin. The bourgeoisie was vic-
torious without having had to engage in any real struggle;
it had not at all wanted the serious fighting which did occur.
For the bourgeoisie who only recently had coquetted with
Socialism and Communism (especially in the Rhineland)
now suddenly discovered that it had not bred just a few in-
dustrial working-men, but a working class, one which, though
still half-asleep, was nevertheless slowly awakening and
developing into a proletariat, revolutionary by its innermost
nature. And this proletariat, which had won the victories
for the bourgeoisie everywhere, was now putting forward
demands, especially in France, which were incompatible
with the continued existence of the whole bourgeois order.
On 23 June 1848 the first terrible struggle between the two
classes broke out in Paris. The proletariat was defeated after
four days of fighting. From that time onward, the mass of
the bourgeoisie throughout the whole of Europe went over
to the side of reaction, and united with the bureaucrats,
nobles and priests whom it had just overthrown with the
help of the workers, in order to fight against the “enemies
of society”, these self-same workers.

In Prussia the bourgeoisie left its own elected representa-
tives in the lurch and greeted the dissolution of the elected
Assembly by the Government in November 1848 with open

*Both songs are published in Historische Volkslieder der Zeit von
1756 bis 1871, Vol. I1, p. 63.
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or concealed joy. The Junker-bureaucratic Ministry which
now ruled in Prussia for ten years had perforce to rule in a
constitutional form. But it revenged itself for this by a system
of petty chicanery and oppression, unprecedented even in
Prussia, under which no-one suffered more than the bour-
geoisie.** The bourgeoisie, however, had become contrite,
meekly accepted their buffetings and kicks as punishment
for their erstwhile revolutionary aspirations, and gradually
learned to think what they later avowed quite openly : “We
are only dogs after all.”

4

Then came the Regency. In order to demonstrate his loyalty
to the King, Manteuffel had surrounded the successor to the
throne, the later William I, with as many spies as Puttkamer
now employs to watch the editorial offices of the Sozial-
demokrat.®* As soon as William became Regent, Manteuffel
naturally received a parting kick and the New Era began.*
It was only a change of décor. The Prince Regent graciously
deigned to allow the bourgeois to be liberals again. The bour-
geois made use of this permission with great satisfaction, but
deluded themselves into thinking that they now wielded
power and that the Prussian state would have to dance to
their tune. But this was not by any means the view prevail-
ing in “authoritative circles”. The reorganisation of the
Army was to be the price paid by the liberal bourgeoisie for

3 Engels is referring to the ministries of Count Brandenburg (1848-
1850) and Otto v. Manteuffel (1850-1858).

 As Prussian Minister of the Interior from 1881-1888, Robert Putt-
kamer was responsible for the execution of the Anti-Socialist Laws.

® William became Regent because of Frederick William IV’s incur-
able madness (October 1858). He dismissed the Manteuffel ministry.

The resulting optimistic illusions among the liberal opposition gave
rise to the term “New Era” in the bourgeois press.
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the New Era. By this the Government required only the
application of conscription on the scale which had been
customary up to 1816. As far as the liberal opposition was
concerned, they could say absolutely nothing against it
which would not have contradicted their own talk about
Prussian leadership and Prussia’s German destiny. But the
liberal opposition made it a condition of acceptance that
the maximum legal period of military service should be two
years. This was in itself a quite rational demand. But it was
questionable whether it could be forced through, whether
the liberal bourgeoisie throughout the country was ready to
go to the limit in blood and treasure in order to fight for this
condition. The Government insisted on three years, the
Chamber on two. The “conflic