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XIII

Preface

Volume 24 of the Collected Works of Karl Marx and Frederick
Engels covers the period between May 1874 and May 1883.

These years were an important stage in the development of the
international working-class movement that began after the Paris
Commune of 1871. The Paris Commune enriched the proletariat
with the invaluable experience of class struggle, but at the same
time demonstrated that the objective and subjective conditions for
the transfer of power to the working people were not yet ripe and,
above all, that there was a lack of independent mass proletarian
parties armed with the theory of scientific socialism and capable of
leading the working class in the struggle for the radical
transformation of society. After the defeat of the Commune the
working class was faced with the task of rallying its forces and
preparing for new revolutionary battles, and the need to form
proletarian parties in individual countries came to the fore. The
period of the spread of Marxism began, a “period ... of the
formation, growth and maturing of mass socialist parties with a
proletarian class composition” (V.I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 19,
Progress Publishers, Moscow, 1980, pp. 295-96).

In the works in this volume Marx and Engels continue their
analysis of the historical experience of the International Working
Men’s Association and the Paris Commune. They show that, in the
new historical conditions, the organisational form of the Interna-
tional no longer corresponded to the aims of the proletariat’s class
struggle. Thanks to the International, the understanding of the
idea of proletarian internationalism and the unity of the working
class’s aims and tasks had risen to a new level. “The social
democratic working-men’s parties,” Marx wrote, “organised on
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more or less national dimensions ... form as many international
groups, no longer single sections thinly scattered through different
countries and held together by an eccentric General Council, but
the working masses themselves in continuous, active, direct
intercourse, cemented by exchange of thought, mutual services,
and common aspiration” (see this volume, p. 239). Marx and Engels
skilfully related the tasks of the workers’ parties in separate
countries to the aims of the whole international working-class
movement.

The formation of the socialist parties took place at a time of
bitter ideological struggle waged by the representatives of the
Marxist trend against alien class influences and petty-bourgeois
views, fostered by the socially heterogeneous composition of the
working class, and against reformist, opportunist and anarchist
trends in the working-class movement itself. The fight for
ideological unity on the basis of scientific socialism forms the main
substance of Marx’s and Engels’ theoretical and practical activities
as leaders of the international working-class movement in the
period under review.

London, where Marx and Engels were living at that time, was
still the ideological centre of the international working-class
movement. Prominent figures in the workers’ parties appealed to
Marx and Engels, as acknowledged authorities, for help and
advice. Their correspondence, their contributions to the working-
class press, the publication of their new and republication of their
old works, propagated the ideas of Marxism in the international
working-class movement.

The experience of the Paris Commune called for a thorough-
going elaboration of the problems of the state and revolution, the
fundamental propositions of Marxism on the dictatorship of the
proletariat and the role of the party, and the problem of what
allies the proletariat should have in the fight for the radical
transformation of society. Of prime importance was the task of
providing an integral and systematic exposition of Marxism,
defending its theoretical principles, revealing the universal charac-
ter of its dialectical method, and teaching revolutionary socialists
how to apply the theory creatively, how to work out scientific
programmes and tactics for their parties and rebuff the oppo-
nents of Marxism.

The present volume includes a considerable number of works
written by Marx and Engels specifically for the German pro-
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letariat. This was explained by the fact that during the Franco-
Prussian war (1870-71) the centre of the European workers’ move-
ment had been shifted from France to Germany (p. 211). As
Engels wrote, “the German workers’ position in the van of the
European movement rests essentially on their genuinely interna-
tional attitude during the war” (p. 68). Analysis of the achieve-
ments and mistakes of German Social-Democracy enabled Marx
and Engels to examine the general problems of the theory and
tactics of the whole international working-class movement. Indis-
putably, the most important of their works on this subject are
Marx’s Critique of the Gotha Programme and Engels’ letter to Bebel
of March 18-28, 1875, both responses to the draft programme for
the Gotha Congress. This congress united the Social-Democratic
Workers’ Party of Germany (Eisenachers), the first mass party
based on the principles of the First International and led by
August Bebel and Wilhelm Liebknecht, and the General Associa-
tion of German Workers led by followers of Ferdinand Lassalle.

Marx and Engels had maintained that this union should have
taken place only if the Lassallean leaders were ready “to abandon
their sectarian slogans and their state aid, and to accept in its
essentials the Eisenach Programme of 1869 or an improved
edition of it adapted to the present day. Our party has absolutely
nothing to learn from the Lassalleans in the theoretical sphere” (see
Engels’ letter to August Bebel of March 18-28, 1875; this volume,
p. 67).

Marx and Engels saw the draft of the Gotha programme as an
unacceptable ideological concession and surrender to Lassallean-
ism. They regarded as totally inadmissible the inclusion in the
programme of the proposition that in relation to the working class
all other classes were reactionary and of the “iron law of wages”,
which was founded on false theoretical premisses (pp. 68-69). They
also condemned the programme’s virtual rejection of “the principle
that the workers’ movement is an international one” (p. 68), the
brushing aside of the problem of the trade unions, and much else.
They argued cogently that these propositions, by dragging the party
backwards in the theoretical sphere, would do grave harm to the
German workers’ movement. In his letter to Bebel, Engels stressed
that “a new programme is after all a banner planted in public, and
the outside world judges the party by it” (p. 72). The Gotha
programme, he showed, was a step backwards in comparison with
the Eisenach programme.

Critical analysis of the draft Gotha programme gave Marx a
handle for expounding his views on the crucial theoretical
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questions of scientific socialism on the basis of his previous
socio-economic research and, above all, on Capital. The Critique
of the Gotha Programme is mainly concerned with the Marxist
theory of the state and socialist revolution. In contrast to the
Gotha programme, in which the state was treated “as an in-
dependent entity” (p. 94), Marx revealed the class, exploitative
nature of the bourgeois state. He also examined the role of the
state after the victory of the socialist revolution and stressed that a
relatively long period would inevitably be required to carry out the
immense creative work of the revolutionary remoulding of society.
“Between capitalist and communist society lies the period of the
revolutionary transformation of the one into the other.
Corresponding to this is also a political transition period in which the
state can be nothing but the revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat™
(p. 95).

In his Critique of the Gotha Programme Marx elaborated new
aspects of the theory of the future communist society as a social
formation developing according to its objective laws. It was here
that he first set forth the proposition on the two phases of
communist society, the two stages of the great transformative
process embracing the sphere of production and production
relations, the distribution of material goods, people’s political and
intellectual life, morality and the right. In the first phase, under
socialism, we have to deal with a society “just as it emerges from
capitalist society, which is thus in every respect, economically,
morally and intellectually, still stamped with the birth-marks of the
old society” (p. 85).

Marx criticised the Lassallean thesis of the programme that
under socialism every worker would possess the total product of
his labour, the “undiminished proceeds of labour” (p. 84). He
pointed out that even after the abolition of private property in the
means of production, before becoming available for individual
consumption the total social product would have to reimburse the
funds set aside for the replacement of the means of production, for
its further expansion, and for public needs. The first phase of
communism presupposes the equality of the members of society
only in the sense of their equal relationship to the means of
production that have become public property, their equal obliga-
tion to work, and their equal rights to various social goods and
services. This form of distribution embodies the social justice of
the socialist society: “The individual producer receives back from
society—after the deductions have been made—exactly what he
gives to it” (p. 86).
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Only at the next stage, with its very high development of all the
productive forces and of the productivity of social labour, would
radical changes take place in people’s material standard of living,
in their labour conditions and consciousness. Marx draws a picture
of communist society in which the individual, freed of the struggle
for his daily bread and fear of the future, will be able to realise all
the abilities of his personality, its harmonious development, and be
able to shed the possessive instincts and nationalist prejudices
inbred by centuries. “Only then,” Marx wrote, “can the narrow
horizon of bourgeois right be crossed in its entirety and society
inscribe on its banners: From each according to his abilities, to each
according to his needs!” (p. 87).

The Critique of the Gotha Programme was aimed not only against
Lassalleanism, against opportunist trends in the German working-
class movement, but also against vulgar socialism as a whole. It
exposed its inherent basic methodological defect—failure to
understand the determining role of social production, the desire
to shift the centre of gravity, both in criticism of the existing
society and in projects for social transformation, into the sphere of
distribution. “The vulgar socialists ... have taken over from the
bourgeois economists the consideration and treatment of distribu-
tion as independent of the mode of production and hence the
presentation of socialism as turning principally on distribution”
(p. 88).

The rapid growth of Social-Democracy’s influence in Germany,
its sweeping advance among the mass of the German workers, and
the successes of the Socialist Workers’ Party at the elections to the
Reichstag (see pp. 250, 251), were a cause of grave concern to
Bismarck. On October 19, 1878, using as a pretext two attempts
on the life of William I, in which the Social-Democrats were in no
way involved, the government passed a “Law against the Harmful
and Dangerous Aspirations of Social-Democracy”, which remained
in force right up to 1890. This so-called Exceptional Law Against the
Socialists, better known as the Anti-Socialist Law, virtually proscribed
the Socialist Workers’ Party of Germany.

In September 1878, even before the law was introduced, on the
basis of the minutes of the Reichstag sitting at which the
government Bill was debated, Marx outlined an exposé entitled
“The Parliamentary Debate on the Anti-Socialist Law” in which he
resolutely repudiates the reactionaries’ attempts to accuse rev-
olutionary Social-Democracy of terrorism and identify it with the
‘anarchistic elements; he unmasks the provocative police methods
Bismarck’s government resorted to in the Reichstag to cast a

2-1317
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veneer of legality over its actions. “Indeed,” Marx wrote, “the
government is seeking to suppress by force a development it
dislikes but cannot lawfully attack” (p. 249).

In this article Marx poses the question of the dialectical
relationship between the peaceful and non-peaceful forms of the
proletariat’s struggle. He emphasises that in countries where the
conditions are favourable the working class can count on the
peaceful acquisition of power. But even in this case it must be
aware that this peaceful path may be blocked by forces “interested
in restoring the former state of affairs” (p. 248). The choice of path,
peaceful or non-peaceful, is determined not by the subjective
desires of the movement’s leaders or their doctrines but by the
line-up of class forces, the behaviour of the ruling class, the form
in which it resists the maturing social changes. “An historical
development,” Marx writes, “can remain ‘peaceful’ only for so
long as its progress is not forcibly obstructed by those wielding
social power at the time” (ibid.).

At a difficult time for the German Social-Democrats, Marx and
Engels helped them to find new forms of activity, to evolve a
correct tactical line. A special role was played by the “Circular Letter
to August Bebel, Wilhelm Liebknecht, Wilhelm Bracke and others”,
written by Marx and Engels in September 1879. This is one of the
key documents of Marxism against opportunism in the working-class
movement. Marx and Engels sharply criticised the opportunist
programme of the party’s reformist wing (the so-called Manifesto
of the Zurich Trio— Karl Hochberg, Eduard Bernstein and Karl
Schramm). These are, the Circular Letter said, “the representatives
of the petty bourgeoisie, terrified lest the proletariat, impelled by its
revolutionary situation, should ‘go too far’. Instead of resolute
political opposition—general conciliation; instead of a struggle
against government and bourgeoisie—an attempt to win them over
and talk them round; instead of defiant resistance te maltreatment
from above—humble subjection and the admission that the
punishment was deserved” (p. 267).

In a situation when Marxism had begun to spread widely in the
mass working-class movement, its ideological opponents no longer
dared openly to declare themselves its adversaries. Instead they
tried to revise Marxism from within, by peddling an eclectic
hotch-potch of vulgar materialist, idealistic and pseudo-socialist
views as scientific socialism. The Circular Letter was designed to
scotch this danger. It exposes the class and ideological roots of
opportunism and proves the need to clear the ground of them.
Marx and Engels noted that this phenomenon was due to the
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influence of the petty bourgeoisie on the proletariat, the penetra-
tion of non-proletarian ideology into the working-class movement.
Repudiation of the class struggle against the bourgeoisie was being
preached under the flag of Marxism. “On paper,” the Circular
Letter stated, “it is recognised because there is no denying it any
longer, but in practice it is glossed over, suppressed, emasculated”
(p. 267). The authors of the letter urged the German Social-
Democrats to dissociate themselves from the ‘“adulterating ele-
ment” in the workers’ party (p. 269) and to strengthen its class
character. “For almost 40 years,” Marx and Engels wrote, “we
have emphasised that the class struggle is the immediate motive
force of history and, in particular, that the class struggle between
bourgeoisie and proletariat is the great lever of modern social
revolution; hence we cannot possibly co-operate with men
who seek to eliminate that class struggle from the movement”
(p- 269).

