
















































































































































































46 Marx and Engels

expulsion of communists from Paris in January. Not long after
the publication of The Condition of the Working Class in
England Engels took Marx to Manchester to see it all for
himself.

The Condition of the Working Class in England and volume
one of Capital have a number of common sources, including
documents from the Inquiry Commission on the Employment
of Children in Factories, the reports of HM Inspectors of
Factories, Hansard, and periodicals both radical and establish-
ment. Marx, of course, had many more sources available to him
in the 1860s than had Engels in 1844, but apart from that
difference the methodology employed and the points made are
very much the same. Engels’s published work itself served
Marx as an important source on which to build his own
account, and he enthusiastically recommended it to his readers
in a note to Capital as an account of conditions up to 1845.
Engels’s book was referred to ten times by Marx in volume one
of Capital, with a number of endorsements not merely of its
historical relevance but of its actual contents, since in certain
branches of industry, so Marx concluded from up-to-date
sources, conditions had not changed in the twenty years
between the two books:

How completely Engels understood the nature of the capitalist mode
of production is shown by the Factory Reports, Reports on Mines,
etc., that have appeared since 1845, and how wonderfully he painted
the circumstances in detail is seen on the most superficial comparison
of his work with the official reports of the Children’s Employment
Commission, published 18 to 20 years later (1863-1867). These deal
especially with the branches of industry in which the Factory Acts
had not, up to 1862, been introduced, in fact are not yet introduced.

Here, then, little or no alteration had been enforced, by authority,
in the conditions painted by Engels (CAP 1.230 n. 2).

In his book Engels surveyed conditions of work before the
industrial revolution, the emergence of the industrial and
agricultural proletariat (in various trades), the growth of towns
to contain the new industrial workers, the effects of com-
petition on proletarians (particularly in times of crisis),
immigration, and then a catalogue of specific abuses: physical
and moral degradation at work, the horrors of pauperism,
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and the usurpation by employers of new and exceptional
powers over the lives of other human beings. Marx referred
most often to Engels’s accounts of specific abuses, particularly
those that still recurred even when continuously complained
of (somewhat hypocritically, according to Marx) in the press.

Marx also used Engels’s work in his account of the general
process in which manufacture replaced hand-work in industry,
most notably in the textile trade. From that Marx drew ad-
ditional support, so he thought, for the specific theories which
he developed in his own economic work, begun in earnest after
his reading of Engels’s *Outlines’ and Condition of the Working
Class in England and then -summarised in the propositions on
the commodity, value and labour which eventually appeared in
volume one of Capital. Engels’s economic theorising never
ascended to the level of abstraction reached by Marx: his
advice on those sections of Capital was concerned exclusively
with the presentation of this admittedly difficult material. In
that theoretical work Marx had moved on from the major
categories of the ‘Outlines’ — private property and com-
petition — to what Marx himself considered to be the more
fundamental phenomenon of value as it operates in industri-
alised society. Manufacture, according to Marx, ‘made it
possible for a smaller number of labourers, with the addition of
relatively less living labour, not only to consume [e.g.] the wool
productively, and put into it new value, but to preserve in the
form of yarn etc. its old value’. In this way Marx thought that
he had identified, as Smith, Ricardo and the French economist
J.-B. Say had not, the specific mechanisms by which the
introduction of manufacture in an industry then ‘stimulated
increased reproductionot [e.g.] wool’ Engelshad chronicled just
this process for the late eighteenth century, and Marx found
this empirical economic history useful in backing up his
theoretical claim that ‘the constant appropriation of surplus-
labour by the capitalists’ appears as ‘a constant self-expansion
of capital’ (CAP 568-9).

Most strikingly Marx quoted Engels in support of a political
conclusion in Capital about the nature of the factory system
itself in capitalist society. Marx portrayed the factory owner as
a private legislator exercising an autocracy over his work-
people that was quite at odds with the political forms promoted
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by the bourgeoisie in other spheres: division of responsibility
and representation in government. Out of modern mechanised
production capitalists had evolved a system of social re-
gulation in which ‘the place of the slave driver’s lashis taken by
the overlooker’s book of penalties’. Ironically Marx concluded
that violation of the factory-owner’s rules was ‘if possible,
more profitable to him than the keeping of them’, and
produced detail from Engels, who had declared twenty years
earlier that in the ‘slavery’ binding proletariat to bourgeoisie
‘all freedom comes to an end, both at law and in fact’
(CAP 1.400 and n.2).

However cold Marx was in November 1842 to the Berlin
‘Free’ and their associate Friedrich Engels, his political interest
in communist-inspired reports from England was demons-
trated when Engels’s articles continued to appear in Rheinische
Zeitung under his editorship. That Engels was warmly received
in Paris in August 1844 cannot then be attributed to a purely
intellectual break with the Berlin Y oung Hegelians, though this
had certainly occurred. Engels’s practical activities in England
put him in quite another class; most interestingly for Marx
those activities were not exclusively political journalism and
industrial investigations but included a theoretical project —
the ‘Outlines of a Critique of Political Economy’ — which
displayed a knowledge of the literature and an analytical
expertise well beyond Marx’s current accomplishments. It
was that aspect of Engels’s work which Marx found most
promising in a colleague and collaborator, even though
there were no plans at this time or later for joint theoretical
work in the economic field. The move from contemporary
philosophy and politics towards political economy as the
supreme object of critical studywas the decisive intellectual test
of a colleague for Marx, since his plans for his work from 1844
onwards took a critical account of political economy to be the
foundation for whatever other works — on the ‘state, law,
morals, bourgeois life etc’, were envisaged (see Carver (1979),
13 and passim).

Engels seems to have surrendered political economy wholly
to Marx after 1844 and never to have expressed regret or
further independent interest; Marx seems to have taken on this
theoretical burden with the driving monomania necessary for a
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forty-year project and occasionally to have sought Engels’s
advice on minor points. The work on which they agreed
initially to collaborate was one that used Engels’s undoubted
gifts as a polemicist, satirist and Hegelian insider to best effect.
This was a critical attack on their former associates and on
Young Hegelian philosophising in general entitled The Holy
Family or Critique of Critical Criticism. Against Bruno Bauer
and Company.

As Marx had explained in early 1844 (in his ‘Critique of
Hegel’s Philosophy of Right. Introduction’), his political
project was initially conceived as a definitive critique of German
intellectual radicalism, which he considered to be unsound and
unserious, by means of the critical destruction of their
inspiration, Hegel himself, in the Philosophy of Right. In his
criticism of this work, so Marx tells us in the preface to the 1844
manuscripts, he recognised the need to disentangle the material
on political economy (which he had come to see as fundamen-
tal to an understanding of contemporary political and social
life) from his critical views on the state, law, morals, etc. and
on the Hegelian presuppositions themselves, even as interpreted
by readers of Strauss and Feuerbach who rejected any glibly
conservative account of Hegel’s work. Marx evidently felt the
destruction of Young Hegelianism to be imminently necessary,
because of its discouraging political effect on what he con-
sidered to be a real engagement with current issues. That
political task was evidently conceived as one that would be
swiftly accomplished, leaving him free to pursue his theoretical
inquiry into the anatomy of bourgeois society as laid bare by a
thorough-going critique of political economy (see Carver
(1982), passim). The anti-young Hegelian Holy Family was
planned along the lines of the Deutsch-Franzosische Jahrbucher
(which had individually signed contributions), rather than on
the model of a large work jointly written. At publication
Engels’s name appeared before Marx’s on the title page.
capitalising on his national reputation in Germany, his now
declared opposition to former associates, and perhaps even his
international connections with other periodicals. By com-
parison Marx, though an experienced editor, was somewhat
obscure (see Carver (1981). chs 1-4).

The effect of Engels’s work in the ‘Outlines of a Critique of
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Political Economy’ and The Condition of the Working Class in
England on Marx, while fully acknowledged, has been hitherto
unexplored. The reproduction of theoretical material in Capital,
similar projections of economic and political trends, an
identity of views on certain aspects of communist society, and
most intriguingly the very kernel of Marx’s premises them-
selves can all be traced in a detailed comparison of Engels’s
early work with Marx’s critique of political economy from the
Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts of 1844 to Capital.
Yet there is little chance that Engels was imparting to Marx
thoughts that he was unlikely ever to have had by himself.
However strikingly Engels anticipated Marx at this period,
there is a clear drift in the latter’s work towards the views that
Engels expressed. At his most influential Engels represented a
short-cut in Marx’s development, a considerable inspiration to
further efforts and a useful source of supportive material on the
history and operation of capitalist industry.

The effect of Marx’s thoughts on Engels, or rather of Marx’s
work as Engels perceived it, was quite different, in that Engels
responded by largely abandoning his own empirical researches.
A solitary postscript of 1845 to his Condition of the Working
Class in England was never followed up. Similarly his theoreti-
cal work on political economy, in so far as that interest was
directed towards serious, independent projects, was suddenly
dropped. This response by Engels to the Marx—Engels
collaboration was almost the inverse of Marx’s, since Marx’s
theoretical and empirical work grew increasingly to rule his
life, at least when the essentials of life itself were not absolutely
at the forefront of his concerns. Thus began the famous
partnership which flowered with the joint works of the 1840s in
which Marx and Engels developed what they called ‘our
outlook’.



3  ‘Our Outlook’

Marx and Engels agreed to work together in August 1844; this
is attested by their continuingcollaboration from that date and
by their subsequent memoirs. It is also evident from their initial
joint efforts that they aimed to distinguish themselves very
sharply from their former associates, with whom they might
otherwise continue to be bracketed by present and future
sympathisers with the communist cause. Their way of doing
this was much more theoretical than political, in an organisa-
tional sense, since formal communist organisation hardly
existed as yet. Marx and Engels had been in touch with
the largely emigrée League of the Just in London and Paris,
but both evidently declined to join, sensing a lack of analytical
discrimination in its members which both men craved (though
perhaps to a diftferent extent) in their associates. Thus Marx
and Engels set out to distinguish themselves from the theoreti-
cally sophisticated and unsophisticated alike, choosing the
Young Hegelians as a first and in a sense easier target, since
they had more or less organised views to knock down.
Marx’s early journalism showed him to be a dialectician in
the classical manner: he established his arguments, in the first
instance, through successive refutations of plausible but ul-
timately unsatisfactory theses selected to serve the author’s
didactic purposes. Engels employed this method to some extent
in his ‘Outlines of Political Economy’, though he was rather
less diffident than the critically scrupulous Marx in setting out
his own positive views. A Critique of Critical Criticism. Against
Bruno Bauer and Co. by Friedrich Engels and Karl Marx was
given the further appellation The Holy Family on the sugges-
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tion of the publisher, who thus summarised the authors’
extended metaphor that the Young Hegelians were at bottom
idealist philosophers and possibly crypto-Christians devoted
to a pure realm of ideas beyond mundane reality. Engels
completed his portion of the work very quickly and left Paris in
September 1844 for Barmen ; Marx laboured until November,
expanding the work quite beyond their original expectations.

At the opening of the book Engels and Marx identified
Bruno Bauer and the contributors to his A//gemeine Literatur-
Zeitung as adherents of ‘speculative idealism’, which they
declaredto be ‘in all respects below the level already attained by
German theoretical development’. Evidently this made its
demolition all the more urgent; it was to be accomplished by
asserting ‘the already achieved results’ by contrast. Further
development was put forward to ‘the independent works in
which we — each of us for himself, of course — shall present our
positive view’ (CW 4.7-8). Other than the jointly-written
German Ideology and Communist Manifesto, and a number of
short communications and articles, jointly signed, Marx and
Engels stuck to this programme of independent publication
throughout the rest of their careers. Such exchanges of
information as occurred are wholly insufficient to support a
general theory of joint authorship (notwithstanding the ap-
pearance of only one name on the various title-pages), nor does
the extensive manuscript material which is preserved lead to
the conclusion that the two thought as one. A theory that joint
authorship occurred in unrecorded conferences does not
square with the recorded comments of the two men, since these
do not suggest that intensive collaboration had already taken
place. Their queries and replies frankly tended towards the
superficial even when important published works of the two
authors were mentioned.

Engels wrote the opening sections of The Holy Family,
criticising ‘Bauer and Co.’ primarily for factual errors in their
comments on British politics, industrial development, techno-
logy and the manufacturing process itself. He ridiculed their
high-flown consideration of social issues and concluded:
‘Formulae, nothing but formulae.” These were merely con-
structed, he wrote, ‘out of the existing Hegelian philosophy and
the existing social aspirations’ (CW 4.20). Engels satirised a
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rather pompously self-conscious philosophy by portraying it
as Hegel’s God-like Spirit, loving in its consciousness but
irremediably abstract. The link here with his previous theo-
logical satires is unmistakable, as is the re-use of material
from his ‘Condition of England’ articles published earlier in
1844 while he was collecting material for his empirical study
of the English working class.

Marx’s criticisms were more fundamental, though perhaps
less academically justifiable in that they relied on the de-
molition of a common philosophical position imputed to
‘Critical Criticism’, which he took to be a simple-minded use of
the subject — predicate reversal that Feuerbach had recom-
mended in making sense of Hegel: ‘By this simple process, by
changing the predicate into the subject, all the attributes and
manifestations of human nature can be Critically trans-
formed ... Thus, for example, Critical Criticism makes criti-
cism, as a predicate and activity of man, into a subject apart’
(CW 4.21).

However, Marx spent little time on what he later described
with amusement as ‘the cult of Feuerbach’ (see McLellan
(1973), 135 n. 2), but directed his criticism of the “critical critics’
to their treatment of P.-J. Proudhon’s widely read What Is
Property?, first published in 1840 with a second edition in 1841.
Self-consciously building on Engels’s ‘Outlines’, Marx ad-
vanced his own work on political economy (‘our main interest’)
by defending Proudhon, while also declaring his work to be
somewhat inferior to the much less publicised ‘Outlines’ in the
Deutsch-Franzosische Jahrbiicher. Proudhon used ‘economic
premises’ when he argued against the political economists,
whereas Engels considered what appeared to be premises — the
categories wages, trade, value, price, money etc. — as ‘forms of
private property in themselves’. By claiming a connection
between these surface phenomena and one underlying
category, Engels’s work was analytically more elegant and
potentially much more powerful. Even so, Proudhon’s critical
investigation was ‘the first resolute, ruthless, and at the same
time scientific investigation’ of the ‘the basis of political
economy, private property’, and Marx had had his eye on it for
some time, describing it in an article of October 1842 as
‘sharp-witted” (CW4.31-4; CW 1.220). Engels had praised
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Proudhon’s work extravagantly in The New Moral World in
November 1843, and this perhaps reinforced Marx’s ever-
critical enthusiasm for an appreciative confrontation:

This is the most philosophical work, on the part of the Communists,
in the French language; and, if 1 wish to see any French book
translated into the English language, it is this. The right of private
property, the consequences of this institution, competition, immo-
rality, misery, are here developed with a power of intellect, and real
scientific research, which I never since found united in a single volume
(CW 3.399).

After establishing a critical hierarchy in contemporary
comment on political economy — Engels, Proudhon, the ‘criti-
cal critics’ in that descending order — Marx struck out on his
own, using materia! freshly written in the Economic and
Philosophical Manuscripts of 1844. The methodology, how-
ever, was adapted from Engels’s ‘Outlines’, where there was
a focus on ‘contradictions’ in social life:

... political economy operatesin permanent contradiction to its basic
premise, private property ... The economists themselves occasionally
feel these contradictions. .. Thus, as an exception...the economists
occasionally stress the semblance of humanity in economic relations,
but sometimes, and as a rule, they take these relations precisely in
their clearly pronounced difference from the human (CW 4.32-3).

Proudhon, like Engels, took ‘the /iuman semblance of the
economic relations seriously’ and contrasted to it the ‘inhuman
reality’ of real conditions. Like Engels, he found the root of all
economic contradiction in private property as such and in its
entirety, rather than in its specific forms such as wages, profit,
etc. The ‘essence of private property’, Marx concluded, was ‘the
vital question of political economy and jurisprudence’, the
point on which communists must be crystal clear. The ‘critical
critics’ missed this utterly and spread confusion in their works
through a faulty, superficial methodology remote from what
Marx termed the ‘real movement’ which he aimed to clarify
(CW 4.33, 39).

Proudhon had proceeded from ‘the poverty bred by the
movement of private property’, sophistically concealed, Marx
claimed, by political economy, but central to the concerns of
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communists (Engels’s Condition of the Working Class in
England was, as Marx knew, then in preparation). Political
economy had proceeded from wealth ‘which the movement of
private property [in production and trade], supposedly creates
for the nations’. ‘Proletariat and wealth are opposites’, Marx
declared, but ‘the question is exactly what place each occupies
in the antithesis’. Critical criticism, he wrote, had merely
declared them to be two sides of a single whole and thereby
remained outside the object with which it pretended to deal
(CW 4.34-5).

The ‘real movement’ of private property was depicted by
Marx in stark contrast to the ‘speculative antitheses’ of critical
criticism. Although proletariat and private property as wealth
were antithetical, the positive and negative sides of this
antithesis were, for Marx, real, specifiable processes in society:
‘since the conditions of life of the proletariat sum up all the
conditions of life of society today in their most inhuman form;
since man...is driven directly to revolt against this in-
humanity, it follows that the proletariat can and must em-
ancipate itself’. ‘A large part of the English and French
proletariat i1s already conscious of its historic task’, Marx
wrote, ‘and i1s constantly working to develop that conscious-
ness into complete clarity’ (CW 4.36-7).

Marx’s critical treatment of political economy was to be his
contribution to this international movement, and there is little
doubt that in a theoretical sense he regarded this task as the
decisive step towards ‘clarity’ (CW 4.37). How precisely
Marx’s severe notions of theoretical exactitude were to make
their impact on proletarian politics in a practical sense was
presumably to be worked out as communists and proletarians
Joined together, an activity which Marx and Engels supported
during this period, most notably in Brussels where they moved
in 1845. Proudhon himself was accurately declared by Marx
to have been ‘a proletarian, an ouvrier’, and his work was ‘a
scientific manifesto of the French proletariat’ — as opposed to
the ‘literary botchwork’ of thecritical critics. Yet Proudhon, as
stated earlier, remained captive to the premises of political
economy in his category ‘possession’, which was not appro-
priately developed (CW 4.41-3).

Similarly Proudhon’s treatment of the labour theory of
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value was on the right track, but still within economic premises
of the sort Marx aimed to expose: ‘By making labour
time . . . the measure of wages and the determinant of the value
of the product, Proudhon makes the human side the decisive
factor. In old politicaleconomy, on the other hand, the decisive
factor was the material power of capital and of landed
property’. ‘In other words’, Marx concluded, ‘Proudhon
reinstates man in his rights, but still in an economic and
therefore contradictory way’ (CW 4.49).

Marx’s real contrast to the critical critics as ‘absolute
idealists’ was not Proudhon, despite the merits of his ‘scientific
manifesto’, nor Engels, whose superior analytical grip on
political economy was highly praised, but contemporary
workers themselves when they ‘formed associations in which
they exchange opinions not only on their immediate needs as
workers, but on their needs as human beings’. Thus Marx's work
was not intended to be merely another point of view derived
from pure intellectual speculation but was rather to take its
presuppositions and subject-matter from life as experienced in
the Manchester or Lyons workshops. There ‘property, capital,
money, wage-labour and the like are no ideal figments of the
brain but very practical, very objective products’ that, accord-
ing to Marx, ‘must be abolished in a practical, objective way,
for man to become man’ (CW 4.52-3). However obvious and
inevitable Marx considered this movement to be, it was sharply
distinguished (in his mind, anyway) from teleological, and
particularly Hegelian philosophies of history, to which philo-
sophers and pseudo-philosophers appealed in support of their
general views on man, his fate and the meaning of life. Marx
would have none of it:

For Herr [Bruno] Bauer, as for Hegel, truth is an automaton that
proves itself. Man must follow it... Just as, according to the earlier
teleologists, plants exist to be eaten by animals, and animals to be
eaten by men, history exists in order to serve as the act of
consumption of theoretical eating — proving. Man exists so that
history may exist, and history exists...so that truth may arrive at
self-consciousness . .. This is why Absolute Criticism uses phrases like

these: ‘History does not allow itself to be mocked... [etc.])’
(CW 4.79).

Moreover, in Marx’s view, ‘History does nothing’, it
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‘““possesses no immense wealth”’, it ““‘wages no battles”". It is
‘real, living man who does all that, who possesses and
fights ... history is nothing but the activity of man pursuing his
.aims’ (CW 4.93). Marx’s historical judgements were derived,
so he claimed, from consideration of ‘empirical man’ who lives
‘deep down in an English cellar or at the top of a French block
of flats’; these judgements were not derived from ‘history’ as
‘an ethereal subject’ (CW 4.80).

Empirical man had been considered by communist and
socialist writers with some degree of accuracy, despite various
flaws in their understanding of economic life and, often, an
oversimplified view of the difficulties involved in rectifying the
horrors wrought by modern society. Still, ‘the communist
criticism’, Marx wrote, ‘had practically at once as its counter-
part the movement of the great mass... One must know the
studiousness, the craving for knowledge, the moral energy and
the unceasing urge for development of the French and English
workers to be able to form an idea of the /iuman nobility of this
movement’ (CW 4.84). In considering socialism, ‘critical criti-
cism’ had missed this altogether and would never get near it,
because of a dilettante approach, a lack of resolution in seeking
what Marx called ‘a social theory’, and an overall purposeless-
ness in theorising:

Criticism is talking here about Fourierism —if it i1s talking about
anything — and in particular of the Fourierism of La Démocratie
pacifique [newspaper published 1843-51 in Paris]. But thisis far from
being the ‘social theory’ of the French. The French have social
theories, but not a social theory; the diluted Fourierism that La
Démocratie pacifique preaches is nothing but the social doctrine of a
section of the philanthropic bourgeoisie. The people is communistic,
and, as a matter of fact, split into a multitude of different groups; the
true movement and the elaboration of these different social shades is
not only not exhausted, itisreallyonly beginning. Butit willnotend in
pure, i.e., abstract, theory as Critical Criticism would like it to; it will
end in a quite practical practice that will not bother at all about the
categorical categories of Criticism (CW 4.152-3).

Marx’s alternative was the unity of theory and practice,
modelled on a pre-existing unity in real life, pointing parti-
cularly to England (as described by Engels) and to France, as
he experienced it himself. This was, of course, a highly selective
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account of experience, but for Marx the trend towards a unity
of revolutionary theory and proletarian practice was poten-
tially of much more significance than other aspects of life,
working-class or otherwise:

The criticism of the French and the English is not an abstract,
preternatural personality outside mankind; it is the real human
activity of individuals who are active members of society and who
suffer, feel, think and act as human beings. That is why their criticism
is at the same time practical, their communism a socialism in which
they give practical, concrete measures, and in which they not only
think but even more act, it is the living, real criticism of existing
society, the recognition of the causes of ‘the decay’ (CW 4.153).

To aid this practical activity Marx proposed a theoretical
project, the elements of which were present in ‘Critical
Criticism’ but in the wrong relationship:

Its own [Critical Criticism’s] theory is confined to stating that
everything determinate is an opposite of the boundless generality of
self-consciousness and is, therefore, of no significance; for example,
the state, private property, etc. [t must be shown, on the contrary,
how the state, private property, etc., turn human beings into
abstractions, or are products of abstract man, instead of being the
reality of individual, concrete human beings (CW 4.193).

Engels’s work in The Holy Family showed him to be a skilful
polemicist in exposing factual error and Hegelian mumbo-
jumbo. His view of the progressive character of certain
developments in working-class politics, particularly Chartism,
and his rejection of philosophical idealism were both in
evidence. For Young Hegelian error he put forward fact and
for their idealism he substituted an implicit realism in which, as
he put it about a year earlier in the ‘Outlines’, production takes
place, involving men, ‘active physically and mentally’, and
nature (CW 3.428). Evidently the more explicit theoretical
treatment of the alternative to Young Hegelian idealism was
left to Marx who stated that, contrary to the predilections of
the critical critics, ‘thereis a world in which consciousness and
being are distinct; a world which continues to exist when I
merely abolish its existence in thought...i.e., when I modify
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my own subjective consciousness without altering the objective
reality in a really objective way’. To the critical critics’ ‘world
of self-consciousness’ Marx opposed ‘my own objective reality
and that of other men’ (CW 4.192-3). ‘Objective reality’ for
Marx was ‘industry . ..the immediate mode of production of
life itself’, which proceeds from ‘the theoretical and practical
relation of man to nature, i.e. natural science and industry’,
the very premises put forward by Engels when he discussed
production in his ‘Outlines’ (CW 4.150).

This was the world of Marx’s ‘opposites’—proletariat and
wealth. These were opposites, because wealth was private
property and the proletariat, through the competitive system
of production, could get little of it. The key to this world, so
Marx revealed, lay in political economy. The difficulty for
communists was that political economy itself presupposed and
justified private property; hence its presuppositions and
apologetic aspects must be overcome by thorough criticism.
Engels had begun this task, but judging from Marx’s work
on Proudhon, and his particular focus on the labour theory
of value (treated only cursorily by Engels), it was Marx who
proposed to finish the job. On 1 February 1845, just after
seeing The Holy Family through the press, Marx signed a
contract for a Critique of Politics and Political Economy (see
Carver (19795), 12-14).

While Marx’s work was acquiring a certain kind of theoreti-
cal momentum in terms of clarity of subject matter, purpose
and presuppositions, Engels continued in his role as publicist,
propagandist and reporter for the communist cause, writing
for both German and English audiences and giving, inter alia,
published notice of ‘Messrs Marx and Engels...detailed
refutation [in The Holy Family] of the principles advocated by
B. Bauer’; ‘Dr Marx’s forthcoming Review of Politics and
Political and Political Economy’; and ‘Mr F. Engels’ Condition
of the Working Classes of Great Britain’ (CW 4.240-1). In one
of his articles, disbelieving Germans were given an account of
‘Recently Founded Communist Colonies still in Existence’ to
counter objections that communism — ‘social existence and
activity based on community of goods’ — was inherently im-
practical with respect to menial and unpleasant tasks and to the
equal claim by all on communal possessions.
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Engels disposed of the first line of objection by citing
community spiritand improved technology, and of the second
by commenting that ‘all communist colonies so far have
become so enormously rich after ten or fifteen years that they
have everything they can desire in greater abundance than they
can consume, so that no grounds for dispute exist’. Engels’s
source was mainly a series of letters published in the radical
English press covering American colonies — Shakers,
Harmonists, Separatists —and the English Owenites, though
Engels distanced communism as such from the religious
practices of these communities. ‘Of the more recent colonies’,
he commented, ‘almost all are in any case quite free of religious
nonsense’ (CW 214-15). The conclusions Engels drew for his
German readers prefigured the directness of the Communist
Manifesto and its thesis that part of the bourgeoisie would
join the proletariat:

If the workers are united among themselves, hold together and
pursue one purpose, they are infinitely stronger than the rich. And if,
moreover, they have set their sights upon such a rational purpose,
and one which desires the best for all mankind, as community of
goods, it is self-evident that the better and more intelligent among the
rich will declare themselves in agreement with the workers and
support them (CW 4.227-8).

For the English audience Engels reviewed the ‘Rapid
Progress of Communism in Germany’, writing that socialism
had progressed miraculously there over the preceding two
years and chronicling the ‘first Socialist publication...a year
ago [the Deutsch-Franzésische Jahrbiicher]’. Though there were
‘some hundreds of German Communists’ abroad, legal restric-
tions and official discouragement at home limited their in-
fluence. Engels’s definition of socialism encompassed all
societies ‘for ameliorating the condition of the working
people’, so his claim that ‘a strong Socialist party has grown
up’ is not quite so astonishing as it appears. Admitting that the
stronghold of socialism is the middle class, Engels noted that
‘we, however, hope to be in a short time supported by the
working classes, who always, and everywhere, must form the
strength and body of the Socialist party’, thus introducing the
communist perspective without the immediate frisson atten-
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dant on the name. Anyway, Engels informed his readers that
the German middle class ‘is far more disinterested, impartial,
and intelligent, than in England’, though this was because it
was poorer. Excitedly Engels looked forward.to a community
erected by ‘practical men of business’, building on the ex-
periences of Owen, Fourier, American communities, and
English experiments; the ‘most active literary characters’ in
German Socialism were listed separately and included Marx,
Engels and Hess (CW 4.229-32).

Engels’s next instalment on ‘Rapid Progress’ was much
more straightforward about communism and its principles — -
‘organisation of labour, protection of labour against the
power of capital, etc.’ (CW 4.234-6). And in the final
article he summarised various communist speeches, recently
delivered, among them his own at Elberfeld, in which
‘Mr Engels... proved...that the present state of Germany
was such as could not but produce in a very short time a social
revolution’. Moreover, ‘this imminent revolution was not to be
averted by any possible measures for promoting commerce and
manufacturing industry’ but could only be prevented by the
‘introduction of, and the preparation for, the Community
system’. Otherwise there would be ‘a revolution more terrible
than any of the mere subversions of past history’
(CW 4.238-9).

These meetings in Elberfeld mobilised middle-class opinion,
according to Engels, because ‘nearly every patrician and
moneyed family of the town had one of its members [e.g.
Friedrich Engels] or relatives present at the large table
occupied by the Communists’. In conclusion he virtually wrote
off socialism in favour of communism; this was perhaps a
matter of tactics in gradually introducing an English socialist
audience to a more radical, revolutionary and class-conscious
perspective. In Germany, he wrote, ‘the word Socialism means
nothing but the different vague, undefined, and undefinable
imaginations of those who see that something must be done,
and who yet cannot make up their minds to go the whole length
of the Community system’ (CW 4.239-41).