As Marx and Engels stressed, with the Anti-Socialist Law in
operation the position of the party organ became especially
important. It should “crowd on sail” (p. 262), educating the
proletarian masses in the spirit of revolutionary class struggle,
defending the interests of the working class. The working-class
party could play its vanguard role only if it clearly understood the
revolutionary aims of the proletarian movement, and remained
unshakeably loyal to them.

Under a regime of police terror the party must learn to combine
legal and illegal forms of struggle, to use the parliamentary
platform, to work out a consistently class-oriented stand for the
Social-Democratic group in the Reichstag, and to maintain strict
party discipline. Marx and Engels warned the party of the danger
of the “parliamentary disease” (p. 261). Triumphs in parliamentary
elections, as Engels wrote in his article “The Anti-Socialist Law in
Germany.—The Situation in Russia”, had “made some people
believe that it was no longer necessary to do anything else in order
to obtain the final victory of the proletariat” (p. 251).

The articles Marx and Engels contributed to the workers’ press
did much to spread the ideas of proletarian internationalism and
the revolutionary theory of class struggle, and to strengthen the
ideological platform of the Social-Democratic parties which were
being set up. They also enhanced their prestige as the acknowl-
edged leaders of the international working-class movement and
strengthened their personal ties with the leaders of various parties.
In these years, as Marx’s health declined, this journalistic work fell
more and more on Engels.

2%
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Especially important were Engels’ contributions to the German
workers’ newspapers, the organs of the German Social-Democratic
Party, Der Volksstaat, Vorwdrts, Die Neue Welt, and from 1881 to
Der Sozialdemokrat, and others. Expressing a standpoint he shared
with Marx, Engels actively opposed all attempts to identify
Social-Democracy with the anarchist trends existing in one or
another guise in the German and international working-class
movement. Both men set out to explode the false thesis that the
very doctrine of scientific socialism prompted people to commit
excesses and terrorist acts and inclined them towards voluntarist
decisions. In Refugee Literature, which opens the present volume,
Engels made a detailed study of the programme drawn up by
Blanquists forced to emigrate after the Commune. He took apart
their thesis that a revolution could be made by an insignificant
minority “according to a plan worked out in advance”, and that it
could begin “at any time” (p. 14). Emphasising that one could not
“play at revolution”, he countered the Blanquists’ misconceived
thesis on the ruling out of compromises. Engels wrote with irony:
“They imagine that, as soon as they have only the good will to
jump over intermediate stations and compromises, everything is
assured” (p. 17). In his own name and that of Marx he was equally
firm in condemning the sectarian-anarchist trends that had
emerged among the German Social-Democrats since the introduc-
tion of the Anti-Socialist Law, and that were most patently
expressed in the statements of Johann Most and the London
émigré paper, Freiheit, which Most had founded (pp. 478-79).

In his works “Semi-Official War-Cries”, Prussian Schnapps in the
German Reichstag and “The Vicar of Bray”, Engels showed the
reactionary aggressive character of Bismarck’s empire, the socio-
economic roots of the political influence wielded by the Prussian
“Schnapps-Junkers” and Prussian militarism (see p. 124). Engels’
series of articles on Wilhelm Wolff, the closest friend and associate
of Marx and Engels, Marx’s epilogue to the second edition of
Revelations Concerning the Communist Trial in Cologne, and the
speeches by Marx and Engels on February 7, 1876 at the German
Workers’ Educational Society in London, acquainted the new
generation of workers with the history and revolutionary traditions
of Germany’s proletarian movement.

Besides the articles about Wilhelm Wolff, Engels’ essay The
Mark, which showed the evolution of agrarian relations in
Germany from the ancient community (the mark) up to the 1870s,
was of great importance for determining the tactics of the
Social-Democratic Workers’ Party with regard to the German
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peasantry. Engels here traced the main stages in the
transformation of the peasants from free members of the
communities into serfs, and exposed the true nature of the
half-hearted reforms introduced in Germany in the first half of
the nineteenth century (see pp. 454-55). He stressed that the
small-scale peasant farming had become “a method of production
more and more antiquated, less and less capable of yielding a
livelihood” (p. 455). For the peasantry the future lay in reviving the
mark, “not in its old, outdated form, but in a rejuvenated form”,
that would enable the peasants to use the advantages of large-scale
farming and modern machinery, but “without capitalists by the
community itself” (p. 456). In this the peasants would find their
natural allies in the workers and the proletarian party (ibid.).

Marx and Engels contributed to the French socialist newspaper,
L’Egalité, founded in 1877 on the initiative of Jules Guesde. In
March 1880 it printed two articles by Engels entitled “The
Socialism of Mr. Bismarck”, attacking social demagoguery of the
Bonapartist variety. With specific examples from Bismarck’s
policies, Engels demonstrated the illusory nature of the ideas of
state socialism current among some of the French socialists, their
belief that the bourgeois state could carry through social reforms
affecting the bedrock of bourgeois relations.

The theoretical section of the programme of the French
Workers’ Party formulated by Marx at the request of the French
socialists (“Preamble to the Programme of the French Workers’
Party”) was of particular significance. The party was founded in
October 1879 at a constituent congress in Marseilles. This
preamble, published not only in L’Egalité, but in a number of
other papers, contained, as Marx put it in a letter to Friedrich
Adolf Sorge on November 5, 1880, “a definition of the
Communist aim” (see present edition, Vol. 46). The preamble
regarded the emancipation of the proletariat as “that of all human
beings without distinction of sex or race”. In setting the workers
the task of taking over the means of production and bringing
them into collective ownership Marx stressed that “this collective
appropriation can only spring from the revolutionary action of the
producing class—or proletariat—organised as an independent
political party” (p. 340).

The development of theory ‘in the French socialist movement
was deeply influenced by a work written by Engels at the request



XXII Preface

of Paul Lafargue, Socialism: Utopian and Scientific, which Marx
described as an “introduction to scientific socialism” (p. 339). First
published in the French magazine La Revue socialiste, it was issued
in the same year 1880 as a separate edition. Written with a notable
clarity of style, this pamphlet, which Engels based on three
chapters from Anti-Diihring, became available to a wide circle of
working-class readers. In Engels’ lifetime the pamphlet appeared
in authorised German and English editions, was translated into
many other European languages and played an important part in
propagating the ideas of Marxism throughout the international
labour movement.

In this work Engels set out to arm the vanguard of the
proletarian movement with an understanding of the relationship
between utopian and scientific socialism. This was a counterstroke
to the attempts that were being made to obliterate the difference
between them and to present Marx’s teaching as a variety of the
socialist utopias. Acknowledging the historical role of utopian
socialism, Engels treated it as one of the theoretical sources of
Marxist theory. He gave a systematic account of the genesis of
scientific socialism, which, as he pointed out, had emerged as a
logical phenomenon, conditioned by the whole course of history.
Called into being by the need to explain the proletariat’s
revolutionary struggle, to build a scientific theory for the
movement, Marxism was the result of a synthesis of the
achievements of previous science and culture. “Like every new
theory,” wrote Engels, “modern socialism had, at first, to connect
itself with the intellectual stock-in-trade ready to its hand, however
deeply its roots lay in the material economic facts” (p. 285).

From the overall achievements of Marxist thought Engels
singled out two of Marx’s great discoveries, which played a
decisive role in converting socialism from a utopia into a
science—the materialist conception of history, which reveals the
laws of social development and proves the inevitability of the
socialist revolution; and the theory of surplus value, which lays
bare the essence of capitalist exploitation.

The emergence of Marxism, Engels noted, which had opened
up a new stage in the history of human thought, also revolution-
ised socialist thinking. In contrast to the speculative constructs
propounded by the utopian socialists, scientific socialism based its
conclusions on a profound theoretical analysis of reality, on
getting to the bottom of social phenomena, on revealing the
objective laws of social life. This was why scientific socialism could
provide a genuine theoretical foundation for the workers’ rev-
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olutionary struggle, an ideological weapon for the socialist
transformation of society. With its appearance on the scene,
Engels wrote, this struggle was placed on a realistic basis. It was
scientific socialism which had identified the historical mission of
the proletariat as the force destined, in alliance with all the
working people, to bring about the socialist revolution, and which
had overcome the gap between socialist theory and the working-
class movement. and armed the proletarian masses with a
knowledge of the prospects of their struggle, with scientific
forecast of the future society.

Developing the theory of socialist revolution, Engels made the
point that the fundamental contradiction of capitalism—the
contradiction between the social nature of production and the
private character of appropriation—could be resolved only by a
proletarian revolution. The proletariat, having taken power, would
first of all turn the means of production into public property.
Engels believed the organisation of socialist production on the
basis of socialised property was the decisive condition for the
building of the future society. Socialist society, he predicted, would
be the first to be capable of regulating social production by
conscious application of the objective laws of its development. The
role of social consciousness would thus grow in importance.
Society would be able to guide its economic activity according to
plan and control the key social processes. “To accomplish this act
of universal emancipation,” Engels wrote, ““is the historical mission
of the modern proletariat” (p. 325).

At the close of the 1870s symptoms of change began to appear
in the British labour movement. The economic crisis of 1877-78
hit the great mass of the workers very hard and narrowed the
economic ground for reformist illusions, thereby stimulating
interest in social questions. Engels regarded this moment as
favourable for a statement of his views in the British trade union
newspaper, The Labour Standard, and between the beginning of
May and the beginning of August 1881 he wrote a total of 11
articles for it. In them he expounded in popular form the main
propositions of scientific socialism and Marxist political economy,
explaining to British workers the mechanism of capitalist exploita-
tion. Referring in the title of one of the articles to the popular
trade union slogan “A Fair Day’s Wages for a Fair Day’s Work”,
Engels proved that by its very nature capitalism ruled out fairness.
He tried to emphasise the idea that the basic demand of the
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proletarian struggle should be the slogan: “Possession of the
means of work—raw material, factories, machinery—by the
working people themselves!” (p. 378).

In his articles for The Labour Standard Engels showed that the
class struggle between the bourgeoisie and the proletariat was
historically inevitable. It was bound to become a political struggle,
the struggle for power (see p. 386). Engels gave theoretical
substance to the significance of the workers’ economic struggle
and showed the role of the trade unions as its organisers. At the
same time he pointed out that their activities could not rid the
worker of capitalist slavery (p. 385). For the proletariat to achieve
success, he emphasised, the working class must be organised as a
class, there must be an independent political party of the
proletariat. Engels devoted a special article to this important
question—“A Working Men’s Party”. “In England,” he wrote, “a
real democratic party is impossible unless it be a working men’s
party... No democratic party in England, as well as elsewhere, will
be effectively successful unless it has a distinct working-class
character” (pp. 405-06). The lack of an independent prole-
tarian party, Engels noted, had left England’s working class
content to form, as it were, “the tail of the ‘Great Liberal Party’”
for nearly a quarter of a century (p. 404). These articles by
Engels exerted a definite influence on the young generation in
the British socialist movement. James Macdonald, later to be one
of the representatives of the Marxist wing of the British socialists,
said what really attracted him to socialism were Engels’ articles in
The Labour Standard (How I Became a Socialist, London, [1896,]
pp- 61-62).

Several articles written by Engels in 1877-78 for the Italian
socialist paper La Plebe (“British Agricultural Labourers Want to
Participate in the Political Life of Their Country”, “On the
Socialist Movement in Germany, France, the United States and
Russia”, and others) have been included in this volume. Here he
told the Italian workers about the experience and successes of the
proletariat’s struggle in various countries, wrote about the
movement of the agricultural labourers in England, which at that
time was of particular interest to the Italian socialists. Engels
developed the idea of an alliance between the working class and
the peasantry, and concentrated special attention on the impor-
tance of drawing the broad masses of the agricultural proletariat
into the revolutionary struggle.
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'In the 1870s and early 1880s Marx and Engels kept a close
watch on the economic and social development of the USA, noting
the unprecedented concentration of capital, the growth of big
companies controlling the activity of major branches of industry
and trade and owning huge amounts of property in land, finance
and the railways. In Engels’ articles “The French Commercial
Treaty”, “American Food and the Land Question” and others,
and also in the Preface that Marx and Engels wrote for the second
Russian edition of the Manifesto of the Communist Party, the
attention of European workers is focussed on Britain’s loss of its
industrial monopoly and the inevitability of the United States’
predominance in the world market (see pp. 392-93). Marx and
Engels analyse these processes from the standpoint of the
prospects for the labour movement in Europe and the struggle
waged by the American proletariat. For the American socialist
weekly The Labor Standard Engels wrote a series of articles on the
labour movement in Europe, entitled “The Workingmen of
Europe in 1877”, in which he popularised the ideas of proletarian
internationalism.