The ‘Speeches in Elberfeld’ to which Engels referred were
delivered on 8 and 15 February 1845 and published in August.
There is nothing like them in Marx’s works to that date, partly
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no doubt because Marx lacked the opportunity to address an
influential non-academic audience in public, but partly beca use
his style — learned, complex, ultra-intellectual — was more
suited to a semi-censored paper than to middle-class meetings.
Marx’s later attempts (in Brussels and London) to present his
work in a simple, oral style were directed at working-class
audiences and were confined to the basic elements of his
economic criticism. Engels was obviously at home with the
middle classes of Elberfeld, and his presentation — factual,
graphic, oriented to business and politics — must have struck
the right level, even if one discounts Engels’s own version of his
success:

...not a word was offered in reply...a few days afterwards those
who had publicly advocated our cause were overrun by numbers of
people who asked for books and papers from which they might get a
view of the whole system (CW 4.238, 240).

The ‘Speeches’ presented aspects of Engels’s rather more
complex ‘Outlines’ in simple, discursive terms that one recog-
nises now as the familiar cadences of the Communist Manifesto.
Free competition was the basic economic assumption from
which he drew his communist conclusion: ‘Thus there arises
the glaring contradiction between a few rich people on the one
hand, and many poor on the other ... the contradiction will
develop more and more sharply until finally necessity compels
society to reorganise itself on more rational principles’
(CW 4.244).

Free competition was irrational, Engels wrote, because ‘each
man works on his own, each strives for his own enrichment and
is not in the least concerned with what the rest are doing’. ‘All
of uswork each for his own advantage, unconcerned about the
welfare of others’, whereas ‘it 1s an obvious, self-evident truth
that the interest, the well-being, the happiness of every
individual isinseparably bound up with that of his fellow-men’.
As long as bourgeois society remains a ‘war of all against all’
this unregulated economic system will lead to disaster, in
particular to the ruin of the small middle class, who were
presumably numerous in Engels’s audience and doubtless
terrified of the propertyless fate he foresaw for them
(CW 243-8). Engels wrote excitedly to Marx (on 22
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February — 7 March 1845) that *All Elberfeld and Barmen
were there, from money-aristocracy to grocery, excepting only
the proletariat’. He estimated attendance at the three meetings
as successively 40, 130 and 200 (MEGA (New Series)
I11/1.267).

A system predicated on opposed interests in free competition
led, in Engels’s view, to ‘a crying disproportion between
production and consumption’ and the terrors of commercial
crisis. Manufacturers work haphazardly, relying on the con-
stantly fluctuating level of prices which inevitably leads to
interruptions in trade, short-time working, bankruptcies, stock
clearance and the loss of capital. Communism would solve
these difficulties:

In communist society, where the interests of individuals are not
opposed to one another but, on the contrary, are united, competition
is eliminated ... In communist society it will be easy to be informed
about both production and consumption. Since we know how much,
on the average, a person needs, it is easy to calculate how much is
needed by a given number of individuals, and since production is no
longer in the hands of private producers but in those of the
community and its administrative bodies, it is a trifling matter to
regulate production according to needs (CW 4.243-6).

Other evils which would be abolished in communist society
included ‘intermediary swindlers, speculators, agents, ex-
porters, commission agents’ etc. (all anathema to small
manufacturers), crimes against property (which would ‘cease
of their own accord where everyone receives what he needs to
satisfy his natural and spiritual urges’), standing armies (since
revolution and aggressive war would be unthinkable, though
national defence would be willingly undertaken), waste of
‘labour power’ in useless domestic service, unemployment and
prostitution. One further result would be a reduction of
‘present customary labour time’ by half, since waste and
disadvantageous use of labour would be eliminated
(CW 4.246-52).

All this was not mere theory, Engels claimed, because it was
not ‘rooted in pure fantasy’ but took reality into account. The
English, he opined, ‘will probably begin by setting up a number
of colonies and leaving it to every individual whether to join or
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not’, whereas the French ‘will be likely to prepare and
implement communism on a national basis’. By way of
German preparation Engels suggested universal state educa-
tion, reorganisation of poor relief so that the destitute would
work for themselves in colonies rather than for private
employers, and the introduction of progressive taxation on
capital to finance those measures. Thus common ownership
would not be introduced ‘overnight and against the will of the
nation’ (CW 4.253-5).

In his next speech Engels returned to the possibility of social
revolution, giving his three measures towards ‘practical com-
munism’ greater bite:

The proletariat must under all circumstances not only continue to
exist but also enlarge itself continually, become an ever more
threatening power in our society as long as we continue to produce
each on his own and in opposition to everyone else. But one day the
proletariat will attain a level of power and of insight at which it will no
longer tolerate the pressure of the entire social structure always
bearing down on its shoulders, when it will demand a more even
distribution of social burdens and rights; and then — unless human
nature has changed by that time-a social revolution will be
inevitable (CW 4.253, 257).

Neither free-trade nor protectionism would save German
industry, he argued: ‘proceeding from competition in
general...the unavoidable result of our existing social
relations ... will be a social revolution’. That revolution, he
deduced, would be ‘far fiercer and bloodier than all those that
preceded it’ and will moreover not stop half-way but ‘will deal
with the real causes of want and poverty, of ignorance and
crime . .. bythe proclamation of the principles of communism’.
This deduction was based on two claims: 1) that previous
revolutions in England and France had realised what they
aimed for, and 2) that the contemporary labour movements in
those countries were ‘al// based on the principle of common
property’, excepting only the adherents of Fourier. To his
audience Engels recommended the ‘peaceful introduction or at
least preparation of communism’ to avoid ‘the b/oody solution
of the social problem’. In conclusion he portrayed communism
as a generalisation of some of the things members of the
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middle-class audience undoubtedly wanted for themselves: ‘no
need to fear any violent shattering of [one’s] condition’, and
more provocatively a release from ‘the semblance’ of enjoy-
ment they might have in their present station within a deeply
contradictory and disordered society (CW 4.261-4).

Engels promoted communism in an analysis that seemed
complete, and it operated in terms familiar to his middle-class
readers and audiences. He took free competition as his
framework, deduced the necessity of crises, proletarianisation
and unemployment, and produced a plausible account of a
future in which working-class consciousness coincided with
more theoretical speculation on man and society. Even ‘Dr
Feuerbach, the mosteminent philosophical genius in Germany
at the present time, has declared himselfa Communist’, Engels
wrote in The New Moral World. According to his unidentified
informant, Feuerbach viewed communism as a necessary
consequence of the principle he had formulated, and that
Communism was, in fact, only ‘The practice of what he had
proclaimed long before theoretically’. Now he felt ‘much
inclined’ to dedicate his next work to Wilhelm Weitling, the
working-class communist. ‘Dr Marx’, said Engels, had predict-
ed this ‘union between the German philosophers...and
the German working men’ in the Deutsch-Franzosische
Jahrbiicher, where he wrote that the ‘head of this emancipation
[of man] is philosophy, its heart is the proletariat (CW 3.187;
CW 4.235-6).

None of Marx’s writings for this period shows the sweep that
Engels displayed in his analysis, which reappears in the jointly
written Communist Manifesto and in disjointed fashion in -
Marx’s Capital itself. At the time, however, that Engels
promulgated communism as a deductive exercise from political
economy, provided that free competition was correctly under-
stood, Marx was digging beneath that category to private
property (Engels’s ‘opposed interests’) and deeper still to the
concept of value itself. However rudimentary his work at this
stage, and however far removed from the later sophistication
of Capital, there is still a discernible direction of inquiry in
M‘arx’s work thatislacking, for whatever reason, contingent or
intellectual, in Engels’s more polished and influential efforts up
to the spring of 1845.
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While Marx pursued his economic researches, now using
English texts as well as French, Engels was starting, so he said
in a letter to Marx of 20 January 1845, a work on English
history and socialism. While we have no manuscript material,
it seems reasonable to assume this to be the ‘more comprehen-
sive work on the social history of England’ mentioned in the
preface to The Condition of the Working Class in England and
a continuation of his works of 1843-4 for e.g., the Deutsch-
Franzosische Jahrbiicher and Vorwdarts, the Paris paper with
which Marx and Engels were associated during their stay
there. Engels had actually completed a long review of Thomas
Carlyle's Past and Present entitled ‘The Condition of England’
and two further articles on ‘The Eighteenth Century’ and ‘The
English Constitution’ in 1844 (MEGA (New Series) 111/1.260;
CW 4.302). Thus in the early months of their partnership Engels
brought to Marx works of exciting sophistication in two fields:
economic criticism (the ‘Outlines of a Critique of Political
Economy’), and contemporary empirical research and obser-
vation (The Condition of the Working Class in England). These
studies, and a third — the history of the industrial revolution—
were of profound interest to Marx. Yet he had done little if
any work on two — industrial development and contemporary
observation —and had merely begun, with agonising
thoroughness, a critical investigation of political economy.
Those economic studies were summarised to a certain degree in
the Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts of mid-1844, but
at a high level of substantive and methodological abstraction.
Perhaps Marx could have worked hisway {rom that level to the
specific consideration of German, even Rhenish social con-
ditions and politics undertaken by Engels in his ‘Speeches in
Elberfeld’, when he moved from his ‘Outlines’ to contem-
porary communist politics. Perhapsnot, but the obvious utility
of Engels’s work — on the history, theory and contemporary
politics of industrial society — challenges us to consider what,
after all, was the real character of Marx’s early writings.

From hisearly journalism onwards, Marx was involved with
the ‘social question’, ie. the treatment of the poor in
contemporary society, yet his tactics—using a liberal
paper — meant that his focus had to be on official politics and
politicians, whom he criticised with merciless but highly
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abstractarguments concerning man, citizenship, the law, rights
and freedom. German radicals found little favour with Marx,
as we have seen, and his weapons against them were similarly
devastating yet remote from actual experience. The social
world which Marx portrayed, in contrast to a Young Hegelian
cloud-land, presented material production as the paradigm for
man’s real relationship with nature. Alluding to that world,
however, was rather different from writing its history, chronicl-
ing its depredations and giving a theoretical account of its
operation. Engels had done all these —to a minimal but
reasonable standard of accuracy, comprehensiveness and
analytical elegance. Marx had not.

However, Marx had the wit to recognise that abstract
arguments, though ultimately devastating against fairly
sophisticated opponents, would not by themselves crush the
opposition, whether liberal or idealist or both. The ‘social
question’ and the ‘objective world’ coincided analytically in /is
mind, but the history and current state of industrial society
were essential specifications of this ‘outlook’ that would reveal
its plausibility and political character. The theoretical study of
political economy would reveal its truth.

On returning to Brussels from Manchester in late summer
1845, Marx and Engels discovered that ‘Bauer and Co.” were
not devastated by The Holy Family but had dared to reply.
Marx and Engels responded anonymously in the same Leipzig
periodical: ‘By resorting to incompetent jugglery, to the most
deplorable conjuring trick, Bruno Bauer has in the final
analysis confirmed the death sentence passed upon him by
Engels and Marx in The Holy Family’. (CW 5.18). A mere
response, however, was not good enough. Commenting on his
career in 1859 Marx wrote that ‘in the spring of 1845...we
resolved to work out in common the opposition of our view to
the ideological view of German philosophy, in fact, to settle
accounts with our erstwhile philosophical conscience. The
resolve was carried out in the form of a criticism of post-
Hegelian philosophy’ (SW 182-3).

While working on the manuscript (never published as a
whole in Marx’s or Engels’s lifetimes) Marx wrote excuses to
the prospective publisher of his Critique of Politics and Political
Economy: ‘It seemed very important to me to preface my
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positive work with a polemic against German philosophy and
contemporary German socialism . . .to prepare the public for
the basis of my economic work which is wholly opposed to
previous studies in Germany’ (MEGA (New Series) 111/2.23).
The representatives of modern German philosophy attacked in
The German Ideology were Ludwig Feuerbach, Bruno Bauer
and Max Stirner (author of the recently published Ego and Its
Own) (CW 5.19). This group was surely the ‘erst-while philo-
sophical conscience’ mentioned by Marx. In much of the
literature on Tlie German Ideology it is erroneously assumed
that Marx and Engels (see SW 584) were referring to their own
‘conscience’ as formerly philosophical and thus, it is er-
roneously concluded, the two were somehow rejecting philo-
sophy as such. While there is no doubt that Marx and Engels
rejected ideology, academic philosophy, moralising and non-
sense generally, a rejection of philosophy as a whole is virtually
meaningless, given the theoretical character of Marx’s critique
of political economy, in which philosophical concepts were
openly employed (such as ‘quality” and ‘quantity’ in Capital).
Late in life Engels involved himself in what he termed ‘basic’
questions (e.g. mind and matter) which were resolved, so he
claimed, according to the ‘Marxist world outlook’. While
distinct, in Engels’s view, from conventional philosophy, the
origin of those issues and many of the terms were unmistakably
philosophical, and it would be a very precious quibble to
maintain that in some sense what Marx and Engels declared in
The German Ideology was that their work would henceforth
dispense with philosophy altogether, when in fact they con-
tinued to work hard straightening out philosophers, using
philosophy in their works and revising philosophy itself —
implicitly  (Marx’s usual mode), and explicitly (as
Engels did in the 1870s and 1880s).

Though Marx and Engels achieved a definitive formulation
of their "view' in The Gerinan Ideology, the conventional
assumption that their earlier works proceeded on some other
basis is not warranted. As we have seen, the premises of T/e
German Ideology can be traced explicitly in Marx’s work to the
1843 "Letters’ to the Deutsch-Franzésische Jahrbiicher and
implicitly in the journalism of 1842, despite the liberal — Young
Hegelian context and liberal audience. Engels, never as
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theoretically focussed as Marx, displayed the premises of The
German Ideology in his ‘Outlines’, and we can trace his concern
with industrial production back to the ‘Letters from
Wuppertal’ of 1839. However inexplicit were his premises, and
however various were his judgements in selecting topics and
dispensing praise and criticism, there is a recurrent theme in
Engels’s works that sets him apart from a vague but simple
concern with poverty and revolution and identifies him as
peculiarly conscious of the role of productive activities in
society and politics.

The German Ideology was a true collaboration by Marx and
Engels, in that they seem genuinely to have written it together
(though they also solicited some contributions trom Moses
Hess). The manuscript occupied them from November 1845 to
about August 1846; Engels wrote up some further material on
“The True Socialists’ (presented in the original manuscript as a
philosophical amalgamation of English and French com-
munist ideas) the following year. The authors could not find a
publisher, so Marx informed us in 1859, and as a result they
‘abandoned the manuscript to the gnawing criticism of the
mice’. This was tantalising news for his readers, who might
have wondered why they were informed in a short autobio-
graphical sketch about a work they could never expect to
obtain. ‘Self-clarification” was the main purpose, according to
Marx, and the authors advanced together and individually to
other projects which ‘put our views before the public...now
from one aspect, now from another” (SW 183).

What exactly was clarified, and to whom, in The German
Ideology is of particular importance, because the work made
explicit the premises held by Marx and Engels, and as such we
have a prolegomenon to later writings in which this material is
presupposed, but not stated in so many words. Moreover
Engels revisited this period later in life and provided his own
‘short, coherent account of our relation to the Hegelian
philosophy’ in a far more influential work published after
Marx’s death (SW 584). Whether he was right about the
content of The German Ideology, the relation of his and Marx’s
earlier works to it, and the contributions each author made to
the work, can only be judged if The German Ideology is scru-
tinised in its context without the benefit of Engels’s later gloss.
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The initial section of The German ldeology recapitulated, in a
sense, much of Marx’s and Engels’s previous work. Young and
Old Hegelians were equated as idealists and their differences
dismissed as superficial or misleading. Both ‘attribute an
independent existence’ to ‘conceptions, thoughts, ideas. .. all
the products of consciousness’. These they declare to be the
bonds or chains of society (Old and Young Hegelians,
respectively), and from the Young Hegelian point of view it
follows that one need fight ‘only against these illusions’ to be
free. Thus Young Hegelians put to men ‘the moral postulate of
exchanging their present consciousness for human, critical or
egoistic consciousness’ (Feuerbach, B. Bauer and Stirner,
respectively). In Marx and Engels’ view, however, these Young
Hegelians were ‘in no way combating the real existing world’
when they fought phrases with phrases. The conclusion drawn
by Marx and Engels pointed to the economic, historical,
empirical and even political work undertaken pre-eminently by
Engels: ‘It hasnot occurred to any one of these philosophers to
inquire into the connection of German philosophy with
German reality, the connection of theircriticism with their own
material surroundings’ (CW 5.29-30).

In order to do that, genuinely non-idealist premises were
required, and here we detect Marx's sharp analytical mind at
work on material dating in explicit form to Engels’s ‘Outlines’,
and implicitly to much earlier work by both authors. These
premises were defined as ‘real’ and clearly distinguished from
any abstraction that might be made from them: ‘They are the
real individuals, their activity and the matenial conditions of
their life, both those which they find already existing and those
produced by their activity’. Production, the authors continued,
distinguishes man from other animals in practice, and from this
premise they proceeded to characterise production as such and
production as it had developed within and (more speculatively)
before the historical record. From there it was not difficult to
establisha general relationship between *productive forces, the
division of labour and internal intercourse’, and a more
particular account of the historical development of production
(in Europe, though this is unstated). Their conclusion was that
the relative position of groups in society (e.g. states, classes) is
determined by the way work is organised (CW 5.31-7).
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With this established, the authors announced a programme
for studying ‘the actual life-process and the activity of the
individuals of each epoch’. The methodology was to be
empirical (no ‘empty phrases’), though abstractions derived
from observation would play a role in arranging material and
indicatingsequence. In no way would the abstractions function
as ‘a self-sufficient philosophy’ of the idealist type for ‘neatly
trimming the epochs of history’, including presumably future
epochs. Once again the Hegelian-style philosophy of history
was rejected ; a realm of abstractions to which human life could
not but eventually conform was explicitly ruled out (CW 5.37).

Thus Marx and Engels did not reject a role for individuals in
historical and contemporary events; their study presupposed
individuals whose activities have characteristically resulted in
the formation of groups such as estates or classes whose
political significance was obvious. It is this explicit linkage
between the generalities of the man — Nature relationship and
the specifics of the socio-political groups in which communists
were interested that makes The German Ideology an important
collective achievement for Marx and Engels. The historical and
empirical material employed to illustrate this scheme was
largely derived from Engels’s work on England; the vehement
and telling anti-idealism was reminiscent of both authors in
their previous polemics, though the material was mostly
Marx’s — there is even use of a section on Democritus and
Epicurus from his doctoral dissertation begun in 1839
(CW 5.140-2). The crisp concern with premises was also
probably Marx’s contribution — the Theses on Feuerbach pre-
ceded Engels’s return to Brussels and the initial work on The
German Ideology by perhaps a few weeks.

Marx’s later account of his ‘guiding thread’ in his 1859
Preface to A Contribution to the Critique of Political Econony
reproduced the theoretical material in The German Ideology in
very similar phrases. An extended comparison between the two
texts not only reveals that Marx’s initial premises held good in
the later summary of his basic view of society and social
change; such a comparison also sheds much-needed light on
the somewhat murky yet highly influential 1859 propositions
themselves, particularly when The German Ideology challenges
us to re-think traditional interpretations of the *guiding thread’:
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The German Ideology (1845-6)

Empirical observation must in
each separate instance bring out
empirically, and without any
mystification and speculation,
the connection of the social and
political structure with produc-
tion (CW 5.35).

The fact is, therefore, that de-
finite individuals who are pro-
ductively active in a definite way
enter into these definite social
and political relations... They
work under definite material li-
mits, presuppositions and con-

ditions independent of their will J

(CW 535-6r—=

...the whole internal structure
of the nation itsell depends
on the stage of development
reached by its production and its
internal and external intercourse
(CW 5.32).

The social structure and the state

are continually evolving out of

the life-process of definite in-
dividuals... (CW 5.395).

The various stages of develop-
ment in the division of labour are

just so many diftferent forms of

property... (CW 5.32).

This mode of production must
not be considered simply as be-
ing the reproduction of the
physical existence of the indi-

Preface (1859)

My investigation led to the result
that legal relations as well as
forms of state are to be grasped
neither from themselves nor
from the so-called general de-
velopment of the human mind,
but rather have their roots in the
material conditions of life
(SW 181).

In the social production of their
life, men enter into definite re-
lations that are indispensable
and independent of their
will ... (SW 181).

... relations of production which
correspond to a definite stage of
development of their material
productive torces (SW 181).

... the economic structure of so-
ciety. the real foundation. on
which rises a legal and political
superstructure... (SW 181).

...existing relations of produc-
tion, or —what is but a legal
expression  for the same
thing —. .. property relations
(SW 181).

The mode of production of ma-
terial life conditions the social,
political and intellectual life pro-
cess in general (SW 181).
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viduals. Rather it is a definite
form of activity of these indi-
viduals, a definite form of ex-
pressing their life, a definite niode
of life on their part. As indi-
viduals express their life, so they
are. What they are, therefore,
coincides with their production,
both with what they produce and
with how they produce. Hence
what individuals are depends on
the material conditions of pro-
duction (CW 5.31-2).

It is not consciousness that deter-
mines life, but life that deter-
mines consciousness (CW 5.37).

In the development of produc-
tive forces there comes a stage
when productive forces and
means of intercourse are brought
into being which, under the exist-
ing relations, only cause mis-
chief, and are no longer pro-
ductive but destructive forces. ..
(CW 5.52).

...the communist revolution is
directed against the hitherto
existing mode of activity, does
away with labour [as ‘a parti-
cular, exclusive sphere of ac-
tivity’] ... The revolution is nec-
essary, therefore, not only be-
cause the ruling class cannot be
overthrown in any other way,
but also because the class over-
throwing it can only in a re-
volution succeed in ridding itself
of all the muck of ages...
(CW 5.47, 52-3).

It is not the consciousness of men
that determines their being, but,
on the contrary, their social be-
ing that determines their con-
sciousness (SW 181).

From forms of development of
the productive forces these re-
lations turn into their fetters.
Then begins an epoch of social
revolution (SW 181-2).

With the change of the economic
foundation the entire immense

superstructure is more or less
rapidly transformed (SW 182).
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This conception of history thus
relies on expounding the real
process of production — starting
from the material production of
life itself —and comprehending
the form of intercourse connec-
ted with and created by this
mode of production, i.e., civil
society in its various stages, as
the basis of all history; describ-
ingitinitsactionas thestate,and
also explaining how all the dif-
ferent theoretical products and
forms of consciousness, religion,
philosophy, morality, etc., arise
from it, and tracing the process

of their formation from that ba-
sis... (CW 5.53).

Communism is not for us a state
of affairs which is to be estab-
lished, an ideal to which reality
[will] have to adjust itself. We call
communism the rea/ movement
which abolishes the present state
ofthings. .. And if these material
elements of a complete revo-
lution are not present — namely,
on the one hand the existing
productive forces, on the other
the formation of a revolutionary
mass...then it is absolutely im-
material for practical develop-
ment whether the idea of this
revolution has been expressed a

hundred times already . ..
(CW 5.49, 54).

In considering such transforma-
tions a distinction should always
be made between the material
transformation of the economic
conditions of production, which
can be determined with the pre-
cision of natural science, and the
legal, political, religious, aes-
thetic or philosophic — in short,
ideological forms in which men
become conscious of this conflict
and fight it out. Just as our
opinion of an individual is not
based on what he thinks of him-
self, socan we not judge of such a
period of transformation by its
own consciousness; on the con-
trary, this consciousness must be
explained rather from the
contradictions of material life,
from the existing conflict be-
tween the social productive for-
ces and the relations of pro-
duction (SW 182).

No social order ever perishes
before all the productive forces
for which there is room in it have
developed; and new, higher re-
lations of production never ap-
pear before the material con-
ditions of their existence have
matured in the womb of the old
society itself. Therefore mankind
always sets itself only such tasks
as it can solve; since, looking at
the matter more closely, it will
always be found that the task
itself arises only when the ma-
terial conditions for its solution
already exist or are at least in the
process of formation (SW 182).
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The first form of property is
tribal property... The second
form is the ancient communal
and state property... The third
form is feudal or estate pro-
perty ... The expansion of com-
merce and manufacture accelera-
ted the accumulation of movable
capital...created the big bour-
geoisie (CW 5.32--3, 69-70).

...connected with this [develop-
ment of productive forces] a class
is called forth which has to bear
all the burdens of society without
enjoying its advantages, which is
ousted from society and forced
into the sharpest contradiction
to all other classes; a class which
forms the majority of all mem-
bers of society, and from which
emanates the consciousness of
the necessity of a fundamental
revolution, the communist
consciousness, which may, of
course, arise among the other
classes too through the contem-
plation of the situation of this
class... The bourgeoisie itself
develops only gradually together
with its conditions, splits accord-
ing to the division of labour into
various sections and finally ab-
sorbs all propertied classes it
finds in existence... The se-
parate individuals form a class
only insofar as they have to carry
on a common battle against ano-
ther class; in other respects they
are on hostile terms with each
other as competitors. On the
other hand, the class in its turn
assumes an independent exis-
tence as against the individuals,
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In broad outlines Asiatic, an-
cient, feudal, and modern bour-
geois modes of production can
be designated progressive epochs
in the economic formation of
society (SW 182).

The bourgeois relations of pro-
duction are the last antagonistic
form of the social process of
production — antagonistic not in
the sense of individual anta-
gonism but of one arising from
the social conditions of life of the
individuals; at the same time the
productive forces developing in
the womb of bourgeois society
create the material conditions for
the solution of that antagonism.
This social formation brings,
therefore, the prehistory of hu-
man society to a close (SW 182).
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so that the latter find their condi-
tions of life predetermined, and
have their position in life and
hence their personal develop-
ment assigned to them by their
class, thus becoming subsumed
under it. This is the same pheno-
menon as the subjection of the
separate individuals to the di-
vision of labour and can only be
removed by the abolition of pri-
vate property and of labour itself
(CW 5.52, 77).

The following summary of Marx’s ‘outlook’ from The
German ldeology is arguably very much plainer that the terse
phrases of the 1859 Preface, since in the earlier text mode of
production, interests, social relations, alienation, institutions
and ideology are linked together in the very questions to which
the ‘guiding thread’ is the answer:

How is it that personal interests always develop, against the will of
individuals, into class interests, into common interests which acquire
independent existence in relation to the individual persons, and in
their independence assume the form of general interests? How is it
that as such they come into contradiction with the actual individuals
and in this contradiction, by which they are defined as general
interests, they can be conceived by consciousness as ideal and even as
religious. . . interests? How is it that in this process of private interests
acquiring independent existence as class interests the personal
behaviour of the individual is bound to be objectified, estranged, and
at the same time exists as a power independent of him and without
him, created by intercourse, and is transformed into social relations.
into a series of powers which determine and subordinate the
individual. .. ? The fact [is] that within the framework of definite
modes of production. which, of course, are not dependent on the will,
alien practical forces, which are independent not only of isolated
individuals but even of all of them together, always come to stand
above people (CW 5.245).

Marx’s ‘guiding thread’ of 1859 reproduced the premises
and social theory of The German Ideology without any
significant discrepancy. Marx, as he stated in his autobio-
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graphical sketch, achieved ‘self-clarification’ in 1845, without
any mention of radical departure from previous work, just as I
have argued. Moreover his ‘outlook’ remained constant
throughout his work in Capital and associated manuscripts.

There are, however, slight differences between the 1859
Preface and The German Ideology worth noting; not all the
differences are really to the advantage of the later text, which
suffers acutely from compression, lack of empirical illustra-
tion, proliferation of apparent synonyms and/or undefined
distinctions, and the introduction of a less than successful
metaphor — foundation/superstructure — which has been pro-
moted by commentators to a position superior to the terms to
which it (very roughly) refers. The German Ideology, as one
would expect of a text left unfinished and unedited by the
authors, suffers greatly from disorganised presentation and
somewhat rambling generalisations, but the investigative char-
acter of the authors’ work, their involvement with historical
and contemporary events, their rejection of a philosophy of
history and their overt political purposes are all very much
clearer. The concept of class, which was merely implied in the
1859 ‘guiding thread’ (possibly to avoid offending a censor
and/or an academic audience), received much more informa-
tive treatment in The German Ideology, as it did in the
Communist Manifesto, which is probably a good compromise
between the relative advantages and disadvantages of the
1845-6 and 1859 versions of the new outlook.

Within The German Ideology itself the emphasis on
history — a view of it, the activity of writing it — probably arose
from Engels’s historical work and his intention to proceed with
a social history of industrial England; the attacks on idealist
philosophy, historiography and politics derive very largely
from Marx’s determination to stamp out misleading views in
Germany in order to prepare the way for his critical treatment
of political economy and socialism. These are speculations,
however, as with few exceptions the actual text of The German
Ideology cannot be assigned to one writer or the other. While
the manuscript i1s largely in Engels’s hand, it 1s generally
assumed that, at some points anyway, he acted as an ama-
nuensis for Marx, whose handwriting was poor; Joseph
Wedemeyer, a fellow communist, seems to have performed a
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similar function in places, though it would be rash to assign
even those passages exclusively to Marx, since a process of joint
composition was surely possible and indeed most likely.
Whether Engels achieved the same ‘self-clarification’ as Marx
is rather more obscure, since succeeding chapters of the present
work will reveal a discrepancy between his later views and the
outlook of The German Ideology, the 1859 Preface and Marx’s
work in Capital, despite Engels’s claim that he was merely
summarising this material.

The Communist Manifesto represents the most influential,
readable and politically accessible of the three important joint
works by Marx and Engels. It was in a sense very largely
Engels’s work and was almost the last one to demonstrate
unambiguously his authorial virtues. While Engels had criti-
cised Christians, conservatives, and Hegelians Old and Young,
he never wrote critiques with the theoretical complexity and
sophistication shown by Marx. It was rather in his empirical,
economic, historical and political work of 1843-5 that he put
real distance between himself and his former Young Hegelian
associates. Much of the complex analysisby Marx found in the
Deutsch-Franzosische Jahrbucher articles and the Theses on
Feuerbach was not specifically reproduced in the Communist
Manifesto, though there are no real discrepancies. What
appears in the later text derives more from Engels’s ‘Outlines’,
Condition of the Working Class in England, his material on
industrial development in England and Germany, and his
political emphasis on class struggle as revealed in the *Speeches
in Elberteld’. Moreover the sections on socialism can be linked
to work done by Engels on Fourier, True Socialism and the
Library of the Best Foreign Socialist Writers (in German
translation) promoted by Engels to Marx, but never completed
by either (CW 4.697 n. 89; 5.607 n. 144).