The interest Americans displayed in Marx as an individual and
his ideas is illustrated by two documents included in the
Appendices to this volume—the accounts of his interviews with a
correspondent from The Chicago Tribune and with John Swinton,
the editor of The Sun, an influential progressive bourgeois paper.
These documents gave readers not only the main biographical facts
about Marx and the history of the International, but also expounded
his point of view on the problems of the labour movement in the
USA. Rejecting the allegation that socialist ideas were “alien” to the
United States, Marx stressed that “Socialism has sprung up in that
country without the aid of foreigners, and was merely caused by the
concentration of capital and the changed relations between the
workmen and their employers” (p. 573). Developing ideas on the
historically law-governed character and driving forces of revolution,
Marx emphasised: “No revolution can be made by a party, but by a
nation” (p. 576).

In these years Marx and Engels devoted much attention to the
economic and social situation in Russia and the development of
the Russian revolutionary movement. They studied the economy,
agrarian system and social relations in Russia after the peasant
reform of 1861 and read extensively Russian scientific literature
and fiction. They were personally acquainted with many Russian
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revolutionaries, scientists and journalists. A prominent place was
given to the study of Russian culture and language, which, in the
words of Engels, is “a language that, both for its own sake, as one
of the richest and most powerful living languages, and on account
of the literature thereby made accessible, richly deserves study”
(pp- 27-28). Marx and Engels valued Nikolai Chernyshevsky and
Nikolai Dobrolyubov as profound revolutionary-democratic
thinkers and writers. Engels called them “two socialist Lessings”
(p. 23).

In a country where the working class had not yet become an
organised force and was as yet incapable of leading a nation-wide
struggle, the Russian revolutionary movement was represented by
the Narodniks (Populists). While eager to help the Russian
revolutionaries, Marx and Engels criticised their idealistic notions,
their failure to grasp the link between legal, political institutions
and the interests of definite classes of society. In the third and
fourth articles of his series Refugee Literature, Engels took the side
of one of the prominent ideologists of Narodism, Pyotr Lavrov, in
his polemic with another Narodnik, Pyotr Tkachov, on the tasks of
revolutionary propaganda in Russia. Engels resolutely objected to
irresponsible “impetuous rodomontades” about an immediate
uprising (p. 36) without taking into account the objective conditions
and preliminary revolutionary propaganda, and to the voluntarist
statements by Tkachov that “the revolutionary ... must assume the
right to summon the people to revolt ... without waiting until the
course of historical events announces the moment” (p. 35).

In the last article of his Refugee Literature (“‘On Social Relations
in Russia”), and in a letter to the editors of Otechestvenniye Zapiski
and in drafts of his reply to a letter from Vera Zasulich, Engels
and Marx respectively made a profound analysis of the socio-
economic relations in Russia after the peasant reform of 1861. They
regarded it as a milestone in the history of Russia, the beginning of a
new stage in the country’s development (see p. 199, etc.). The
abolition of serfdom in Russia in 1861 was connected with the
mounting discontent of the peasants and the growth of peasant
movement. Marx and Engels noted the decisive factors in the
build-up of the revolutionary situation in Russia in the 1870s: the
robbing of the peasantry as a result of the 1861 reform, the growth
of the mass peasant movement and the protest of “the enlightened
strata of the nation” (p. 50). Engels foresaw the revolutionary
situation in Russia at the end of the 1870s and the beginning of the
1880s. Already in 1875 he had expressed the firm conviction that
revolution in that country was “far closer than it would appear on
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the surface” (p. 11). Marx and Engels also hoped that the
foreign-policy troubles the Tsarist government was experiencing in
connection with the Russo-Turkish war of 1877-78 would precipitate
revolutionary events in Russia.

Marx and Engels believed that the coming revolution in Russia
should be a bourgeois-democratic, mostly peasant, revolution (see
e.g. pp. 204-05). They saw that its prospects would be close-
ly connected with the class struggle of the European proletariat.
This revolution, Engels wrote in 1878, “means such a change in the
whole situation of Europe as must be hailed with joy by the
workingmen of every country as a giant step towards their com-
mon goal—the universal emancipation of Labor” (p. 229; see
also p. 426). Marx and Engels thought that a revolution in Russia
would start a process ‘“which, maybe after long and violent strug-
gles, must ultimately and certainly lead to the establishment of a
Russian Commune” (p. 372).

The question raised by Marx and Engels as to whether the
non-capitalist development of Russia was possible, whether it
would have to endure the torments of all the stages of economic
evolution that the peoples of the industrially developed countries
of Europe had endured before it, was of the greatest theoretical
importance. Central to this question was the fate of the peasant
commune. Marx and Engels showed that communal ownership of
the land was not an exclusively Russian phenomenon, but one of
the most ancient social institutions, an institution to be found
“among all Indo-Germanic peoples ... from India to Ireland”
(p. 46).

The commune could become “the fulcrum of social re-
generation in Russia” only if it were ensured ‘“the normal con-
ditions of spontaneous development” (p. 371). Such conditions
could be created only out of a successful democratic revolution in
Russia, which would free it of exploitation “by trade, landed
property and usury” and by “a new capitalist vermin” (pp. 354-55).
In themselves neither the artel nor the commune could serve as a
means of transition to socialism. This meant that the productive
forces of society should be “developed so far that they permit the
final destruction of class distinctions” (p. 39).

Only a revolution in Russia, Marx and Engels believed, and its
support by the victorious working class of the developed capitalist
countries (see p. 426) could offer the opportunity of reviving the
archaic institution of the rural commune and remoulding it on
socialist lines. Only such a revolution could open up for Russia the
prospect of transition to socialism bypassing the stage of capitalist
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development. While acknowledging such a possibility, Marx and
Engels made a sober assessment of the growth of the capitalist
economy in Russia and its probable consequences. Marx stressed:
“If Russia continues along the path it has followed since 1861, it
will miss the finest chance that history has ever offered to a
nation, only to undergo all the fatal vicissitudes of the capitalist
system” (p. 199).

The Preface to the second Russian edition of the Manifesto of the
Communist Party (1882), the translation of which was prepared by
Georgi Plekhanov, provides a useful resumé of the views of Marx
and Engels on the development of the revolutionary movement in
Russia. Whereas in 1848-49 the reactionary governments and the
European bourgeoisie, they wrote, “found their only salvation
from the proletariat ... in Russian intervention”, now the tsar is “a
prisoner of war of the revolution”, and “Russia forms the
vanguard of revolutionary action in Europe” (p. 426). They also
clearly defined their point of view on the fate of the peasant
community: “If the Russian Revolution becomes the signal for a
proletarian revolution in the West, so that the two complement
each other, the present Russian common ownership of land may
serve as the starting point for communist development” (p. 426).
This path for Russia did not come about in this way in the course
of history. However, this definition suggests that Marx and Engels
saw the theoretical possibility of non-capitalist path of develop-
ment for industrially underdeveloped countries in the event of a
victorious socialist revolution in countries with highly developed
productive forces.

Marx and Engels consider the problems of the liberation of
Poland and the involvement in the revolutionary movement of
other oppressed nations of Europe, and also the revolutionary
changes in Austria-Hungary, in direct connection with the tasks
and prospects of the Russian revolution. In the first article of his
Refugee Literature Engels repeats and develops the idea he had
first expressed in 1847: “A people that oppresses others can-
not emancipate itself” (p. 11). This work and also the speeches
made by Marx and Engels at meetings in honour of the anniver-
saries of the Polish uprisings of 1830 and 1863, raised the question
of the organic link between the struggle of the working class
against the exploiting society and that of the oppressed peoples for
their national liberation (see pp. 57-58). The liberation of the
Polish people from social and national oppression was thus linked
with the struggle of the Russian people to overthrow the tsarist
autocracy.
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The section “From the Preparatory Materials” contains two very
important manuscripts written by Marx, unpublished in his or
Engels’ lifetime. The first is his conspectus of Bakunin’s Statehood
and Anarchy, which Marx compiled in 1874 and the beginning of
1875 and in which he summed up, as it were, the ideological
struggle with Bakuninism in the First International. In contrast to
Bakunin’s subjective and voluntarist arguments for the possibility
of a social revolution at any time and in any place, Marx
developed the proposition that “a radical social revolution is
bound up with definite historical conditions of economic develop-
ment” (p. 518). Showing the nonsensical character of Bakunin’s
slogan on the immediate “abolition of the state”, Marx formulated
the idea of the necessity of establishing the rule of the proletariat,
the proletarian state, in which with the assumption of power the
workers would have to suppress “the strata of the old world who
are struggling against them” and keep power in their hands “as
long as the economic basis of class society has not been destroyed”
(p.- 521). Here Marx states his views on the tactics of the
proletarian party towards the peasantry. On coming to power the
proletariat must ‘“take the measures needed to enable the peasant
to directly improve his condition, i.e. to win him over to the
revolution; these measures, however, contain the seeds which will
facilitate the transition from the private ownership of the land to
collective ownership, so that the peasant arrives at this economi-
cally of his own accord” (p.517). The important ideas
expressed in this manuscript on the maturing of the social
preconditions for the socialist revolution and the dictatorship of
the proletariat, the alliance of the working class with the peasantry
and the petty-bourgeois strata in general, and the dangers of
anarchism and voluntarism in the work of social transformation,
were reflected and developed by Marx and Engels in the Critique
of the Gotha Programme, Refugee Literature, the drafts of the letter to
Vera Zasulich and other works mentioned earlier.

The second manuscript is the ‘“Marginal Notes on Adolph
Wagner’s Lehrbuch der politischen Oekonomie”. Criticising the
bourgeois economist Adolph Wagner, an ‘“armchair socialist”,
Marx explains and specifies certain key propositions of his own
economic theory, its subject and method. He exposes the dishonest
tricks used by bourgeois economists in their “criticism” of him,
their idealist approach to the analysis of economic phenomena
and interpretation of them as reflections of the evolution of le-
gal standards. Replying to Wagner’s criticism of the theory of value
in Capital, Marx stresses that for him the subject is not “value” and
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not “exchange value” but commodity (p. 544). Here he sets forth
his method of analysing the commodity, the foundations of its
“duality” determined by the dual character of labour em-
bodied in it—its specific determinateness, on the one hand, and
simply as the expenditure of human labour power, on the other.
Marx also speaks of the historicism of his economic theory; in his
analysis use-value “still only comes under consideration when such
a consideration stems from the analysis with regard to economic
formations, not from arguing hither and thither about the
concepts or words ‘use-value’ and ‘value’” (p. 546). Marx thus
emphasises that his investigation deals not with an abstract logical
construction but with analysis of the existing economic reality.

The volume contains some vivid biographical material about
Marx by Engels. These are “Karl Marx”, written in 1877 for the
Volks-Kalender almanac, and also the obituary and funeral oration
with which Engels marked the death of his friend on March 14,
1883 (“Draft of a Speech at the Graveside of Karl Marx”, “Karl
Marx’s Funeral” and “On the Death of Karl Marx”). Engels
provides a model analysis of Marx’s life and work. He saw Marx as
a great scientist, who looked upon science “above all things as a
grand historical lever, as a revolutionary power in the most
eminent sense of the word” (p. 463). For Marx, according to
Engels, theory was always inseparable from practice: “The
struggle for the emancipation of the class of wages-labourers from
the fetters of the present capitalist system of economic produc-
tion,” Engels wrote, “was his real element” (p. 464). Engels also
showed Marx’s role as organiser and leader of the class struggle of
the proletariat, the true creator of the Communist League and the
International Working Men’s Association. “An immeasurable loss
has been sustained both by the militant proletariat of Europe and
America,” Engels said at Marx’s funeral, “and by historical
science, in the death of this man” (p. 467). Engels concluded his
funeral oration with the prophetic words, “His name will endure
through the ages, and so also will his work!” (p. 469).