The level of the Communist Manifesto was very much that
of the ‘Speeches in Elberfeld’, though the material was
presented rather difterently when aimed at communists rather
than the middle classes. The Communist Manifesto was
innocent of Marx’s more abstruse analyses of idealist and
realist ontology, the ultimate contradictions of the liberal state,
and the peculiar nature of ideological consciousness; re-
ferences to this material were brief and to the point. How



‘Our Outlook’ 79

different the Communist Manifesto would have been if Marx’s
highly theoretical elaborations — such as the examples quoted
below — had intruded. While I do not mean to imply that
Engels restrained Marx, who probably had no intention of
writing that type of material into a popular work, it does seem
that Marx was either so thoroughly adept with Engels’s
material that Engels himself was superfluous, or (more plau-
sibly) that Engels and his works played a preponderant role in
the making of the Communist Manifesto. This sort of dis-
cussion by Marx is notably absent from the Manifesto:

German philosophy of law and state is the only German history which is
al pari with the official modern reality. The German nation must
therefore take into account not only its present conditions but also its
dream-history, and subject to criticism not only these existing
conditions but at the same time their abstract continuation. Its future
cannot be /imited either to the immediate negation of its real
conditions of state and law or to the immediate implementation of its
ideal state and legal conditions, for it has the immediate negation of
its realconditions in itsidealconditions, and it has almost out/ived the
immediate implementation of its ideal conditions in the contempla-
tion of neighbouring nations. Hence it is with good reason that the
practical political party in Germany demands the negation of
philosophy (CW 3.180).

If from real apples, pears, strawberries and almonds I form the
general idea “Fruit’, if I go further and imagine that my abstract idea
‘Fruir, derived from real fruit, is an entity existing outside me, is
indeed the true essence of the pear, the apple, etc., then—in the
language of speculative philosophy — I am declaring that ‘Fruit’ is the
‘Substance’ of the pear, the apple, the almond, etc.... My finite
understanding supported by my senses does of course distinguish an
apple from a pear and a pear from an almond, but my speculative
reason declares these sensuous differences inessential and irrele-
vant ... Particular real fruits are no more than semblances whose true
essence is ‘the substance’ — ‘Fruit’ (CW 4.57-8).

The state of affairs in Germany at the end of the last century is fully
reflected in Kant’s Kritik der praktischen Vernunft... Kant was
satisfied with ‘good will’ alone, even if it remained entirely without
result, and he transferred the realisation of this good will, the
harmony between it and the needs and impulses of individuals, to the
world beyond. Kant’s good will fully corresponds to the impotence,
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depression and wretchedness of the German burghers...

(CW 5.193).

Economists have a singular method of procedure. Thereareonly two
kinds of institutions for them, artificial and natural. The institutions
of feudalism are artificial institutions, those of the bourgeoisie are
natural institutions. In this they resemble the theologians, who
likewise establish two kinds of religion. Every religion which is not
theirs is an invention of men, while their own is an emanation from
God (CW 6.174).

Marx and Engels’ Euro-centric view of the ‘history of all
hitherto existing society’, astheypresented it in the Communist
Manifesto, can be traced to Engels’s ‘Condition of England’
articles written (independently of Marx) in early 1844 and
published in Paris where Marx could certainly have read them
later that year. ‘On the Continent too there have been poverty,
misery and social oppression. .. The misery and poverty of the
working class in present day England has national and even
world-historical importance.” The Reformation, Engels con-
tinued, ‘brought about a major social change, the transforma-
tion of serfs into ‘“‘free’” workers’ (CW 3.474). There are
striking parallels between Engels’s ‘Condition of England’
articles and the Communist Manifesto, jointly written in
1847-48:

‘Condition of England’ (1844) Communist Manifesto (1847-8)
The abolition of feudal servitude
has made ‘cash-payment the sole
relation of human beings’.
Property, a natural, spiritless

The bourgeoisie, wherever it has
got the upper hand, has put an
end to all feudal, patriarchal,
idyllic relations. It has pitilessly

principle, as opposed to the hu-
man and spiritual principle, is
thus enthroned, and ultimately,
to complete this alienation,
money — the alienated, empty
abstraction of property —is
made master of the world. Man
has ceased to be the slave of men
and has become the slave of
things; the perversion of the hu-
man condition is complete; the

torn asunder the motley feudal
ties that bound man to his ‘na-
tural superiors’, and has left re-
maining no other nexus between
man and man than naked self-
interest, than callous ‘cash pay-
ment’. It has drowned the most
heavenly ecstacies of religious
fervour, of chivalrous en-
thusiasm, of philistine sentimen-
talism, in the icy water of egot-
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servitude of the modern com-
mercial world, this highly de-
veloped, total, universal ve-
nality, is more inhuman and
more all-embracing than the
serfdom of the feudal era; pros-
titution is more immoral and
more bestial than the jus primae
noctis . . . all personal and nation-
al intercourse was reduced to
commercial intercourse, and -
which amounts to the same
thing — property, things, became
master of the world (CW 3.476,
485).

The sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries had brought into being
all the preconditions for social
revolution, they had destroyed
the Middle Ages, established
social, political and reli-
gious Protestantism, created
England’s colonies, sea-power
and trade, and set up alongside
the aristocracy a growing and
already quite powerful middle
class. Social conditions gra-
dually settled down after the dis-
turbances of the seventeenth cen-
tury and acquired a stable form
which they retained until about
1780 or 1790 (CW 3.476-7).

The consequences of an indus-
trial impetus, once given, are

istical calculation. I't has resolved
personal worth into exchange
value, and in place of the num-
berless indefeasible chartered
freedoms, has set up that single,
unconscionable freedom — Free
Trade. In one word, for ex'ploi-
tation, veiled by religious and
political illusions, it has substi-
tuted naked, shameless, direct,
brutal exploitation.

The bourgeoisie has stripped
of its halo every occupation hi-
therto honoured and looked up
to with reverent awe. It has con-
verted the physician, the lawyer,
the priest, the poet, the man of
science, into its paid wage-
labourers (CW 6.486-7).

From the serfs of the Middle
Ages sprang the chartered bur-
ghers of the earliest towns. From
these burgesses the first elements
of the bourgeoisie were develop-
ed.

The discovery of America, the
rounding of the Cape, opened up
fresh ground for the rising bour-
geoisie. The East-Indian and
Chinese markets, the colonisa-
tion of America, trade with the
colonies, the increase in the
means of exchange and in com-
modities generally, gave to com-
merce, to navigation, to in-
dustry, an impulse never before
known, and thereby, to the re-
volutionary element in the totter-
ing feudal society, a rapid
development (CW 6.485).

The bourgeoisie cannot exist with-
out constantly revolutionising
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endless. The progress made in
one industry is communicated to
all the others. The newly-created
forces demand nourishment, as
we have just seen; the newly-
created working population
brings in its wake new conditions
of life and new needs. The mecha-
nical advantages of factory pro-
duction reduce the price of ma-
nufactured articles, and there-
fore make the necessities of life
and in consequence wages in ge-
neral cheaper; all other products
can be sold more cheaply and
thereby reach a wider market in
proportion to their cheapness.
Once the advantageous applica-
tion of mechanical devices has
been demonstrated, it is gradu-
ally imitated throughout indus-
try; the advance in civilisation,
which is the inevitable conse-
quence of all industrial improve-
ments, generates new needs, new
industries and thus again new
improvements...we shall see
everywhere that the introduction
of mechanical devices and of
scientific principles in general
has been the mainspring of pro-
gress (CW 3.482-3).

These four industries [cotton,
wool, linen, silk] which produce
yarn and fabrics were thus to-
tally revolutionised. Domestic
industry was replace by collec-
tive labour in large buildings;
manual labour was supplanted by
steam-power and the use of ma-
chinery. With the aid of the ma-
chine a child of eight was now able
to produce more than twenty

the instruments of production,
and thereby the relations of pro-
duction, and with them the
whole relations of society.
Conservation of the old modes of
production in unaltered form,
was, on the contrary, the first
condition of existence for all ear-
lier industrial classes. Constant
revolutionising of production,
uninterrupted disturbance of all
social conditions, everlasting un-
certainty and agitation dis-
tinguish the bourgeois epoch
from all earlier ones. All fixed,
fast-frozen relations, with their
train of ancient and venerable
prejudices and opinions, are
swept away, all new-formed ones
become antiquated before they
can ossify. All that is solid melts
into air, all that is holy is pro-
faned, and man is at last com-
pelled to face with sober senses,
his real conditions oflife, and his
relations with his kind
(CW 6.487).

The less the skill and exertion of
strength implied in manual la-
bour, in other words, the more
modern industry becomes de-
veloped, the more s the labour of
men superseded by that of wo-
men. Differences of age and sex
have no longer any distinctive
social validity for the working
class. All are instruments of la-
bour, more or less expensive to
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grown men before. Six hun-
dred thousand factory workers,
of whom half are children and
more than half female, are doing

the work of one hundred and
fifty million people (CW 3.482).

The most i1mmediate conse-
quence of the creation of in-
dustry was the improvement of
the means of communication. In
the last century the roads in
England were just as bad as
elsewhere and remained so until
the celebrated McAdam based
road-building on  scientific
principles and thereby gave a
new impetus to the advance of
civilisation. From 1818 to 1829
new highways with a total length
of 1,000 English miles were laid
down in England and Wales, not
counting smaller country lanes,
and almost all the old roads were

reconstructed  according to
McAdam’s principles. In
Scotland the public works

authorities have built over 1,000
bridges since 1803. In Ireland,
the wide, desolate bogs of the
south, inhabited by half-wild
robbers, were traversed by roads.
By these means the remotest
localities in the country, which
had previously had no contact
with the outside world, were now
made accessible; in particular
the Celtic-speaking areas of
Wales, the Scottish Highlands
and the south of lIreland were
‘thereby compelled to make
acquaintance with the outside
world and accept the civilisation
imposed upon them (CW 3.484).

use, according to their age and
sex (CW 6.491).

The bourgeoisie, by the rapid
improvement of all instruments
of production, by the immensely
facilitated means of communica-
tion, draws all, even the most
barbarian, nations into civilisa-
tion. The cheap prices of its com-
modities are the heavy artillery
with which it batters down all
Chinese walls, with which it for-
ces the barbarians’ intensely ob-
stinate hatred of foreigners to
capitulate. It compels allnations,
on pain of extinction, to adopt
the bourgeois mode of pro-
duction; it compels them to in-
troduce what it calls civilisation
into their midst, i.e., to become
bourgeois themselves. In one
word, it creates a world after its
own image.

The bourgeoisie has subjected
the country to the rule of the
towns. It has created enormous
cities, has greatly increased the
urban population as compared
with the rural, and has thus res-
cued a considerable part of the
population from the idiocy of
rural life. Just as it has made the
country dependent on the towns,
so it has made barbarian and
semi-barbarian countries depen-
dent on the civilised ones, na-
tions of peasants on nations of
bourgeois, the East on the West
(CW 6.488).



84 Marx and Engels

The nature and origin of the bourgeoisie, its eflect on
preceding social relations, its role in mechanising production
and altering working conditions, and finally the imperial
character of capitalist production are all features of the
Communist Manifesto mirroring Engels’s early articles. In
Marx’s early works these developments were not treated in the
detailed yet sweeping way characteristic of Engels; conversely,
the early Marx on alienation and emancipation was visible by
implication (not through explicit use of text) in the Manifesto
as published.

Further passages in the Communist M anifesto can be traced
to Engels’s ‘Outlines of a Critique of Political Economy’ (on
free competition), his Condition of the Working Class in
England (on the family), and the ‘Speeches in Elberfeld’ (on the
abolition of private property). Engels had made these topics his
own in a way that Marx had not. Parallels between the
Communist Manifesto and the jointly written German Ideology
could be established with little difficulty, since the historical
development of bourgeois from feudal society was extensively
treated in the earlier text, but then that topic, as | have already
suggested, was not one of Marx’s real preoccupations but was
rather Engels’s project at the time, in so far as he had one.
Marx’s focus was on establishing the reality of class struggle,
what in general terms underlay it, and how capitalism gene-
rated a particularly virulent form of social oppression.

The Communist Manifesto leads the reader straight into the
class struggle. This was characteristic of Engels’s revolutionary
political perspective, which dates back to his predictions in late
1842 of ‘inevitable’ revolution in England mentioned in the
articles he wrote on his early visit there, some two years before
his association with Marx began (CW 2.374). The genre of the
Manifesto and its agitational character were much closer to
Engels’s work than to Marx’s more theoretically specialised
and theretore more limited eflorts, in terms of potential
political effect. The Manifesto developed from Engels’s at-
tempts to draft a programme to which communists could
adhere; most of Marx’s energies went into minatory eflfusions
on what views everyone should avoid.

While in Brussels, Marx and Engels organised a ‘corres-
pondence committee’ to put French, English and German



‘Our Outlook’ 85

Socialists (particularly émigrés) in touch as ‘a step which the
social movement should take in its /iterary expression in order
to free itself of its national limitations’ (SC 28). The remnants
of the League of the Just, now in London, once more
approached Marx to offer him membership; Marx and Engels
joined in early 1847, in expectation of a congress which was
duly held in London in June that year (McLellan (1973),
171-2). Engels attended and prepared for the newly renamed
Communist League a ‘Draft of a Communist Confession of
Faith’® for circulation; a second draft, ‘Principles of
Communism’, was written in October for consideration at the
second congress in November/December, which apparently
authorised Marx and Engels to produce a final version. They
worked together in December 1847, and Marx finished the
manuscript at the end of January 1848 for publication in
London (in German) the following month. However, Engels
wrote to Marx that he was unhappy about the catechistic torm
he had adopted, because ‘more or less history must be
narrated’; hence it should be entitled ‘Communist Manifesto’
(MEW 27.107).

Marx’s final version, in overall structure and content, wasa -
rewritten version of Engels’s draft, somewhat edited down (as
in Engels’s lengthy views on communist society), rearranged
and occasionally expanded. It included more discussion of
trades unions, the downs as well as ups of class struggle (‘the
workers are victorious, but only for a time’), and new passages
on the relationship between communists and proletarians
(CW 6.493). Marx seems to have shifted the focus from
England to Germany in a way that suggested a more sophisti-
cated grasp of the interaction between industrial and political
forces than Engels possessed or at least had committed to
paper. Engels wrote that revolution would ‘develop more
quickly or more slowly according to whether the country has a
more developed industry’; revolution *will therefore be slowest
and most difficult to carry out in Germany, quickest and easiest
in England’ (CW 6.352). The final version suggested that
Germany ‘is on the eve of a bourgeois revolution that is bound
to be carried out under more advanced conditions, . .. and with
a much more developed proletariat, than that of England was
in the seventeenth, and of France in the eighteenth century’
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(CW 6.519). Engels linked industrial development and re-
volution in a more straightforward way than Marx, but this
hardly makes his view ‘determinist’, as some commentators
have claimed. Marx may of course have been appeasing
Germans in the League (which was principally German,
anyway), who might have felt consigned to a revolutionary
backwater by Engels’s Anglo-centric view. In what sense the
German proletariat was more developed was not specified by
Marx, but he was presumably referring to a revolutionary
consciousness purged of the religious, utopian and parlia-
mentary illusions characteristic of the English and French
workers’ movements. That sort of conclusion would follow
from Marx’s dedication to such a theoretical project, even if the
empirical evidence for such development were not forth-
coming. Engels’s brief comments on rival ‘so-called socialists’
were greatly expanded by Marx in the section ‘Socialist and
Communist Literature’; on that sort of critique he was
indubitably in the lead.

Engels later said that the Communist Manifesto was essen-
tially Marx’s work, a statement made in a short biography of
Marx published in 1869 just after the publication of volume
one of Capital when Marx needed publicity (MEW 16.363).
The Manifesto itself had long been out of print in Germany,
and was presumably not the sort of item to which Engels would
have clung to bolster his own reputation, which at this period
was not at all an issue. In the sense that Marx was responsible
for the narrative flow of the Manifesto in its final version, the
work was essentially his. But in so far as the historical
development of capitalism, its contemporary functioning in
England, and a crucial political emphasis on the class struggle
were concerned, Engels’s work was highly relevant to Marx’s
composition. The *Principles of Communism’ by Engels con-
firms this analysis, as it is obviously a rough draft of the
Manifesto as we know it. An extended comparison of the two
texts reveals that the major points of the Communist
Manifesto were drafted in Engels’s ‘Principles’ and that Marx’s

effort on the text was essentially, though rather heavily,
editorial:



‘Our Outlook’ 87

‘Principles of Communism’

Depending on the different
stages of the development
of  society, the working

classes. .. stood in different rela-
tions to the possessing and ruling
classes. In ancient times the
working peoplewere the s/aves of
their owners... In the Middle
Ages they were the serfs of the
landowning nobility, just as they
still are in Hungary, Poland, and
Russia. In the Middle Ages and
up to the industrial revolution
there were in the towns also
journeymen ... (CW 6.343). -

Owing to the continual cheapen-
ing of the price of industrial
products as a result of machine
labour, the old system of manu-
facture or industry founded
upon manual labour was
completely destroyed in all
countries of the world. All semi-
barbarian countries, which until
now had been more or less out-
side historical development and
whose industry had until now
been based on manufacture,
were thus forcibly torn out of
their isolation . .. Thus countries
that for thousands of years had
made no progress, for example
India, were  revolutionised
through and through, and even
China is now marching towards
a revolution. It has reached the
point that a new machine in-
vented today in England, throws
millions of workers in China out
of work within a year. Large-

Communist Manifesto

In the earlier epochs of history,
we find almost everywhere a
complicated arrangement of so-
ciety into various orders, a ma-
nifold gradation of social rank.
In ancient Rome we have pat-
ricians,  knights,  plebeians,
slaves;in the Middle Ages, feudal
lords, wvassals, guild-masters,
journeymen, apprentices, serfs;
in almost all of these classes
again, subordinate gradations
(CW 6.482-5).

The feudal system of industry,
under which industrial produc-
tion was monopolised by closed
guilds, now no longer sufficed for
the growing wants of the new
markets. The manufacturing sys-
tem took its place. The guild-
masters were pushed on one side
by the manufacturing middle
class; division of labour between
the different corporate guilds
vanished in the face of division
of labour in each single
workshop.

Meantime the markets kept
ever growing, the demand ever
rising. Even manufacture no
longer sufficed. Thereupon,
steam and machinery revolution-
ised industrial production...
Modern industry has established
the world market, for which the
discovery of America paved the
way. This market has given an
immense development to com-
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scale industry has thus brought
all the peoples of the earth into
relationship with one another,
thrown all the small local mar-
kets into the world market, pre-
pared the way everywhere tor
civilisation and progress, and
brought it about that everything
that happens in the civilised
countries must have its repercus-

sions on all other countries
(CW 6.345).

The bourgeoisie having thus an-
nihilated the social power of the
nobility and the guild-burghers,
annihilated their political power
as well. Having become the first
class in society, the bourgeoisie
proclaimed itself also the first
classin the political sphere. It did
this by establishing the re-
presentative system, which rests
upon bourgeois equality before
the law and the legal recognition
of free competition, and which in
European countries was intro-
duced in the form of constitu-
tional monarchy. Under these
constitutional monarchies those
only are electors who possess a
certain amount of capital, that is
tosay, the bourgeois; these bour-
geois electors elect the deputies,
and these bourgeois deputies, by
means of theright to refuse taxes,
elect a bourgeois government
(CW 6.346). -

With this facility of production

. committee for

merce, to navigation, to com-
munication by land. This
development has, in its turn, re-
acted on the extension of in-
dustry; and in proportion as in-
dustry, commerce, navigation,
railways extended, in the same
proportion the bourgeoisie de-
veloped, increased its capital,
and pushed into the background
every class handed down from
the Middle Ages (CW 6.485-6).

Each step in the development of
the  bourgeoisie  was  ac-
companied by a corresponding
political advance of that class.
An oppressed class under the
sway of the feudal nobility, an
armed and self-governing
association in the medieval com-
mune; here independent urban
republic (as in Italy and
Germany), there taxable ‘third
estate’ of the monarchy (as in
France), afterwards, in the per-
iod of manufacture proper, serv-
ing either the semi-feudal or the
absolute monarchy as a counter-
poise against the nobility, and, in
fact, cornerstone of the great
monarchies in general, the bour-
geoisie has at last, since the
establishment of Modern
Industry and of the world mar-
ket, conquered for itself, in the
modern representative State, ex-
clusive political sway. The execu-
tive of the modern State is but a
managing the
common affairs of the whole
bourgeoisie (CW 6.486).

It i1s enough to mention the
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the free competition necessarily
resulting from large-scale in-
dustry very soon assumed an
extremely intense character;
numbers of capitalists launched
into industry, and very soon
more was being produced than
could be used. The result was
that the goods manufactured
could not be sold, and a so-called
trade crisis ensued. Factories had
to stand idle, factory owners
went bankrupt, and the workers
lost their bread. Everywhere
there was the greatest misery.
After a while the surplus pro-
ducts were sold, the factories
started working again, wages
went up, and gradually business
was more brisk than ever. But
before long too many com-
modities were again produced,
another crisis ensued, and ran
the same course as the previous
one. Thus since the beginning of
this century the state of industry
has continually fluctuated be-
tween periods of prosperity and
periods of crisis, and almost re-
gularly every five to seven years a
similar crisis has occurred, and
every time it has entailed the
greatest misery for the workers,
general revolutionary ferment,
and the greatest danger to the
entire existing system. ..
Although in the initial stages of
its development large-scale in-
dustry itself created free
competition, it has now never=
theless outgrown free competi-
tion; that competition and in
general the carrying on of in-
dustrial production by indi-

commercial crisis that by their
periodical return put on its trial,
each time more threateningly,
the existence of the entire bour-
geois society. In these crises a
great part not only of the existing
products, but also of the pre-
viously created productive for-
ces, are periodically destroyed.
In these crises there breaks out
an epidemic that, in all earlier
epochs, would have seemed an
absurdity — the epidemic of over-
production. Society suddenly
finds itself put back into a state
of momentary barbarism; it ap-
pears as iIf a famine, a universal
war of devastation had cut off
the supply of every means of
subsistence; industry and com-
merce seem to be destroyed; and
why? Because there is too much
civilisation, too much means of
subsistence, too much industry,
too much commerce. The pro-
ductive forces at the disposal of
society no longer tend to further
the development of the condi-
tions of bourgeois property; on
the contrary, they have become
too powerful for these condi-
tions, by which they are fettered,
and so soon as they overcome
these fetters, they bring disorder
into the whole of bourgeois so-
ciety, endanger the existence of
bourgeois property. The con-
ditions of bourgeois society are
too narrow to comprise the
wealth created by them. And
how does the bourgeoisie get over
these crisis? On the one hand by
enforced destruction of a mass of
productive forces; on the other,
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viduals have become a fetter
upon large-scale industry which
it must and will break ; that large-
scale industry, so long as it is
conducted on its present basis,
can only survive through a ge-

neral confusion repeating itself

every seven years which each
time threatens all civilisation,
not merely plunging the prole-
tarians into misery but also ruin-
ing a great number of bour-
geois... (CW 6.347).

The price of labour is, therefore,
likewise equal to the cost of pro-

duction of labour. The cost of

production of labour consists
precisely of the amount of the
means of subsistence required
for the worker to maintain him-
self' in a condition in which he is
capable of working and to pre-
vent the working class from
dying out (CW 6.343).

What influence will the com-
munist order of society have
upon the family?

It will make the relation be-
tween the sexes a purely private
relation which concerns only the
persons involved, and in which
society has no call to interfere.
It is able to do this because it
abolishes private property and
educates children communally,
thus destroying the twin
foundation of hitherto existing
marriage — the dependence
through private property of the

by the conquest of new markets,
and by the more thorough ex-
ploitation of the old ones. That is
to say. by paving the way for
more extensive and more de-
structive crises, and by diminish-
ing the means whereby crises are
prevented ... But not only has
the bourgeoisie forged the wea-
pons that bring death to itself; it
has also called into existence the
men who are to wield those
weapons — the modern work-
ing class —the  proletarians
(CW 6.489-90).

The average price of wage-
labour is the minimum wage, i.e.,
that quantum of the means of
subsistence, which is absolutely
requisite to keep the labourer in
bare existence as a labourer.
What, therefore, the wage-
labourer appropriates by means
of his labour. merely suffices to
prolong and reproduce a bare
existence (CW 6.499).

The bourgeois clap-trap about
the family and education, about
the hallowed co-relation of pa-
rent and child, becomes all the
more disgusting, the more, by the
action of Modern Industry, all
family ties among the proleta-
rians are torn asunder, and their
children transformed into simple
articles of commerce and instru-
ments of labour.

But you Communists would
introduce community of women,
screams the whole bourgeoisie in
chorus... Bourgeois marriage is
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wife upon the husband and of the
children upon the parents. Here
also s the answer to the outcry of
moralising philistines against the
communist community of wo-
men. Community of women is a
relationship that belongs al-
together to bourgeoissociety and
is completely realised today in
prostitution. But prostitution is
rooted in private property and
falls with it. Thus instead of
introducing the community of
women, communist organisation
puts an end to it (CW 6.354).

Education will enable young
people quickly to go through the
whole system of production, it
willenable themto passfrom one
branch of industry to another
according to the needs of society
or their own inclinations. It will
therefore free them from that
one-sideness which the present
division of labour stamps on
each one of them. Thus the com-
munist organisation of society
will give its members the chance
of an all-round exercise of abili-
ties that have received all-round _
development (CW 6.353).

Democracy would be quite
useless to the proletariat if it were
not immediately used as a means
of carrying through further mea-
sures directly attacking private
ownership and securing the
means of subsistence of the pro-
letariat. Chief among these mea-
sures, already made necessary by
the existing conditions, are the
following:
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in reality a system of wives in
common and thus, at the most,
what the Communists might pos-
sibly be reproached with, is that
they desire to introduce, in
substitution for a hypocritically
concealed, an openly legalised
community of women. For the
rest, it is self-evident that the
abolition of the present system of
production must bring with it the
abolition of the community of
women springing from that sys-
tem, ie., of prostitution both
public and private (CW 6.502).

And your education! Is not that
also social, and determined by
the social conditions under
which you educate, by the inter-
vention, direct or indirect of so-
ciety, by means of schools, etc.?
The Communists have not In-
vented the intervention of society
in education; they do but seek to
alter the character of that inter-
vention, and to rescue education
from the influence of the ruling
class (CW 6.502).

We have seen above, that the first
step in the revolution by the
working class is to raise the pro-
letariat to the position of ruling
class, to win the battle of demo-
cracy... In the beginning, this
cannot be effected except by
means of despotic inroads on the
rights of property ... In the most
advanced countries, the follow-
ing will be pretty generally ap-
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1. Limitation of private owner-
ship by means of progressive
taxation, high inheritance
taxes....

2. Gradual expropriation of lan-
ded proprietors, factory owners,
railway and shipping mag-
nates. ...

3. Confiscation of the property
of all emigrants and rebels....
4. Organisation of the labour or
employment of the proletarians
on national estates, in national
factories and workshops....

5. Equal liability to work for all
members of society until com-
plete abolition of private owner-
ship. Formation of industrial ar-
mies, especially for agriculture.
6. Centralisation of the credit
and banking system in the hands
of the State by means of'a nation-
al bank with state capital....
7. Increase of national factories,
workshops, railways, and ships,
cultivation of all uncultivated
land and improvement of land
already cultivated. . ..

8. Education of all children. ..
combined with production.

9. The erection of large palaces
on national estates as common
dwellings for communities of ci-
tizensengaged in industry as well
as agriculture, and combining
the advantages of both urban
and rural life without the one-
sidedness and disadvantages of
either.

10. The demolition of all insani-
tary and badly built dwellings
and town districts.

11. Equal right of inheritance to

plicable:

1. Abolition of property in land
and application of all rents of
land to public purposes.

2. A heavy progressive or gra-
duated income tax.

3. Abolition of all right of in-
heritance.

4. Confiscation of the property
of all emigrants and rebels.

S. Centralisation of credit in the
hands of the State, by means of a
national bank with State capital
and an exclusive monopoly.
6. Centralisation of the means of
communication and transport in
the hands of the State.

7. Extension of factories and
instruments of production own-
ed by the State; the bringing into
cultivation of waste-lands, and
the improvement of the soil ge-
nerally in accordance with a
common plan.

8. Equalliability of all to labour.
Establishment of industrial ar-
mies, especially for agriculture.
9. Combination of agriculture
with manufacturing industries;
gradual abolition of the distinc-
tion between town and country,
by a more equable distribution of
the population over the country.
10. Free education for all child-
ren in public schools. Abolition
of children’s factory labour in its
present form. Combination of
education with industrial pro-
duction, etc., etc. (CW 6.504-5).
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be enjoyed by illegitimate and
legitimate children.

12. Concentration of all means
of transport in the hands of the
nation (CW 6.350-1).

In what way do Communists
differ from socialists?

The so-called socialists fall in-
to three groups...reactionary
socialists . . . bourgeois socialists

...democratic socialists (CW
6.355).
In England, France. and

Belgium, where the bourgeoisie
rules, the Communists still have
for the time being a common
interest with the various demo-
cratic parties.. .. for instance, the
Chartists... In America...the
Communists must make com-
mon cause with the party that
will turn this constitution against
the bourgeoisie and use it in the
interests of the proletariat, that
is, with the national agrarian
reformers.