The volume contains 66 works by Marx and Engels, of which 28
appear in English for the first time, including Prussian Schnapps in
the German Reichstag, Wilhelm Wolff, “The Anti-Socialist Law in
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Germany.—The Situation in Russia”, “The Socialism of Mr. Bis-
marck” by Engels, and the “Notes on Bakunin’s Book Statehood and
Anarchy” by Marx. Among the materials published in the
Appendices, four documents make their first appearance in English.
The drafts of Marx’s letter to Vera Zasulich in the main section of the
volume are printed for the first time in English in full, in strict
accordance with the manuscript.

The volume is arranged in chronological order with the
exception of Engels’ letter to August Bebel of March 18-28, 1875,
which is traditionally placed together with the Critique of the Gotha
Programme by Marx. Engels’ manuscripts On the Early History of the
Germans and The Frankish Period, written during the period
covered by Volume 24, are printed in Volume 26 of the present
edition because these works are connected with Engels’ The Origin
of the Family, Private Property and the State.

In cases where works by Marx or Engels have survived in
several languages, the English version—manuscript or printed —is
reproduced in this volume. Significant differences in reading with
versions in other languages are indicated in the footnotes.

All the texts have been translated from the German except
where otherwise stated. Headings supplied by the editors where
none existed in the original are given in square brackets. The
asterisks indicate footnotes by the authors; the editors’ footnotes
are indicated by index letters.

Misprints in proper and geographical names, figures, dates, and
so on, have as a rule been corrected without comment by checking
with the sources used by Marx and Engels. The known literary
and documentary sources are referred to in footnotes and in the
index of quoted and mentioned literature. Words written in
English in the original are given in small caps; longer passages
written in English in the original are placed in asterisks.

When working on this volume, the editors made use of the
results of the scientific research done when preparing for print
volumes 24 (Section I) and 25 (Section I) of Marx-Engels
Gesamtausgabe (MEGA,;), a new complete edition of the Works of
Marx and Engels in the languages of the original.

The volume was compiled and the preface and notes written by
Marina Doroshenko and Valentina Ostrikova (Institute of Marx-
ism-Leninism of the CC CPSU). The materials of the volume
covering the period from May 1874 to September 1878, as well as
the drafts of Marx’s letter to Vera Zasulich and the manuscripts in
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the section “From the Preparatory Materials”, were prepared by
Marina Doroshenko. The materials from September 1878 to May
1883 and the documents in the Appendices were prepared by
Valentina Ostrikova.

The name index, the index of quoted and mentioned literature,
the index of periodicals and the glossary of geographical names
were prepared by Yelena Kofanova.

The entire volume was edited by Valentina Smirnova (Institute
of Marxism-Leninism of the CC CPSU).

The translations were made by David Forgacs, Rodney and
Krystyna Livingstone, Peter and Betty Ross, Barrie Selman, and
Joan and Trevor Walmsley (Lawrence & Wishart) and edited by
Nicolas Jacobs (Lawrence & Wishart), Jane Sayer, Stephen
Smith, Lydia Belyakova, Anna Vladimirova and Yelena Vorotniko-
va (Progress Publishers), and Vladimir Mosolov, scientific editor
(Institute of Marxism-Leninism of the CC CPSU).

The volume was prepared for the press by the editor Yelena
Kalinina.
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I

A POLISH PROCLAMATION 2

When the Tsar of Russia arrived in London, the entire police
force there was already astir. It was claimed that the Poles wanted
to shoot him, the new Berezowski had already been found and was
better armed than before, in Paris.” The houses of well-known
Poles were surrounded by plain-clothes policemen, and the police
inspector with special responsibility for surveillance of Poles under
the Empire was even summoned from Paris. The police precau-
tions along the Tsar’s route from his residence into the City were
organised according to positively strategic principles—and all this
trouble for nothing! No Berezowski showed up, no pistol shots
were fired, and the Tsar, who was trembling quite as much as his
daughter, got off with a fright. All this trouble was not, however,
entirely in vain, for the Tsar awarded a tip of £5 to every police
superintendent and £2 to every police inspector (33 and 14 talers®
respectively) who had been on duty for his sake.

Meanwhile, the Poles had other things on their minds than
murdering the noble Alexander. The society called “The Polish
People” * issued an “Address of the Polish Refugees to the English
People”, signed: General W. Wréblewski, President, J. Krynski,
Secretary. This address was distributed in large numbers in
London during the Tsar’s visit. With the exception of Reynolds’s
Newspaper,” the London press unanimously refused to publish it:
“England’s guest” should not be insulted!

The address starts by pointing out to the English that it was no
honour, but an insult, for the Tsar to visit them at the very

a In the 1894 editon: “100 and 40 marks”.— Ed.
b Reynolds’s Newspaper, No. 1240, May 17, 1874.— Ed
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moment he was making preparations in Central Asia to overthrow
English rule in India, and that if England, instead of lending a
willing ear to the blandishments of the Tsar, this ostensible father
of the peoples he oppresses, were to be less indifferent to the
Poles’ aspirations to independence, England, as well as the rest of
Western Europe, could quietly stop their colossal armaments. And
this is quite correct. The background to all European militarism is
Russian militarism. As a reserve in the war of 1859 on the side of
France, in 1866 and 1870 on the side of Prussia,® the Russian
army enabled the leading military power of the day to vanquish its
enemy in isolation. As the leading European military power, Prussia
is a direct creation of Russia, although she has since grown too large
for her patron’s liking.

The address continues:

“By her geographical situation and by her readiness at any moment to fight in
the cause of humanity, Poland always was, and in future always will continue to be,
the foremost champion of justice, civilisation and social development in all North
Eastern Europe. Poland has incontestably proved this by her centuries of resistance
to the invasions of Eastern Barbarians® on the one hand, and to the inquisition, then
oppressing nearly the entire West, on the other. How was it that the Nations of
Western Europe were enabled peaceably to occupy themselves with the development
of their social vitality precisely in the most decisive epoch of modern times? Merely
because on the Eastern frontier of Europe the Polish soldier stood sentry, always
watchful, always ready to charge, always prepared to sacrifice his health, his property,
his life. It was owing to the shelter of Polish arms, that on Europe’s awakening to a new
life in the sixteenth century, the arts and sciences could flourish afresh, that
commerce, industry and wealth could attain their present wonderful extension. What,
for instance, would have become of the legacy of civilisation left to the West by
the labour of two centuries, had not Poland, herself threatened by Mongolian
hordes at her back, come to the rescue of Central Europe threatened by the Turks,
and broken the Ottoman power by the brilliant victory under the walls of
Vienna 72”2

The address goes on to argue that even today it is essentially
Poland’s resistance that prevents Russia from turning her forces
on the West and that has even managed to disarm the most
dangerous allies of Russia, her pan-Slavist agents. The most
renowned Russian historian, Pogodin, says, in a work printed by
the order and at the expense of the Russian government,” that
Poland, hitherto the most painful sore on Russia’s body, must
become her right hand by restoring her as a small, weak kingdom
under the sway of some Russian Prince—that would be the
strongest bait for the Turkish and Austrian Slavonians:

2 Address of the Polish Refugees to the English People, London, 1874, p. 2.— Ed.
b M. IN1. Toroauns, ITorvckoli sonpocs. Cobpanie pascywcdenitl, 3anucoxs u samb-
uanii. 1831-1867—Ed
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“We shall [...] proclaim this in a manifesto, England and France will bite their
lips, and as for Austria it will be her death-blow.... All the Poles, even the most
irreconcilable, will fly to our embrace; the Austrian and Prussian Poles will reunite
with their brothers. All Slavonic races now oppressed by Austria, Czechs, Croats,
Hungarians (1), even the Slavonians of Turkey, will long for the hour when they
shall be able to breathe as freely as the Poles. We shall be a race of a hundred
millions- under one sceptre, and then, ye nations of Europe, come and try your
strength with us!”8

Unfortunately, this beautiful plan lacked only the main thing:
the consent of Poland. But
“to all those allurements—the world knows it—Poland replied: I will live and

must live, if I am to live at all, not as the tool of a foreign Tsar’s plans for world
conquest, but as a free nation among the free nations of Europe”.2

The address then explains in further detail how Poland has
confirmed this unshakeable decision of hers. At the critical
moment of her existence, at the outbreak of the French
Revolution, Poland was already crippled by the first partition and
divided between four states.’ Yet she had the courage to raise the
banner of the French Revolution on the Vistula—by the
Constitution of the 3rd of May, 1791 '°—a deed that earned her a
place high above all her neighbours. The old Polish economy was
thus destroyed; given a few decades of peaceful development,
undisturbed from outside, and Poland would have become the
most advanced and most powerful country east of the Rhine. It
would not, however, suit the partition powers for Poland to rise
once again, and even less for her to rise through the naturalisation
of revolution in north-eastern Europe. Her fate was sealed: the
Russians imposed on Poland what Prussians, Austrians and
Imperial troops attempted in France in vain.'!

“Koéciuszko fought simultaneously for Polish independence and the principle of
equality. [...] And it is notorious that from the moment of the loss of her national
independence and in spite of it, Poland, in virtue of her innate patriotism and of
her solidarity with all nations struggling for the rights of humanity, became the
most active champion of justice outraged, no matter in what country, fighting on
whatever battlefield tyranny was resisted. Unbroken by her own disasters, unshaken
by the blindness and ill will of European governments, Poland has not for one
moment been unmindful of the duties imposed upon her by herself, by history and
by regard for the future.”b

At the same time, she has also developed the principles on
which this future, the new Polish republic, will be organised: they
are laid down in the manifestoes of 1836, 1845 and 1863."2

a Address..., pp. 34.—Ed
b Ibid., p. 4— Ed
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“The first of those manifestoes, while asserting the unshakeable national rights
of Poland, proclaims at the same time the equality of rights of the peasantry.2 That of
1845, issued on Polish soil, in the then free city of Cracow,!® and sanctioned by
delegates from all parts of Poland, proclaims not only this equality of rights, but
also the principle that the soil, cultivated by the peasantry for centuries, shall become
their property2—In the part of Poland stolen by the Muscovites, the landlords,
accepting the above manifestoes as part and parcel of Polish national law, had long
before the imperial so-called Emancipation Proclamation resolved to settle this
internal matter, which troubled their consciences, voluntarily and by agreement
with the peasantry (1859-1863). The Polish land question was resolved, in principle,
by the Constitution of May 3rd, 1791; if since then the Polish peasantry have been
oppressed it was solely in consequence of the despotism and Machiavellism? of the
Tsar who based his domination upon the mutual antagonism of landlords and
peasants. The resolution was taken long before the imperial proclamation of
February 19th, 1861; and this proclamation, applauded by the whole of Europe
and pretending to establish equal rights for the peasants, is merely a cloak for one
of the ever-repeated attempts of the Tsar to take unto himself other people’s
property. The Polish rural populace is just as oppressed as before, but— the soil
has become the property of the Tsar! And as a punishment for the bloody protest
raised in 1863 against the treacherous barbarism of her oppressors,!4 Poland has
had to undergo a series of brutal persecutions such as would shake with horror
even the tyranny of past centuries. [...]

“And yet neither the cruel yoke of the Tsar, though it has now weighed on her
for a full century, nor the indifference of Europe, have been able to kill Poland.

“We have lived and we shall live by virtue of our own will, our own strength and
our own social and political development, which renders us superior to our
oppressors; for their existence is based, from beginning to end, upon brute force,
prisons and the gallows, and their chief means of action abroad are clandestine
machinations, treacherous surprises and, finally, conquest by force.”b

Let us, however, leave the address, which has been adequately
characterised by the above extracts, in order to append to it some
observations on the importance of the Polish question for the
German workers.

No matter how much Russia had developed since Peter the
Great, no matter how much her influence had grown in Europe
(to which Frederick II of Prussia contributed more than a little,
even though he knew full well what he was doing), she
nevertheless remained essentially just as non-European a power as,
for example, Turkey, until the moment she seized Poland. The
first partition of Poland was in 1772; in 1779 in the Peace of
Teschen® Russia was already demanding® the attested right to

2 Italicised by Engels.— Ed

b Address..., pp. 4-5.— Ed.