In Switzerland the radicals, al-
though still a very mixed party,
are yet the only people with
whom the Communists can have
anything to do... Finally, in

Germany the decisive struggle be-

tween the bourgeoisie and the
absolute monarchy is still to
come ... The Communists must
therefore always take the side of

Socialist and Communist Litera-
ture
1. Reactionary Socialism
a. Feudal Socialism
b. Petty-Bourgeois Socialism
c. German, or ‘True’,
Socialism
2. Conservative. or Bourgeois,
Socialism

3. Critical-Utopian  Socialism
and Communism (CW
6.507-17).

Section II has made clear the
relations of the Communists to
the existing working-class par-
ties, such as the Chartists in
England and the Agrarian
Reformers in America... In
France the Communists ally
themselves with the Social-
Democrats. against the conser-
vative and radical bourgeoisie,
reserving, however, the right to
take up a critical position... In
Switzcrland they support the
Radicals ... In Poland they sup-
port the party that insists on an
agrarian revolution . .. In
Germany they fight with the
bourgeoisie whenever it acts in a
revolutionary way, against the
absolute monarchy, the feudal
squirearchy, and the petty bour-
geoisie ... The Communists turn
their  attention chiefly to
Germany. .. because the bour-
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the liberal bourgeois against the geois revolution in Germany will
governments but they must ever be but the prelude to an im-
be on their guard against sharing mediately following proletarian
the self-deceptions of the bour- revolution (CW 6.518-19).
geois or believing their false

assurances about the benefits

which the victory of the bour-

geoisie will bring to the pro-

letariat (CW 6.356).

This comparison illustrates the overwhelming coincidence of
topics between Engels’s ‘Principles of Communism’ and the
Communist Manifesto as Marx left it, as well as a general
similarity in the views expressed in the two texts. The many
minor differences of emphasis and detail within these broadly
parallel passages ought not necessarily to be ascribed to a
difference in opinion between Marx and Engels on any given
point. The Communist Manifesto was written (rather hastily,
as we can deduce from the way Marx was prodded to meet a
deadline) to satisfy a committee whose individual and col-
lective predilections may have been known to Marx but are not
precisely available to us. Moreover Marx and Engels were
apart during the final drafting, so they then had no opportunity
to reconcile any differences between themselves as they might
have done had they been together. In addition the text was
unsigned, so it might have contained material'with which the
authors would not have wished personally to identify them-
selves without qualification, whereas adherence to a mani-
festo 1s usually compatible with individual reservations on
particular points.

By the time the Marx—Engels collaboration began in
November 1844 there was already a considerable degree of
overlap between their two intellects in terms of interests,
projects, politics and methods. Even if there were no genuine
grey areas with respect to who wrote what in particular works
(e.g. The German Ideology). it would still be difficult to assign
any given idea to one or the other as if the opposite partner had
never heard of it or of anything like it. What can be said is that
Marx was the more penetrating theoretician, in the sense of
clarifying premises held in common and distinguishing the
philosophical errors of rival writers. Engels was the more
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impressive historian and politician. His gifts for economic
analysis were superseded by Marx’s overwhelming sense of
vocation in pursuing a critique of political economy; and his
achievements in social research were taken over, literally
incorporated and gratefully acknowledged by Marx. In that
way, the path Marx took on his lifework was considerably
smoothed and shortened. From about 1846 Engels (sadly) did
little further work in economic analysis and empirical social
research, but he continued his political and historical work 1n
the form of correspondence, journalism and meetings as well as
in the various versions of the Manifesto discussed above: in the
1850s he also undertook a study of the peasant war in Germany
and wrote articles for Marx about the revolutionary events of
1848-49.

In later years Engels had occasion to return in print to
Marx’s theoretical distinctions and self-clarifications of the
highly-charged 1840s. In doing so he invented ‘dialectics’, the
direct ancestor of Marxism, and in that way he found the
vocational focus missing in his earlier career.



4 The Invention of
Dialectics

The revolutionary events of 1848-49 altered the lives and
circumstances of Marx and Engels, but changed their work
surprisingly little. Once the hectic months of journalism were
over, and the two had made their separate ways to England and
exile, Marx continued his critique of political economy,
tormented by poverty and the need to take paid work in
journalism. His own autobiography treats 1848-49 almost as
an interruption to his studies. Engels wrote The Peasant War in
Germany during 18 50 for Marx’s new journal, which was short-
lived as usual, and then went to work for the family firm in
Manchester. He supported the Marx ménage and wrote little
but occasional journalism (some of it— Revolution and
Counter- Revolution in Germany — published under Marx’s
name) during the 1850s and 1860s.

One short text from this period that has received little
attention is Engels’s anonymous review of Marx’s 4 Con-
tribution to the Critique of Political Economy of 1859, the first
instalment of the long-promised critical work. This lack of
attention is unfortunate, because Engels’s brief notice re-
presents a turning point in his thought, his career and in the
Marx—-Engels intellectual relationship as we see it. Though its
direct influence has been limited and its effect on the contem-
porary Marx—Engels relationship very slight (so far as we
know), the text is our first actual record of an important
development in Engels’s ideas that presaged the most in-
fluential works of the Marxist tradition — Anti-Diihring,
Socialism, Utopian and Scientific, Ludwig Feuerbach and the
End of Classical German Philosophy — all by Engels. While
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socialists, communists and even self-confessed Marxists paid
lip-service to the power of Capital, Marx’s magnum opus, it was
these works that were most widely read and whose tenets were
passed on in lectures, primers and handbooks, down to official |
Soviet dialectics. Even more importantly, in his short review
Engels initiated the Marxist philosophical tradition itself, and
what has become the standard mould for interpreting Marx’s
life and thought, used by pro- and anti-Marxists and by
academic commentators alike. All these developments, of
incomparable significance for our social and political life
today, can be traced to Engels’s review of August 1859.

Marx wanted publicity for his A Contribution to the Critique
of Political Economy, and he wrote to Engels on 19 July 1859
saying that Das Volk would do a review but that he did not
trust the editor Eduard Biskamp, who ‘knows nothing about
the subject’. Marx asked if Engels could write this review, and
inquired again on 22 July: ‘You have forgotten to write to me
whether you would do the review of my book . .. In case youdo
write something, don’t forget 1) that Proudhonism is nipped in
the bud, 2) that the character of bourgeois production, which is
specifically social and by no means absolute, is analysed in its
simplest form, that of the commodity’. Marx explained that
‘Herr [Wilhelm] Liebknecht [fellow communist and participant
in the 1848—49 events] has told Biskamp that ““never has a book
so frustrated him”, and Biskamp himself has said to me that he
does not see “‘the good of it’’". Engels promised to do the article
‘next week’, because it would be ‘a job’ requiring notice — he
had also seen the ‘completely mangled advertisements’ for the
book in two newspapers, so evidently he took Marx’s point
with some enthusiasm (MEW 29.460, 463, 464).

Engels sent the beginning of his article to Marx on 3 August
and reported on a delay on the 10th. No substantive comment
(other than a plea for speed) survives in Marx’s letters for the
month. Engels’s review appeared in two parts —a promised
third section dealing with Marx’s achievements in economic
theory in detail never emerged.

Using the outlook of The German Ideology, the Communist
Manifesto, and his own historical work in The Peasant War in
Germany and Revolution and Counter- Revolution in Germany,
Engels approached Marx’s critique of political economy
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through German economic history from the seventeenth
century, because ‘political economy is the theoretical analysis
of modern bourgeois society and therefore presupposes
developed bourgeois conditions’. These were slow in taking
shape in Germany because of the separation of Holland and
the devastation of the civil wars. England, France and Holland
forged ahead in trade, colonisation and manufacturing, until
England alone attained the foremost position, ‘owing to steam
power which only then began to impart value to its coal and
iron deposits’. No German political economy was possible,
concluded Engels, while Germans were still struggling against
‘ludicrously antiquated relics of the Middle Ages’ such as
customs barriers and idiotic trade regulations. Up to 1830
these circumstances ‘laid fetters on the material bourgeois
development of Germany' (SW 1.366). In his Preface to the
work under review, Marx had commented on ‘relations of
production’ that turn from ‘forms of development of pro-
ductive forces. . . into their fetters’ (SW 1.363). Engels was thus
preparing his readers for Marx’s ‘guiding thread’, which he
quoted explicitly, and for Marx’s critique, which he identified
as the ‘scientific, independent German economics’ dating
precisely, so Engels said, from the (unspecified) moment when
‘the German proletarian party appeared on the scene
(SW 1.368).

In the 1859 review Engels described Marx's economics as
new because it ‘is grounded essentially upon the materialist
conception of history’, the first usage of this phrase. Marx had
made a revolutionising discovery which Engels quoted from
the Preface: ‘*‘the mode of production of material life con-
ditions the social. political and intellectual life process in
general™". This was applicable, according to Engels, not merely
to economics but to ‘all historical sciences’. by which he
presumably meant social sciences, since he claimed, somewhat
mysteriously, that ‘all sciences which are not natural sciences
are historical’ (SW 1.368). (Physics and chemistry might count
as non-historical natural sciences, unlike geology and natural
history — which are historical, though not about society.)

Even more curiously Engels wrote that the basic proposition
of this ‘materialist conception of history is ‘so simple that it
must be self-evident’: this proposition was Marx's very general
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summary that **‘it is not the consciousness of men that deter-
mines their being, but their social being that determines their
consciousness’’’. For Engels the value of this discovery lay in
comprehending and deriving truthsabout any society in history.
In his view, Marx’s proposition meant “that all the social and
political relations, all religious and legal systems, all the
theoretical outlooks which emerge in history, are to be
comprehended only when the material conditions of life of the
respectively corresponding epochs are understood and the
former are derived from these material conditions’. Moreover
his notion of what to do with Marx’s insight was at an
obviously academic remove from the actual politics of their
party, though he claimed somewhat vaguely that ‘the basic
outlook runs like a red thread’ through all its ‘literary
productions’. Engels suggested that the real scientific work to
be done (which demanded ‘“years of tranquil study’) was the
development of the materialist conception with respect to
historical examples. He dealt with the practical consequences of
the materialist conception of history in a summary manner,
merely quoting the passage from Marx’s ‘guiding thread’ on
social revolution. Yet even that was presented by Engels as a
‘perspective’ that ‘unfolds itself before us’ (SW 1.368-9).

The intention of Engels’s remark that the materialist con-
ception of history is ‘self-evident’ was to ridicule those
‘bemused by i1dealist delusions’. Idealism was then his chosen
target, though he did not explain precisely why he was
attacking a philosophical doctrine as such. What he did claim is
that the new outlook ‘runsdirectly counter to all idealism, even
the most concealed’. Evidently the ‘whole traditional mode of
political reasoning’, the ‘representatives of the bourgeoisie’,
the ‘French Socialists’ and the ‘German vulgar-democratic
vociferators’, so Engels claimed, participated in idealist de-
lusions and had, at the same time ‘attempted to exploit
[Marx’s] new ideas in plagiaristic fashion’. Philosophical
1dealists, i1t seems, had some of the same characteristics for
Engels as ‘our party’: both made their marks, depending on
circumstances, in the study and on the political stage
(SW 1.368-9). Moreover the new treatment of economics bore
another important similarity to the great works of idealist
philosophers. To develop that point Engels appealed explicitly
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to Hegel. This tradition — that one approaches Marx’s work
through a study of Hegel — was first established in Engels’s
review.

Engels took Marx’s mature critique of political economy
(the first published portion of which was the 1859 Contribution
to the Critique of Political Economy under review) to be ‘a
systematic integration ol the whole complex of economic
science [and] ... at the same time a criticism of the whole of
economic literature’. Then Engels implied that Hegel's work
(without specifying any particular books at this stage) was the
model for this kind of enterprise — the development of ‘a
science in its own inner interconnection’ (SW 1.370). Hegel's
own approach to philosophy and logic might have served
Engels in developing this alleged analogy with Marx. since
Hegel's Science of Logic, for example, presents a systematic
account of logic as a whole, with Hegel's own critical
improvements and philosophical gloss on the works of other
authorities.

Instead of establishing his case with respect to Hegel and
Marx, Engels rushed to ridicule the *official Hegelian school’
which ‘had appropriated from the dialectic of the master only
the manipulation of the simplest ol all tricks’. In Engels’s view
the achievements of Hegel were eclipsed by the ‘ludicrous
clumsiness’ of his followers, by the transformative criticism of
Feuerbach (who *declared speculative conceptions untenable’),
and by ‘the powerful bourgeois development after 1848", not
least in industry and science. Engels took the approach of
natural scientists to be gratifyingly non-idealist but disappoint-
ingly un-Hegelian. Their ‘natural-scientific materialism” (‘al-
most indistinguishable theoretically from that of the eighteenth
century’) unfortunately presupposed ‘fixed categories rather
than a ‘speculative tendency’. A ‘speculative tendency’ as
happily developed in idealist philosophy, was able to leap ‘the
ditch which separates essence from appearance, cause from
effect’.

Rather eccentrically Engels referred to the un-Hegelian
belief in fixed categories (a view that concepts have deter-
minate, unvarying referents) as ‘the old metaphysics’. This
‘metaphysics’, according to Engels, was reflected in certain
philosophical works of the last century or so, notably those by
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Christian Wolff (1679-1754), Ludwig Biichner (1824-99) and
Jakob Moleschott (1822-93). It was also reflected in the works
of ‘the bourgeois economists’ (including, presumably, the
English and French authorities who wrote long before 1848) as
well as in contemporary works by Engels’s fellow-
countrymen. For contemporary German attempts to
contribute to economic science, which dated from the
establishment of the Customs Union in 1834, Engels had
nothing but the scorn he had formerly poured on German
literary efforts:

Presently the learned fraternity and the bureaucracy seized hold of
the imported material and worked it up in a fashion not very
creditable to the ‘German spirit’. From the medley of high-class
swindlers, merchants, schoolmasters and bureaucrats dabbling in
authorship there arose thereupon a German economic literature
which in its insipidity, shallowness. lack of thought, verbosity and
plagiarism was paralleled only by the German novel (SW 1.367,
370-1).

Engels dismissed the ‘metaphysics’ of fixed categories as |,
‘annihilated theoretically by Kant and particularly by Hegel’.
Natural scientists, philosophers and bourgeois economists had
simply failed to grasp the philosophical (albeit idealist) critique
of the ‘wolfian-metaphysical method’. In fact, idealism fell
right out of fashion, according to Engels, when ‘Germany
plunged into the natural sciences with quite extraordinary
energy’ after 1848 (SW 1.371-2). The strict correlations be-
tween economic innovation, on the one hand, and theoretical
and political developments on the other, recalls the treatment
of revolutionary prospects in Europe in Engels’s ‘Principles of
Communism’ (which seems to have been revised by Marx into
the more subtle analysis of the Communist Manifesto).