¢ Traité de paix entre Sa Majesté I'Impératrice de Hongrie et de Bohéme, et Sa Majesté
le Roi de Prusse, conclu et signé a Teschen le treize mai 1779, avec un article séparé et les
conventions, garanties et actes annexés— Ed.

d In the 1894 edition added: “and received”.— Ed
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interfere in German affairs.”® That should have taught the
German princes a lesson; yet Frederick William II, the only
Hohenzollern ever to offer serious resistance to Russian policy,
and Francis II agreed to the complete break-up of Poland. After
the Napoleonic wars, Russia took, in addition, the lion’s share of
the previously Prussian and Austrian Polish provinces and now
appeared openly as Europe’s arbiter, a role she continued to play,
without interruption, until 1853. Prussia was evidently proud of
being allowed to crawl before Russia; Austria followed reluctantly,
but always gave way at the crucial moment for fear of revolution,
against which the Tsar remained the last bulwark. Thus, Russia
became the stronghold of European reaction, without denying
herself the pleasure of preparing further conquests in Austria and
Turkey with pan-Slavist rabble-rousing. During the years of
revolution, the crushing of the Hungarians by Russia '® was just as
decisive an event for Eastern and Central Europe as was the June
battle in Paris for the West'’; and when Tsar Nicholas shortly
afterwards sat in judgment on the King of Prussia® and the
Emperor of Austria® in Warsaw, Russia’s domination set the seal
on the domination of reaction in Europe.'® The Crimean War
liberated the West and Austria from the Tsar’s insolence '°; Prussia
and the small states of Germany were all the more willing to crawl
before him; but, in 1859, he was already chastising the Austrians
for their disobedience by ensuring that his German vassals did not
side with them,” and in 1866 Prussia completed the punishment
of Austria.?’ We have already seen above that the Russian army
constitutes the pretext for and the reserve of all European
militarism. Only the fact that Nicholas had challenged the West in
1853, relying on his million soldiers (who, admittedly, existed
largely on paper only), provided Louis Napoleon with an excuse in
the Crimean War to turn the then rather enfeebled French army
into the strongest in Europe. Only because the Russian army
prevented Austria from siding with France in 1870% was Prussia
able to defeat France and to complete the Prusso-German military
monarchy. Behind all these grand performances of state* we see
the Russian army. And even if the victory of Germany over France
will just as surely produce a war between Russia and Germany-—
unless Russia’s internal development soon enters a revolutionary
flux—as the victory of Prussia over Austria at Sadowa® entailed

a Frederick William IV.— Ed.
b Francis Joseph 1.—Ed
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the Franco-German War,* the Russian army will always be
prepared to oppose any movement in the interior of Prussia. Even
today, official Russia is the stronghold and bulwark of all
European reaction, her army the reserve of all other armies,
ensuring the suppression of the working class in Europe.

Yet it is the German workers who are first exposed to the
onslaught of this large reserve army of oppression, both in the
so-called German Empire and in Austria. As long as the Russians
stand behind the Austrian and German bourgeoisie and govern-
ments, the sting is taken out of the entire German labour
movement. So we, more than any others, have an interest in
ridding ourselves of Russian reaction and the Russian army.

Moreover, in doing this we have only one reliable ally, which
will remain reliable in all circumstances: the Polish people.

Through her historical development and her present position,
Poland is faced, far more than France is, with the choice of either
being revolutionary or perishing. And this scotches all the silly talk
concerning the essentially aristocratic nature of the Polish move-
ment. There are plenty of Polish refugees who have aristocratic
cravings; but once Poland herself enters the movement it becomes
revolutionary through and through, as we have seen in 18462 and
1863. These movements were not simply national; they were also
aimed directly at liberating the peasants and transferring landed
property to them. In 1871 the great mass of Polish refugees in
France entered the service of the Commune 2%; was this an act of
aristocrats? Did that not prove that these Poles were at the very
apex of the modern movement? Since Bismarck introduced the
Kulturkampf* in Posen® and, on the pretext of striking a blow
against the Pope,” searches out Polish textbooks, suppresses the
Polish language and does his utmost to drive the Poles into the
arms of Russia, what happens? The Polish aristocracy is increas-
ingly siding with Russia to at least reunify Poland under Russian
rule; the revolutionary masses reply by offering to ally themselves
with the German workers’ party and fighting in the ranks of the
International.

In 1863, Poland showed that she could not be done to death,
and continues to show this every day. Her claim to an

* This is already stated in the “Second Address of the General Council of the
International Working Men’s Association on the Franco-German War” (dated
September 9, 1870).

a The 1894 edition has: “Poland”.-— Ed.
b Pius IX.— Ed.
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independent existence in the European family of nations is
irrefutable. Her restoration, however, is a necessity for two nations
in particular: for the Germans and for the Russians themselves.

A people that oppresses others cannot emancipate itself. The
power it needs to oppress others is ultimately always turned
against itself. As long as there are Russian soldiers in Poland, the
Russian people cannot liberate itself politically or socially. At the
present stage of development in Russia, however, it is beyond
dispute that the day Russia loses Poland, the movement will
become strong enough in Russia herself to bring down the existing
order. The independence of Poland and revolution in Russia
imply each other. Meanwhile, Polish independence and revolution
in Russia—which is far closer than it would appear on the surface,
given the complete social, political and financial breakdown and
the corruption that pervades the whole of official Russia—mean
for the German workers that the bourgeoisie, the governments, in
short, reaction in Germany, will be reduced to their own forces,
forces that we shall, in time, overcome.
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PROGRAMME OF THE BLANQUIST COMMUNE
REFUGEES 28

After every unsuccessful revolution or counter-revolution, fever-
ish activity develops among the émigrés who escaped abroad. Party
groups of various shades are formed, which accuse each other of
having driven the cart into the mud, of treason and of all other
possible mortal sins. They also maintain close ties with the
homeland, organise, conspire, print leaflets and newspapers, swear
that it will start over again within the next twenty-four hours, that
victory is certain and, in the wake of this expectation, distribute
government posts. Naturally, disappointment follows disappoint-
ment, and since this is attributed not to inevitable historical
conditions, which they do not wish to understand, but to
accidental mistakes by individuals, recriminations accumulate and
result in general bickering. Such is the history of all refugee
societies, from the royalist émigrés of 1792% to those of today;
and those among the émigrés who have common sense and reason
give up this fruitless squabbling as soon as this can properly be
done, and turn to something more useful.

The French emigration after the Commune has not escaped this
inevitable fate either. Owing to the European smear campaign,
which attacked all equally, and especially in London, where the
French emigration had its common centre in the General Council
of the International, for some time it was compelled to conceal its
internal squabbles at least from the outside world. In the last two
years, however, it was no longer able to hide the process of
disintegration that is progressing rapidly in its ranks. An open
quarrel flared up everywhere. In Switzerland some of the refugees
joined the Bakuninists, notably under the influence of Malon, who
was one of the founders of the secret Alliance.?® Then, in London,
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the so-called Blanquists split off from the International and
formed a group that called itself the Revolutionary Commune.”
Later, a number of other groups emerged that were, however,
constantly fusing and reorganising, and did not produce anything
worthwhile even as regards manifestoes, whereas the Blanquists
have just issued the proclamation to the “Communeux”,? calling
the world’s attention to their programme.

They are called Blanquists not because they are a group
founded by Blanqui—of the 33 signatories to the programme only
a few may ever have spoken to Blanqui—but because they want to
act in his spirit and in accordance with his tradition. Blanqui is
essentially a political revolutionary, a socialist only in sentiment,
because of his sympathy for the sufferings of the people, but he
has neither socialist theory nor definite practical proposals for
social reforms. In his political activities he was essentially a “man
of action”, believing that, if a small well-organised minority should
attempt to effect a revolutionary uprising at the right moment, it
might, after scoring a few initial successes, carry the mass of the
people and thus accomplish a victorious revolution. Naturally,
under Louis Philippe he was able to organise this nucleus only in
the form of a secret society, and it met the fate usually reserved
for conspiracies: the people, fed up with the constant proffering
of empty promises that it would soon begin, finally lost all
patience, became rebellious, and there remained only the alterna-
tive of letting the conspiracy collapse or of striking without any
external cause. They struck (May 12, 1839), but the insurrection
was immediately suppressed.”” This Blanqui conspiracy, by the
way, was the only one in which the police never succeeded in
gaining a foothold; for the police, the insurrection came like a bolt
from the blue.—Since Blanqui regards every revolution as a coup
de main by a small revolutionary minority, it automatically follows
that its victory must inevitably be succeeded by the establishment
of a dictatorship—not, it should be well noted, of the entire
revolutionary class, the proletariat, but of the small number of
those who accomplished the coup and who themselves are, at first,
organised under the dictatorship of one or several individuals.

Obviously, Blanqui is a revolutionary of the old generation.
These views on the course of revolutionary events have long since
become obsolete, at least as far as the German workers’ party is
concerned, and in France, too, they meet the approval only of the
less mature or more impatient workers. We shall also find that, in

a Aux Communeux, London, June 1874.— Ed.
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the programme in question, definite limitations have been
imposed on these views. However, our London Blanquists too are
guided by the principle that revolutions do not generally occur by
themselves, but are made; that they are made by a relatively small
minority and according to a plan worked out in advance; and,
finally, that at any time it may ‘“soon begin”. With such principles
people naturally become irretrievable victims of all the self-
deceptions of the refugees and plunge from one folly into another.
Most of all they want to play the role of Blanqui—the “man of
action”. But little good can be accomplished here by good will
alone; Blanqui’s revolutionary instinct, his ability to reach quick
decisions are not, however, given to all, and no matter how much
Hamlet may speak of action, he still remains Hamlet. Moreover,
when our thirty-three men of action find that there is absolutely
nothing to be done in the field they call action, our thirty-three
Brutuses fall into a contradiction with themselves, which is comical
rather than tragic, a contradiction wherein the tragedy is not
heightened by the gloomy appearance they assume, as though they
are a lot of “Moros, of the cloak and dagger”,” which, by the way,
does not even enter their heads. What can they do? They are
preparing for the next “outburst”, by drawing up proscription
lists for the future, to cleanse (épuré) the ranks of the people who
took part in the Commune, which is why the other refugees call
them the pure (les purs). Whether or not they have themselves
assumed that title I do not know; it would ill fit some of them.
Their meetings are closed, their decisions are kept secret, but this
does not prevent their being echoed throughout the whole French
Quarter the following morning. As always happens with such
serious men of action, when they have nothing to do—they have
picked first a personal, then a literary quarrel with a worthy
opponent, one of the most notorious members of the Paris petite
press, a certain Vermersch, who under the Commune published
the Pére Duchéne, a miserable caricature of Hébert's newspaper of
1793. In reply to their moral indignation, this gentleman
published a pamphlet in which he branded them as “rogues or
accomplices of rogues”® and poured a veritable stream of abusive
invectives at them:

Each word a night-pot
and not an empty one at that.c

2 F. Schiller, Die Biirgschaft (“Damon und Phintias™), 1st stanza.— Ed.

b E. Vermersch, Un mot au publicc London, April 1874; Les partageux. Poéme,
May 12, 1874.— Ed.

¢ H. Heine, “Disputation”, Verse 86, Romanzero. Drittes Buch. Hebrdische
Melodien— Ed.
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And our thirty-three Brutuses find it worthwhile to pick a public
quarrel with such an opponent!

If one thing is certain it is that, after the exhausting war, after
the hunger in Paris and, notably, after the awful blood-letting of
the May days in 1871,% the Paris proletariat needs a long rest to
recuperate, and that every premature attempt at an insurrection
can only end in a new, perhaps still more horrible defeat. Our
Blanquists hold a different view. In their opinion, the disintegra-
tion of the monarchic majority in Versailles** ushers in

“the fall of Versailles, the revanche for the Commune. This is because we are
approaching a great historical moment, one of the great crises when the people,
apparently succumbing in wretchedness and condemned to death, resume their
revolutionary advance with renewed force”.

So, it starts all over again, and what is more, immediately. This
hope for an immediate “revanche for the Commune” is not
merely an émigré illusion; it is an essential article of faith for
people who have taken it into their heads to play “men of action”
at a time when absolutely nothing can be done in their sense, that
is, in the sense of precipitating a revolution. All the same, since it
is to begin, they feel that “the time has come for all refugees who
still have a spark of life left in them to define their position”.”
And thus the thirty-three tell us that they are 1) atheists, 2)
Communists, 3) revolutionaries.

Our Blanquists have a basic feature in common with the
Bakuninists, in that they want to represent the most far-reaching,
most extreme trend. It is for this reason, incidentally, that the
Blanquists, while opposing the Bakuninists over aims, often agree
with them over means. It is, therefore, a question of being more
radical than all others as regards atheism. Luckily, it is easy
enough these days to be an atheist. In the European workers’
parties atheism is more or less self-understood, even though in
some countries it is quite often similar to that of the Spanish
Bakuninist who declared: to believe in God is against all socialism,
but to believe in the Virgin Mary is something quite different, and
every decent Socialist should naturally do so. As regards the
German Social-Democratic workers,* it can be said that atheism has
already outlived its usefulness for them; this pure negation does
not apply to them, since they no longer stand in theoretical, but
only in practical opposition to all belief in God: they are simply

a2 Aux Communeux, p. 2.— Ed

b Ibid.— Ed.

¢ The 1894 edition has: “As regards the great majority of the German
Social-Democratic workers”.— Ed.
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through with God, they live and think in the real world and are,
therefore, materialists. The same probably applies to France. If
not, there could be nothing simpler than to organise the mass
distribution among the workers of the splendid French materialist
literature of the last century, of the literature in which the French
spirit has attained its sublime expression as regards both form and
content, and which, considering the level of science that existed
then, even today stands exceedingly high as regards content, and
still unexcelled as regards form. This, however, does not suit our
Blanqu1sts To prove that they are the most radical of all, God, as
in 1793,%° is decreed out of existence:

“Let the Commune forever deliver mankind from this spectre of past misery”
(God), “of this cause” (non-existent God a cause!) “of their present misery.— There
is no room for priests in the Commune; every religious service, every religious
organisation must be banned.” 2

And this demand to transform the people par ordre du mufti®
into atheists is signed by two members of the Commune,” who
surely must have had sufficient opportunity to discover, first, that
anything can be decreed on paper but that this does not mean that
it will be carried out; second, that persecution is the best way of
strengthening undesirable convictions! This much is certain: the
only service that can still be rendered to God today is to make
atheism a compulsory dogma and to surpass Bismarck’s anticlerical
Kulturkampf laws by prohibiting religion in general. ‘

The second point of the programme is communism. Here we
find ourselves on more familiar ground for the ship we are sailing
here is called the Manifesto of the Communist Party, published in
February 1848. Already in the autumn of 1872 the five Blanquists
who had left the International embraced a socialist programme
that, in all its essential features, was that of present-day German
communism, and based their withdrawal solely on the refusal of
the Internatlonal to play at revolution after the fashion of those
five.”® Now the council of the thlrty-three has adopted this pro-
gramme, with all its materialist view of history, even though
its translation into Blanquist French leaves much to be desired where
the wording of the Manifesto was not kept almost verbatim, as for
example, in this phrase:

2 Aux Communeux, p. 4.— Ed.

b by order of the mufti, by order from above.— Ed.

¢ A slip of the pen; the proclamation is signed by four members of the
Commune: Edouard Vaillant, Emile Eudes, Jean Clement and Frédéric Cournet.—
Ed
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“The bourgeoisie has removed the mystic veils from the exploitation of labour
in which this last expression of all forms of slavery was formerly shrouded:
governments, religions, the family, laws, institutions of both the past and present
are finally revealed in this society, resting on the simple opposition of capitalists
and wage-workers, as the instruments of oppression, with whose help the
bourgeoisie upholds its rule and suppresses the proletariat.” 2

Let us compare this with the Communist Manifesto, Section I: “In
one word, for exploitation, veiled by religious and political
illusions, it has substituted naked, shameless, direct, brutal
exploitation. The bourgeoisie has stripped of its halo every
occupation hitherto honoured and looked up to with reverent awe.
It has converted the physician, the lawyer, the priest, the poet, the
man of science, into its paid wage-labourers. The bourgeoisie has
torn away from the family its sentimental veil, and has reduced
the family relation to a mere money relation,” etc.”

Yet as soon as we leave theory aside and get down to practice,
the peculiar stand of the thirty-three becomes evident:

“We are Communists because we want to arrive at our aim without stop-overs at
intermediate stations, without entering into compromises, which only put off
victory and prolong slavery.” <

The German Communists are Communists because, through all
intermediate stations and compromises, created not by them but
by historical development, they clearly perceive® the ultimate aim:
the abolition of classes, the establishment of a society in which
there will be no private ownership of land and means of
production. The thirty-three are Communists because they im-
agine that, as soon as they have only the good will to jump over
intermediate stations and compromises, everything is assured, and
if, as they firmly believe, it “begins” in a day or two, and they take
the helm, “communism will be introduced” the day after
tomorrow. And they are not Communists if this cannot be done
immediately. What childish naiveté to advance impatience as a
convincing theoretical argument!

Finally, our thirty-three are “revolutionaries”.® As regards the
bandying of big words, the Bakuninists are known to have done
everything humanly possible in this respect. But our Blanquists
feel obliged to outdo them. But how? It will be remembered that
the whole socialist proletariat, from Lisbon and New York to
Budapest and Belgrade, immediately adopted responsibility for

a2 Aux Communeux, pp. 4-5.— Ed.

b See present edition, Vol. 6, p. 487.— Ed.

¢ Aux Communeux, p. 5.— Ed

d The 1894 edition has: “they clearly perceive and pursue”.— Ed
e Aux Communeux, p. 7.— Ed. }
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the actions of the Paris Commune en bloc. But that is not enough
for our Blanquists:

“As far as we are concerned, we claim our share of the responsibility for the
executions” (under the Commune) “of the enemies of the people” (a list of the
executed is appended), “we claim our share of the responsibility for the arson that
destroyed the instruments of monarchic or bourgeois oppression or protected those
engaged in struggle.”2

A lot of follies are unavoidably committed in every revolution,
as they are indeed at all other times, and when at last people calm
down sufficiently to be able to review events critically, they
inevitably draw the following conclusion: we have done many
things that it would have been better to leave undone, and have
failed to do many things that it would have been better to do, and
that is why things took a bad turn. But what a lack of critical
attitude is needed to declare the Commune impeccable and
infallible and to assert that, every time a house was burned down
or a hostage shot, this was a case of retributive justice, right down
to the dot on the “i”. Is this not tantamount to asserting that,
during the week in May, the people shot precisely the number of
people, and no more, than was necessary, that exactly those
buildings were burned down, and no more, than had to be burned
down? Is that not tantamount to saying of the first French
revolution: each one beheaded got his deserts, first those whom
Robespierre beheaded, and then Robespierre himself? Such
childish patter results when essentially quite good-natured people
give in to the urge to appear savagely brutal.

Enough. In spite of all the foolish actions taken by the refugees
and the droll attempts to make boy Karl (or Eduard?)® appear
awe-inspiring, some definite progress can be noted in this
programme. It is the first manifesto in which French workers rally to
the cause of present-day German communism. Moreover, these workers
are of a trend that regards the French as the chosen people of the
revolution, and Paris the revolutionary Jerusalem. To have
brought them this far is to the indisputable credit of Vaillant, who
is one of the signatories and who, as is widely known, has a good
knowledge of the German language and of German socialist
writing. The German socialist workers who, in 1870, proved that
any national chauvinism is absolutely alien to them, may consider
it a favourable omen that the French workers are adopting correct
theoretical principles, even though these come from Germany.

2 Aux Communeux, pp. 11-12.— Ed.

b Engels plays on the words of Philipp II from Schiller's drama Don Carlos

(Act I, Scene 6). In the 1894 edition the words “(or Eduard?)”—an allusion to
Edouard Vaillant—are omitted.— Ed.
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In London a review entitled Vperyod! (Forward)® is appearing
in the Russian language and at irregular intervals. It is edited by a
personally most respectable scholar,” whom the prevailing strict
etiquette in Russian refugee literature prevents me from naming.
For even those Russians who pose as out-and-out revolutionary
ogres, who dub it a betrayal of the revolution to respect anything
at all—in their polemics even they respect the appearance of
anonymity with a conscientiousness only equalled in the English
bourgeois press; they respect it even when it becomes comical, as
it does here, because all the Russian refugees and the Russian
government know perfectly well what the man’s name is. It would
never occur to us to let out such a carefully kept secret without
good reason; but since the child must have a name, let us hope
that the editor of the Forward will excuse us if, for the sake of
brevity, in this article we call him by the popular Russian name
Peter.

In his philosophy, Friend Peter is an eclectic who selects the best
from all the different systems and theories: try everything and
keep the best! He knows that everything has a good side and a
bad side, and that the main thing is to appropriate the good side
of everything without being saddled with the bad, too. Since every
thing, every person, every theory has these two sides, a good and a
bad, every thing, every person, every theory is as good and as bad
as any other in this respect, hence, from this vantage point, it
would be foolish to become impassioned for or against one or the
other. From this point of view, the struggles and disputes of the

2 Bnepeds! Henepioduueckoe obospbrie— Ed.
b P. L. Lavrov.— Ed.
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revolutionaries and socialists amongst themselves are bound to
appear sheer fatuous absurdities that serve no better purpose than
to please their opponents. Moreover, nothing could be more
understandable for a man of this opinion than to attempt to bring
all of these mutually hostile factions together and earnestly enjoin
them no longer to treat reaction to this scandalous spectacle, but
exclusively to attack the common adversary. All the more natural,
of course, if one comes from Russia, where the labour movement
is, as we know, so extremely highly developed.

The Forward is, then, full of exhortations urging concord on all
socialists or urging them, at least, to avoid all public discord. When
the Bakuninists’ attempts to subjugate the International to their
rule under false pretences, by lies and deceit, occasioned the
well-known split in the Association, again it was the Forward that
exhorted us to unity. This unity could, of course, only be attained
by immediately letting the Bakuninists have their way and
delivering the International up to their secret conspiracies, tied
hand and foot. One was not unprincipled enough to do so; one
accepted the challenge; the Hague Congress came to its decision,
threw out the Bakuninists and resolved to publish the documents
justifying this expulsion.*®

There was a great deal of lamentation on the editorial board of
the Forward over the fact that the entire labour movement had not
been sacrificed to dear ‘“unity”. Yet even greater was the horror
when the compromising Bakuninist documents really did appear
in the commission’s report (see “Ein Komplott gegen die
Internationale” ® German edition, Brunswick, Bracke). Let us
hear from the Forward itself:

“This publication ... has the character of caustic polemics against persons who
are in the foremost ranks of the Federalists, ... its contents are topped up with

private matters which could only have been collected by hearsay, and the credibility
of which could consequently not have been indisputable for the authors.” 2

In order to prove to the people who implemented the decision
of the Hague Congress what a colossal crime they had committed,
the Forward refers to a feuilleton in the Neue Freie Presse by a
certain Karl Thaler,® which,

“having emerged from the bourgeois camp, merits particular attention because
it proves most clearly the importance for the common enemies of the working class,

a [P. L. Lavrov,] “Abronuce pabouaro aswxeHia”, Bnepeds! Henepioduuecxoe
obospbuie, Zurich, 1874, Vol. 11, Part II, Ch. II, p. 26.— Ed.

b Karl von Thaler, “Rothe Jesuiten”, Neue Freie Presse (Morgenblatt), Nos. 3284
and 3285, October 14 and 15, 1873 (in the section Feuilleton).— Ed.
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for the bourgeoisie and governments of the mutually accusatory pamphlets of the
contenders for supremacy among the ranks of the workers”.2

First let us remark that the Bakuninists are here presented
simply as ‘ Federalists”, as opposed to the alleged Centralists, as if
the author believed in this non-existent opposition invented by the
Bakuninists. That this was not, in fact, the case will become
evident. Second, let us remark that from this feuilleton, written to
order for such a venal bourgeois sheet as the Vienna Neue Freie
Presse, the conclusion is drawn that genuine revolutionaries should
not expose merely ostensible revolutionaries because these mutual
accusations provide amusement for the bourgeois and govern-
ments. I believe that the Neue Freie Presse and all this press rabble
could write ten thousand articles without having the slightest effect
on the stance of the German workers’ party. Every struggle has
moments when one cannot deny one’s opponent a certain
satisfaction, if one is not to inflict positive damage on oneself.
Fortunately, we have got so far that we can allow our opponents
this private pleasure if we thereby achieve real successes.

The main charge, however, is that the report is full of private
matters the credibility of which could not have been indisputable
for the authors, because they could only have been collected by
hearsay. How Friend Peter knows that a society like the
International, which has its official organs throughout the civilised
world, can only collect such facts by hearsay is not stated. His
assertion is, anyway, -frivolous in the extreme. The facts in
question are attested by authentic evidence, and those concerned
took good care not to contest them.

But Friend Peter is of the opinion that private matters, such as
private letters, are sacred and should not be published in political
debates. To accept the validity of this argument on any terms is to
render the writing of all history impossible. The relationship
between Louis XV and Du Barry or Pompadour was a private
matter, but without it the whole pre-history of the French Rev-
olution is incomprehensible. Or, to take a step towards the
present: if an innocent girl called Isabella® is married to a man*®
who, according to experts (assessor Ulrichs, for example) cannot
stand women and hence only falls in love with men—if, finding
herself neglected, she takes men wherever she finds them, then
that is purely a private matter. But if the said innocent Isabella is

a [P. L. Lavrov,] “Abronucs pabouaro aswxkeHis”, Bnepeds!, Zurich, 1874,
Vol. II, Part II, Ch. II, p. 26.— Ed.

b Isabella 11—Queen of Spain.— Ed.

¢ Francisco de Asis.— Ed.
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Queen of Spain and one of these young men kept by her is a
young officer called Serrano?; if this Serrano is promoted field
marshal and prime minister in recognition of the heroic deeds he
has performed behind closed doors, is then supplanted and
overthrown by another,” subsequently throws his faithless
sweetheart out of the country with the help of other companions
in misfortune, and after a variety of adventures eventually himself
becomes dictator of Spain and such a great man that Bismarck
does his utmost to persuade the Great Powers to recognise
him—then this private affair between Isabella and Serrano
becomes a piece of Spanish history, and anyone wishing to write
about modern Spanish history and knowingly concealing this titbit
from his readers would be falsifying history. Again, if one is
describing the history of a gang like the Alliance, among whom
there is such a large number of tricksters, adventurers, rogues,
police spies, swindlers and cowards alongside those they have
duped, should one falsify this history by knowingly concealing the
individual villainies of these gentlemen as “private matters”’? Much
as it may horrify Friend Peter, he may rely on it that we are not
done with these “private matters” by a long chalk. The material is
still mounting up.

When, however, the Forward describes the report as a clumsy
concoction of essentially private facts, it is committing an act that is
hard to characterise. Anyone who could write such a thing had
either not read the report in question at all; or he was too limited
or prejudiced to understand it; or else he was writing something
he knew to be incorrect. Nobody can read the “Komplott gegen
die Internationale” without being convinced that the private
matters interspersed in it are the most insignificant part of it, are
illustrations meant to provide a more detailed picture of the
characters involved, and that they could all be cut without
jeopardising the main point of the report. The organisation of a
secret society, with the sole aim of subjecting the European labour
movement to a hidden dictatorship of a few adventurers, the
infamies committed to further this aim, particularly by Nechayev
in Russia**—this is the central theme of the book, and to maintain
that it all revolves around private matters is, to say the least,
irresponsible.

To be sure, it may be extremely painful for some Russians
suddenly to see the dirty side—and it certainly is very dirty—of

2 Francisco Serrano y Dominguez.— Ed.
b Luis Gonzailes Bravo.— Ed.
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the Russian movement ruthlessly exposed to Western Europe. But
who is to blame? Who else but those Russians themselves who
represent this dirty side, who, not satisfied with deceiving their
own compatriots, attempted to subordinate the whole European
labour movement to their personal ends? If Bakunin and company
had restricted their heroic deeds to Russia, people in Western
Europe would hardly have troubled to train their sights on them.
The Russians themselves would have done that. But as soon as
those gentlemen, who do not even understand the rudiments of
the conditions and development of the West European labour
movement, seek to play the dictator with us, it ceases to be
amusing: one simply fires at them pointblank.

Anyway, the Russian movement can take such revelations with
equanimity. A country that has produced two writers of the
stature of Dobrolyubov and Chernyshevsky, two socialist Lessings,
will not be destroyed because, all at once, it spawns a humbug like
Bakunin and a few immature little students, who inflate them-
selves with big words like frogs, and finally gobble one another up.
Even among the younger Russians we know people of first-class
theoretical and practical talents and great energy, people who have
the advantage over the French and the English, thanks to their
knowledge of languages, in their intimate acquaintance with the
movement in different countries, and over the Germans in their
cosmopolitan versatility. Those Russians who understand and
participate in the labour movement can only regard it as a service
rendered to have been relieved of complicity in the Bakuninists’
acts of villainy. All this does not, however, prevent the Forward
from concluding its account with the words:

“We do not know what the authors of this pamphlet think of the results it has
achieved. The majority of our readers would probably share the feeling of
depression with which we have read it and with which we record these sorry
phenomena in our pages, in pursuance of our duty as chroniclers.” 2

With this feeling of depression on the part of Friend Peter we
conclude the first section of our tale. The second begins with the
following paragraph from the same volume of the Forward:

“Our readers will be pleased to receive another piece of news in a similar vein.
With us, in our ranks, we also have the well-known writer Peter Nikitich Tkachov;

after four years’ detention he has succeeded in escaping from the place where he
was interned and condemned to inactivity, to reinforce our ranks.”b

a [P. L. Lavrov,] Op. cit., p. 27.— Ed.
b Bnepeds! Henepioouueckoe obospbuie, Vol. I1, Part 2, Zurich, 1874: Hss Hpxymcxa.
In the section: Ymo dbraemcn na Podunb?, p. 115.— Ed
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We learn who the well-known writer Tkachov is from a Russian
pamphlet, The Tasks of Revolutionary Propaganda in Russia, which
he himself published in April 1874 and which depicts him as a
green grammar-school boy of singular immaturity, the Karlchen
Missnick, as it were, of Russian revolutionary youth. He tells us
that many people have asked him to collaborate in the Forward; he
knew the editor was a reactionary; nevertheless, he considered it
his duty to take the Forward under his wing, although—it should
be noted—it had not asked for him. On arriving he finds, to his
astonishment, that the editor, Friend Peter, presumes to make the
final decision on the acceptance or rejection of articles. Such an
undemocratic procedure naturally infuriates him; he composes a
detailed document claiming, for himself and the other staff
(who—it should be noted—had not asked for it), “in the name of
justice, on the basis of purely theoretical considerations ... equality
of rights and obligations” (with the editor-in-chief) “with regard to
everything affecting the literary and economic side of the
enterprise”.?

Here we see straightaway the immaturity that, while it does not
dominate the Russian refugee movement, is, nevertheless, more or
less endured. A Russian scholar, who has a considerable reputa-
tion in his own country, becomes a refugee and acquires the
means to found a political journal abroad. Scarcely has he
managed to do this, when some more or less enthusiastic youth
comes along, unasked, and offers to take part, on the more or less
childish condition that he should have an equal voice with the
founder of the journal in all literary and financial matters. In
Germany he would have been laughed at. But the Russians are not
so coarse. Friend Peter goes to great pains to convince him that he
is wrong, both “in the name of justice and on the basis of purely
theoretical considerations”—naturally in vain. Tkachov, offended,
withdraws like Achilles to his tent*' and fires off his pamphlet
against Friend Peter, whom he calls a “philistine philosopher”.”

With a stifling heap of eternally repeated Bakuninist phrases
about the nature of true revolution, he accuses Friend Peter of the
crime of preparing the people for revolution, of seeking to bring
them to a “clear understanding and awareness of their needs”.
Anyone, however, who wishes to do that is no revolutionary, but a
man of peaceful progress, i.e., a reactionary, a supporter of

2 I1. H. Txauéss, 3adauu pesomoyionnoii nponazanon és Pocciu, [London,] 1874,
p. VIIL—Ed
b Ibid., p. 10.— Ed.
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“bloodless revolution in the German taste”.* The true revolution-
ary “knows that the people are always ready for revolution”®;
anyone who does not believe this does not believe in the people,
and faith in the people “constitutes our strength”. To anyone who
does not realise this, the writer quotes a pronouncement by
Nechayev, this “typical representative of our modern youth”.
Friend Peter says we must wait until the people are ready for
revolution—*“but we cannot and will not wait”¢ the truc
revolutionary differs from the philistine philosopher in that he

“assumes the right to summon the people to revolution at any
time”.? And so on.

Here in Western Europe we would simply dismiss all this
childish nonsense with the answer: “If your people are ready for
revolution at any time, if you assume the right to summon them to
revolution at any time, and if you simply cannot wait, why do you
go on boring us with your prattle, why, for goodness sake, don’t
you go ahead and strike now?”

But our Russians do not view matters quite so simply. Friend
Peter thinks that Mr. Tkachov’s childish, tedious and contradictory
observations, which revolve in an eternal circle, may exert the
seductive attraction of a mons veneris** on Russian youth, and, as the
faithful Eckart of this youth, he issues an admonitory exhortation of
sixty closely printed pages against them.® In this he sets out his own
views on the nature of revolution, investigating in deadly earnest
whether or not the people are ready for revolution and in what
circumstances revolutionaries have the right to summon them to
revolution or not and similar niceties, which at this level of generality
have about as much value as the scholastics’ studies of the Virgin
Mary. In the process, “the Revolution” itself becomes a sort of
Virgin Mary, theory becomes faith, activity in the movement
becomes a religion, and the whole debate takes place not on terra
firma, but in a cloudy sky of generalities.

Here, however, Friend Peter becomes involved in a tragic
contradiction with himself. He, the preacher of unity, the
opponent of all polemics, of all “mutually accusatory pamphlets”
within the revolutionary party, cannot, of course, do his duty as
Eckart, without also engaging in polemics; he cannot reply to his
opponent’s accusations without similarly accusing him. Friend

2 Ibid., p. 8.— Ed.

b Ibid., p. 10.— Ed.

¢ Ibid., p. 34.— Ed

d Ibid., p. 10.— Ed.

€ [P. L. Lavrov,] Pycckoii coyiarvro-pesonroyionnoi monodéxcu, [London,) 1874.— Ed.
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Peter will himself testify to the “feeling of depression” that
accompanies this “sorry phenomenon”.

His pamphlet begins as follows:

“Of two evils, one must choose the lesser.

“I know full well that all this refugee literature of mutually accusatory
pamphlets, of polemics about who is the genuine friend of the people and who is
not, who is honest and who is not, and, in particular, who is genuine representative
of Russian youth, of the true revolutionary party—that all this literature about the
personal dirt of the Russian emigration is as repugnant to the reader as it is
insignificant for the revolutionary struggle, and can only gratify our enemies— this
I know, and yet I find it necessary to pen these lines, necessary with my own hand
to swell the number of these wretched writings by one more, to the tedium of our
readers and the delight of our enemies—necessary, because of two evils, one must
choose the lesser.” 2

Splendid. But why is it that Friend Peter, who evinces so much
Christian tolerance in the Forward and demands the same of us
towards the tricksters we have exposed—tricksters whom, as we
shall see, he knows as well as we do,—that he did not even have
the modicum of tolerance towards the writers of the report to ask
himself whether they, too, were obliged to choose the lesser of two
evils? Why must the fire first burn his own fingers before he
realises that there might be even greater evils than a little harsh
polemics against people who, in the guise of ostensibly revolution-
ary activity, were endeavouring to debase and destroy the entire
European labour movement?

Let us, however, be indulgent towards Friend Peter; fate has
been rather hard on him. No sooner has he done, in full
consciousness of his own guilt, what he reproaches us with doing,
than Nemesis drives him on and forces him to supply Mr. Karl
Thaler with new material for several more articles in the Neue
Freie Presse.

“Or,” he asks the ever-ready madcap Tkachov, “has your agitation already
done its work? Is your organisation perhaps ready? Ready? Really ready? Or have
we here that notorious secret committee of ‘typical’ revolutionaries, the committee
that consists of two men and circulates decrees?43 Our young people have been
told so many lies, they have been so often deceived, their trust so shamefully

abused, that they will not, all at once, believe in the readiness of the revolutionary
organisation.” b

For the Russian reader it is, of course, unnecessary to add that
the “two men” are Bakunin and Nechayev. Further:
“But there are those who claim to be friends of the people, supporters of the

social revolution, and who, at the same time, bring to their activity that
mendaciousness and dishonesty that I have described above as a belch of the old

a Ibid., p. 3.— Ed.
b Ibid., p. 17.— Ed
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society.... These people used the bitterness of the supporters of the new social
order against the injustice of the old society, asserting the principle that, in war,
every means is allowable. Among these allowable means they included the deception
of their collaborators, the deception of the people whom they, nevertheless,
claimed to serve. They were prepared to lie to everyone and anyone solely in order
to organise a sufficiently strong party, just as if a strong social-revolutionary party
could be produced without the honest solidarity of its members! They were ready
to arouse in the people the old passions of banditry and enjoyment without work....
They were ready to exploit their friends and comrades, to make them tools of their
plans; they were ready verbally to defend the most complete independence and
autonomy of persons and sections, while at the same time organising the most
pronounced secret dictatorship and training their supporters in the most sheep-like
and thoughtless obedience, as if the social revolution could be carried out by a
union of exploiters and exploited, by a group of people whose actions are, at every
turn, a slap in the face for everything their words preach!”a

It is incredible, but true: these lines, which resemble an extract
from the “Komplott gegen die Internationale” as closely as one
egg does another, were written by the very man who, a few
months before, had described that pamphlet as a crime against the
common cause, because of its attacks on the very same people,
attacks that were in complete agreement with the above lines.
Well, let us be satisfied with this.

If, however, we now look back on Mr. Tkachov, with his great
pretensions and utterly insignificant achievements, and at the little
malheur that befell our Friend Peter on this occasion, we might
well consider it our turn to say:

“We do not know what the authors think of the results
achieved. The majority of our readers would probably share the
feeling of ‘amusement’ with which we have read it and with which
we record these ‘strange’ phenomena in our pages, in pursuance
of our duty as chroniclers.”

Joking aside, however. Many peculiar phenomena in the Russian
movement to date are explained by the fact that, for a long time,
every Russian publication was a closed book to the West, and that
it was, therefore, easy for Bakunin and his consorts to conceal
from it their goings-on, which had long been known to the
Russians. They zealously spread the assertion that even the dirty
sides of the Russian movement should-—in the interests of the
movement itself—be kept secret from the West; anyone who
communicated Russian matters to the rest of Europe, in so far as
they were of an unpleasant nature, was a traitor. That has now
ceased. Knowledge of the Russian language—a language that,
both for its own sake, as one of the richest and most powerful
living languages, and on account of the literature thereby made

a Ibid., pp. 44, 45.— Ed.
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accessible, richly deserves study—is no longer a great rarity, at any
rate among the German Social-Democrats. The Russians will have
to bow to the inevitable international fate: their movement will
henceforth develop in full view and under the surveillance of the
rest of Europe. Nobody has had to pay so dearly for their earlier
isolation than they themselves. But for this isolation, it would
never have been possible to cheat them so disgracefully for years
on end, as Bakunin and his consorts did. Those who will derive
the greatest benefit from the West’s criticism, from the interna-
tional interaction of the various West European movements on the
Russian movement and vice versa, from the eventual fusion of the
Russian movement with the all-European movement, are the
Russians themselves.
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The readers of the Volksstaat have suffered a misfortune. Some
of them may still remember that, in my last article on “refugee
literature” (Nos. 117 and 118),% I dealt with some passages from
the Russian periodical Forward and a pamphlet by its editor.”
Quite by chance I happened to mention a Mr. Peter Tkachov, who
has published a little pamphlet attacking the aforementioned
editor,” and with whom I had only concerned myself as little as
was absolutely necessary. I described him, to judge by the form
and content of his immortal work, “as a green grammar-school
boy of singular immaturity, the Karlchen Missnick, as it were, of
Russian revolutionary youth”¢ and pitied the editor of the
Forward for deeming it necessary to bandy words with such an
adversary. 1 was soon to learn, however, that the boy Karl is
beginning to get cross with me® and entangling me, too, in
polemics with him. He publishes a pamphlet: Offener Brief an
Herrn Friedrich Engels by Peter Tkachov, Zurich, typography by
Tagwacht, 1874. The fact that, in it, I have all sorts of things
foisted on to me that Mr. Tkachov must know I have never
maintained would be a matter of indifference to me; but the fact
that he gives the German workers quite a false picture of the
situation in Russia, in order to justify the activities of the
Bakuninists in relation to Russia, makes a reply necessary.

In his open letter, Mr. Tkachov consistently sets himself up as a
representative of Russian revolutionary youth. He maintains that I
“dispensed advice to the Russian revolutionaries ... urging them to

a See this volume, pp. 19-28.— Ed.
b Ibid., p. 25.— Ed.

c Ibid., p. 24.— Ed.

d Ibid.— Ed

e Ibid., p. 18.— Ed.
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»a,

enter into an alliance with me (!)”?% at the same time I had
depicted them, “the representatives of the Russian revolutionary
party abroad”, their efforts and their literature in the “most
unfavourable colours to the German labour world”; he says: “You
express your utter contempt for us Russians because we are so
‘stupid’ and ‘immature’,” etc. “...‘green grammar-school boys’, as
you please to call us”—and finally there follows the inevitable
trump-card: “By mocking us you have done our common enemy,
the Russian state, a valuable service.” I have subjected him, Mr.
Tkachov claims, “to every conceivable kind of abuse”.

Now, nobody knows better than Peter Nikitich Tkachov that
there is not a single grain of truth in all this. First, in the article in
question, I held no one responsible for Mr. Tkachov’s utterances
other than Mr. Tkachov himself. It never occurred to me to see
him as a representative of the Russian revolutionaries. If he
appoints himself as such, thereby transferring the green grammar-
school boy and other pleasantries from his shoulders on to theirs,
then I must definitely protest. Among Russian revolutionary youth
there are, of course, as everywhere, people of widely differing
moral and intellectual calibre. Yet its general level, even after
taking full account of the time difference and the essentially
different milieu, is undoubtedly still far higher than our German
student youth has ever attained, even during its best period in the
early 1830s. Nobody but Mr. Tkachov himself gives him the right
to speak on behalf of these young people in their entirety. Indeed,
even though he reveals himself as a true Bakuninist on this
occasion, I nevertheless doubt at the moment whether he has the
right to conduct himself as the representative of the small number
of Russian Bakuninists whom I described as “a few immature little
students, who inflate themselves with big words like frogs, and
finally gobble one another up”. But even if this were the case, it
would only be a new version of the old story of the three tailors of
Tooley Street in London, who issued a proclamation that started,
“We, the people of England, declare” ** etc.* Thus, the main point
that needs to be made is that the “Russian revolutionaries” do not

* What's the betting that Mr. Tkachov will say that, with the above anecdote,

I have betrayed the proletariat by depicting tailors as such in a “ridiculous
light” d?

2 P. Tkatschoff, Offener Brief an Herrn Friedrich Engels.., Zurich, 1874,
p. 3.—Ed

b Ibid., pp. 3, 7, 10 and 11.—Ed

¢ See this volume, p. 23.— Ed.

d P. Tkatschoff, Offener Brief..., p. 10.— Ed.
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come into it, now any more than before, and that for Tkachov’s
“we” it is necessary to substitute “I”, throughout.

I am supposed to have given him *“advice”. I haven’t the faintest
idea what he is talking about. I may have let fly a few blows, Peter
Nikitich, but advice®? Be so kind as to furnish proof.

At the end of my last article, I am supposed to have urged him
or his ilk to enter into an alliance with me. I will pay Mr. Tkachov
ten marks in Bismarck’s coin of the realm* if he can demonstrate
that.

I am supposed to have maintained that he is “stupid”, and he
puts the word in quotation marks. Although I would not deny that
he has hidden his talents—if that is the appropriate word
here—under a bushel of considerable size in both these works, it
is open to anyone to ascertain that the word Ustupid” does not
occur once anywhere in my article. But if all else fails, the
Bakuninists resort to bogus quotations.

Further, I am supposed to have “mocked” him and portrayed
him in a “ridiculous light”. Granted, Mr. Tkachov will never be
able to force me to take his pamphlet seriously. We Germans are
widely reputed to be boring, and must have richly deserved this
reputation on many an occasion. That does not, however, oblige
us in all circumstances to be as boring and pompous as the
Bakuninists. The German labour movement has acquired a
singularly humorous character from its skirmishes with police,
state prosecutors and prison-warders; why should I deny it? Mr.
Tkachov has full permission to mock me and depict me in a
ridiculous light, if he can manage it without imputing any lies to
me.

Now the incomparable accusation: by portraying Mr. Tkachov in
a light befitting him and his works, I have “done our common
enemy, the Russian state, a valuable service”! Similarly, he says at
another point: by describing him as I have, I am breaching “the
basic principles of the programme of the International Working
Men’s Association”! Here we see the true Bakuninist. These
gentlemen, as true revolutionaries, shun no means against us,
particularly in the dark; but if one fails to treat them with the
greatest respect, if one drags their antics into the light, criticises
them and their ringing phrases, then one is serving the Tsar of
Russia and breaching the basic principles of the International.
Precisely the opposite is the case, in fact. The one who has done

a2 In the original a play on the words Schlige (blows) and Ratschiige
(advice).— Ed.
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the Russian government a service is no other than Mr. Tkachov. If
the Russian police had any sense, it would spread this gentleman’s
pamphlet throughout Russia in large numbers. On the one hand,
it could hardly find a better means of discrediting the Russian
revolutionaries, whom the writer claims to represent, in the eyes of
all sensible people. On the other hand, it is always possible that
some worthy but inexperienced young people would allow it to
provoke them to rash acts, thus delivering themselves into a trap.

But, says Mr. Tkachov, I have subjected him to “every
conceivable kind of abuse”. Now a certain kind of abuse, the
so-called invective, is one of the most effective forms of rhetoric,
employed by all great orators when necessary; the most powerful
English political writer, William Cobbett, possessed a supreme
command of it that is still admired to this day and serves as an
unsurpassed model. Mr. Tkachov himself also indulges in a good
deal of “abuse” in his pamphlet. So, if 1 had indulged in abuse,
that would not in itself have been wrong of me at all. But as I did
not become rhetorical with regard to Mr. Tkachov, as 1 did not
take him seriously at all, I cannot have used abuse to attack him.
Let us examine what I said about him.

I called him “a green grammar-school boy of singular immaturi-
ty”. Immaturity may refer to character, mind or knowledge. As
far as immaturity of character is concerned, I made the following
addition to Mr. Tkachov’s own account:

“A Russian scholar, who has a considerable reputation in his
own country, becomes a refugee and acquires the means to found
a political journal abroad. Scarcely has he managed to do this,
when some more or less enthusiastic youth comes along, unasked,
and offers to take part, on the more or less childish condition that
he should have an equal voice with the founder of the journal in
all literary and financial matters. In Germany he would have been
laughed at.”?

I hardly think I need adduce any further evidence of
immaturity of character. Immaturity of mind is sufficiently
demonstrated by the further quotations from Mr. Tkachov’s
pamphlet that follow below. As far as knowledge is concerned, the
dispute between the Forward and Mr. Tkachov largely concerns
this: the editor of the Forward demands that the Russian
revolutionary youth should learn something, should enrich them-
selves with serious and thorough information, should acquire
critical faculties in accordance with accepted methods, should work

a See this volume, p. 24.— Ed
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at their self-development and self-education by the sweat of their
brow. Tkachov rejects such advice with disgust:

“Again and again I must express the feeling of profound indignation that it has
always aroused in me... Learn! Educate yourselves! Oh God, how can a living
human being say such a thing to another living human being! Wait! Study and
finish your education! But have we the right to wait” (with revolution to wit)?
“Have we the right to waste time on education?” (p. 14). “Knowledge is probably a
necessary precondition for peaceful progress, but it is not necessary at all for the
revolution” (p. 17).2

So, if Mr. Tkachov evinces profound indignation at the very
injunction to study, if he declares all knowledge superfluous for a
revolutionary, if, in addition, he does not betray even the slightest
trace of knowledge in his entire pamphlet, he himself writes out
the testimony to his own immaturity, and I have but ascertained
the fact. Yet anyone who makes out this testimony himself can, in
our opinion, aspire at most t