Unsurprisingly Engels’s alternative to this alleged meta-
physics of fixed categories was not Hegelianism itself, because
it ‘was essentially idealistic’, took ‘pure thinking as its start’,
and ‘“‘came from nothing through nothing to nothing™ on its
own admission (no reference was provided here by Engels). Yet
logically Hegelianism was far superior to its rival, Engels
argued, though ‘absolutely unusable in its available form’. An
appropriate use for the logical content of Hegelianism was in
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solving this problem. ‘How was science to be treated?”
(SW 1.371-2). Not, it should be noted, how was science to be
done?

What Engels had in mind was the development of ‘a science
in its own inner interconnection” on the model of Hegel's
encyclopedic treatment of all the sciences of his time — philo-
sophical, historical and natural — for which he used his
‘Hegelian method’ (SW 1.370, 372). Political economy was
merely one of those sciences and it had, indeed, been treated
by Hegel himself in his Philosophy of Right. Thus Engels’s
notion of the project, for which a revised Hegelianism was
the appropriate method, was an interpretative, recapitulatory,
critical, systematic treatment of all knowledge (since, in his
view and Hegel’s, knowledge of any importance coincided with
science broadly conceived, in the German manner, as
Wissenschaft). Quite what the point of such an encyclopedic
system would be was never demonstrated by Engels. He merely
took it that this kind of exercise would in itself contribute to
knowledge through its substantive interconnections between
laws already established, and through its formulation of the
principles that underlay the interconnections in the work itself.
Engels’s view of the Marxian project was thus academic,
philosophical, even quasi-Hegelian.

The required revision of Hegelianism comprised, according
to Engels, the development of *a world outlook more material-
istic than any previous one [my italics]', including, presumably,
previous materialisms. Quite how this was possible was not
explained. Because of his concept of Marx’s ultimate project
(or atleast the project allegedly implied by Marx’s critical work
on political economy), Engels assigned to Marx a method that
was said to be of ‘hardly less importance’ than his ‘basic,
materialist outlook itself” (SW 1.372, 373). Method emerged
as Engels’s chief concern in putting Marx’s work across to
an educated public.

Once Engels had left aside (temporarily) the nature of
Marx’s materialistic revision of Hegel’s premises, he faced the
daunting task of showing how Marx had extracted his new
method from Hegelian logic. The ‘kernel’ of that dialectical
logic, according to Engels, comprises ‘Hegel's real discoveries
in this sphere’, and Marx aimed to ‘reconstruct the dialectical
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method’. Once Marx had (in an as yet unspecified way)
‘divested’ Hegel’s method ‘of its idealistic trappings’, he had
not merely produced, so Engels claimed, the method most
suitable for developing a ‘science in its own inner intercon-
nection’, but had revealed ‘the simple shape in which it [the
dialectical method] becomes the only true form of development
of thought’ (SW 1.370, 373). What this grand claim amounts to
was not really specified, but it was presumably the way in which
all ‘science’ was ‘to be treated’.

However far Engels intended to push his claims concerning
this revision of Hegelian method, it is clear that methodology
for him was a substantial part of Marx’s legacy, indeed the
most substantial part, since its applicability was allegedly very
wide, or possibly even universal (in some obscure sense). The
‘basic materialist outlook itself” would hardly amount to much,
on this view, were there no method that presupposed this
(‘revolutionising discovery’ and actually led to results
(SW 1.368, 373).

Curiously Engels fastened on the historical character of
Hegel’s thought as the methodological feature that distin-
guishes it ‘from that of all other philosophers’, rather than
Hegel’s more obviously innovative method of developing a
succession of concepts, as in the Phenomenology of Mind
(Sense-Certainty to Absolute Knowledge) and the Science of
Logic (Being to Absolute ldea). Those two Hegelian works
were the ones used by Marx in his own methodological inquiries
in the Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts of 1844
and the Grundrisse notebooks of 1857-58. Nonetheless Engels
was right in suggesting that Hegel’s philosophy has a historical
character in scope and method that set him apart from other
philosophers:

... Hegel — in contrast to his disciples — did not parade ignorance, but
was one of the finest intellects of all time. He was the first who
attempted to show a development, an inner coherence, in history;
and while today much in his philosophy of history may seem peculiar
to us, yet the grandeur of his fundamental outlook is admirable even
today, whether one makes comparison with his predecessors or, to be
sure, with anyone who, since his time, has indulged in general
reflections concerning history. Everywhere, in his Phenomenology,
Esthetics, History of Philosophy, this magnificent conception of
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history prevails, and everywhere the material is treated historically, in
a definite, even if abstractly distorted, interconnection with history
(SW 1.372).

Engels commented further that for Hegel world history was
the ‘test’ of his philosophical conception. Test, however,
implies a criterion by which a theory should be adjusted, and
this was not Hegel’s view. But Engels observed with some
justification that the ‘real content of historical events entered
everywhere into the philosophy’, though he added that “the real
relation was inverted and stood on its head’. This was probably
a mystifying reference by Engels to Hegel's idealism, rather
than to Hegel’s alleged use of history as a test (SW 1.372).

Actually Hegel argued that his account of history relied on a
purely philosophical proof which was confirmed by all actual
events — just the reverse of what Engels claimed. Hegel wrote in
the Philosophy of History that ‘the only Thought which
Philosophy brings with it to the contemplation of History, is
the simple conception of Reason’. Reason is thus "the sovereign
of the World'; and the history of the world is a ‘rational
process’. According to Hegel. this is a ‘hypothesis in the
domain of history as such’, but in that of Philosophy, ‘it i1s no
hypothesis’. In Philosophy it is proved by ‘speculative cog-
nition’ that Reason underlies *all the natural and spiritual life
which it originates’. This is the thesis, Hegel concluded, that
‘has been proved in Philosophy’, and is here in the Philosophy
of History ‘regarded as demonstrated’ (Hegel (1837/1956),
9-10).

At the same time Hegel recognised the possible charge that
he was merely applying a priori conceptions to history and thus
forcing historical facts into a preconceived mould, but in his
defence he appealed to natural science:

The investigator must be familiar a priori (if we like to call it so), with
the whole circle of conceptions to which the principles in question
belong — just as Kepler (to name the most illustrious example in this
mode of philosophising) must have been familiar a priori with
ellipses, with cubes and squares, and with ideas of their relations,
before he could discover. from the empirical data. those immortal
"Laws’ of his.

‘In this very process of scientific Understanding’, Hegel con-



The Invention of Dialectics 105

cluded, the essential must be distinguished from the ‘so-called
non-essential’. But in the history of the world it is the
‘Consciousness of Freedom, and the phases which this con-
sciousness assumes in developing itself”, that is essential; this
distinction enables the Hegelian philosopher to make a
‘scientific’ discrimination (Hegel (1837/1956), 63—5). Thus the
history presented by Hegel was tested by philosophy, not the
philosophy by history.

Engels misinterpreted Hegel’s use of history in relation to his
philosophical conception. The philosophical conception was,
in Hegel’s eyes, proved already, and historical events merely
confirmed this. But having introduced Hegel’s conception of
the relation between philosophy and history (albeit er-
roneously), Engels created two problems for himself: the
substitution for Hegel’s premised idealism of a ‘world outlook’
that was ‘more materialistic’; and the delineation of the correct
relationship between historical events and their ‘reflection’ in
‘abstract and theoretically consistent form’ (as allegedly found
in Marx’s work) (SW 1.372-3). Once those problems were
solved to his satisfaction, Engels could then progress in his
1859 review to the method used by Marx. This was the method,
so Engels claimed, for presenting scientifically, that is material-
istically, logically and dialectically, a given social relation in its
historical context.

By remarking that in Hegel’s idealist philosophy ‘the real
relation was inverted and stood on its head’, Engels the
materialist made himself less than clear, since he failed to
specify the terms of the relation and the way that they were
related so that we could know what was inverted and what was
stood on its head. The inversion metaphor derives from
Feuerbachian criticism of Hegel and was employed by Engels
in his ‘Outlines of a Critique of Political Economy’ written in
1843:

Thus everything in economics stands on its head. Value, the primary
factor, the source of price, is made dependent on price, its own
product. As is well known, thisinversion is the essence of abstraction
on which see Feuerbach (CW 3.427).

And in the ‘Condition of England. The Eighteenth Century’,
written in early 1844, Engels commented :
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Bentham here [in his utilitarian ‘greatest happiness’ principle] makes
the same error in his empiricism as Hegel made in his theory; he does
not seriously try to overcome the contradictions, he turns the subject
into the predicate, subordinates the whole to the part and in so doing
stands everything on its head (CW 3.486).

Evidently the inversion metaphor was intended to cover a
multitude of sins characteristically though not exclusively
practised by idealists; those sins were specified to some degree
in Engels’s early works. But in his 1859 criticisms Engels was so
vague about the real relation involved that the metaphor is
meaningless and the point of the criticism obscure. He was
probably referring to the ‘real relation’ between ‘being’ and
‘consciousness’ that he had quoted from Marx’s 1859 Preface.
But though Engels perhaps took the non-inverted relation-
ship to be the determination (in a sense unspecified by Engels or
Marx) of ‘consciousness’ by ‘social being', he also took the
latter to be material in itself and dichotomously opposed to
consciousness (SW 1.368, 372).

Within the 1859 review Engels sometimes seems to have
meant by ‘materialist conception’ a view that social production
1s crucial when men (who are both conscious and material)
make their own history. This was a view developed most notably
in The German ldeology and always maintained by Marx. But
Engels also referred in the 1859 review to the materialist
conception as one in which ‘it is demonstrated in each
particular case how every time the action originated from
direct material impulses and not from the phrases that
accompanied the action’ (SW 1.369). This was a marked
departure from both his own previous ideas, and Marx’s.

Quite what ‘material’ was intended to mean in this new
context is far from clear, but the juxtaposition of ‘material
impulses’ with ‘the phrases that accompanied the action’
suggests something rather more like the matter ~ con-
sciousness dichotomy generally employed by natural scientists
than the thesis in The German Ideology that ‘consciousness can
never be anything else than conscious being, and the being of
men is their actual life-process’. In The German Ideology the
matter — consciousness dichotomy was itself presented as
ideological, in so far as an idealist realm of consciousness (a
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‘heaven’) independent of men’s real lives was postulated
(CW 5.36).

While Engels certainly rejected idealism, his works after
1859 were ambiguous because of his failure to define precisely
the ‘materialist’ nature of the ‘materialist conception of
history’. He employed the matter — consciousness dichotomy
as found in contemporary natural science (which distinguished
between the two as different, or apparently different types of
phenomena) and the ‘new’ materialism of The German
Ideology, which related events and ideas to man’s productive
development. In his ‘new’ materialism Marx did not take up a
position on the matter — consciousness dichotomy, since what
was important for him was the relationship between social
being and consciousness, not their ultimate constituents,
material or otherwise. In any case social being and con-
sciousness were never defined dichotomously by Marx, since
social being did not exclude ideas (used in practice), and
consciousness (i.e. mere ideas) did not exclude a connection
sooner or later with practical activities.

Contrary to Marx’s discretion, Engels introduced an on-
tological issue into his account of the new outlook that was not
a problem in The German Ideology nor in Marx’s other works,
namely the implications of the matter — consciousness debate
for the study of history and contemporary society. In what way
could political ‘action’ be linked to ‘material impulses’ which
are, following the matter — consciousness dichotomy, exclusive
of ‘phrases’ or ‘consciousness’ or ‘ideas’? Engels never resolved
this problem in his successive accounts, begun in 1859, of ‘the
basic materialist outlook’.

Marx’s ‘new’ materialism, as he identified it in the Theses on
Feuerbach, had in fact sidestepped the matter — consciousness
dichotomy by making it irrelevant to his theories of society and
social change. In opposition to ‘all previous materialism’ which
accepted a matter — consciousness dichotomy, Marx founded
his first proposition on ‘the mode of production of material
life’, 1.e. what men do in ‘social production’ (CW 5.3;
SW 1.362-3). Significantly, in explicating Marx’s more specific
view of the role of the ‘mode of production of material life’
within ‘social being’ itself, Engels dropped the term ‘mode of
production’ and substituted ‘material conditions of life’ as the
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basis from which ‘epochs are understood’, and then ‘all the
social and political relations, all religious and legal systems, all
the theoretical outlooks which emerge in history’ are
‘comprehended’ (SW 1.368). This marks a halfway point in the
(apparently unconscious) transformation of Marx’s
man-centred formulations (‘social being’, ‘mode of pro-
duction’) into Engels’s obscurely ‘materialist’ account in which
‘phrases’ accompany ‘the action’ which originates from *direct
material impulses’. All these terms remained sublimely un-
defined in Engels’s work, and it seems that he was unware of
the problems intrinsic to concepts such as ‘material impulses’
and ‘action’, and by the relationship between his new terms and
Marx’s. By implying that the matter — consciousness di-
chotomy was relevant in interpreting Marx’s concept of social
being as materialist. Engels unnecessarily identified Marx’s
theories with a view in natural science that material and
conscious phenomena are, or merely appear to be, ultimately
distinct, and did nothing to clarify the ontological relationship
between the two categories, save to reject an idealist view that
matter is in some sense an emanation of consciousness.

The ‘materialist outlook’ itself was in any case subordinated
by Engels to ‘the method which forms the foundation of Marx’s
criticism of political economy’. This emerged, in Engels’s
account, as the ‘logical method’, and it, like the ‘materialist
outlook’, also derived from Hegel’s ‘magnificent conception of
history’: Hegel's ‘epoch-making conception of history was the
direct theoretical premise for the new materialist outlook, and
this alone provided a connecting point for the logical method,
too’. The *logical method’ arose from Engels’s consideration of
the relationship between Hegel's ‘thoughts’ and the *develop-
ment of world history’. Hegel had used history, so Engels
claimed, as the test of his philosophy by showing *a develop-
ment, an inner coherence, in history’. Engels praised this
method very highly in the 1859 text, while implying that the
‘inner coherence” identified by Hegel could not be the correct
one, because his idealist view that history was the realisation of
an idea, namely freedom, was in Engels’s opinion quite
erroneous. The logical method, however, was ‘simple’ and was,
after some nugatory discussion, ‘nothing else but the historical
method, only divested of its historical form and disturbing
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fortuities’. That method was applied by Marx to the
‘criticism of economics’, but was not by any means limited to
sucha project, in Engels’s view, since it was, after all, ‘the only
true form of development of thought’ (SW 1.372-3).

How then were ‘disturbing fortuities’ to be sorted out from
the ‘historical course’ of economic development in ‘abstract
and theoretically consistent form’? According to Engels, a
reflection was ‘corrected according to laws furnished by the
real course of history itself’. He explained that the corrected
reflection revealed ‘each factor’ in historical succession at ‘the
point of development of its full maturity, of its classic form’.
But that account linking mature factors together was to be
obtained by using ‘laws’ which were nowhere defined in the
1859 text. And no laws were mentioned by Marx in his 1859
Preface (SW 1.373-4).

In support of his view Engels made two sweeping
claims about history and political economy: 1) ‘in
history ... development as a whole proceeds from the most
simple to the more complex relations’, and 2) the ‘literary
reflection” of history, including ‘the historical development of
the literature of political economy’, also develops ‘from the
most simple to the more complex relations’ (SW 1.373).

For neither of those claims was any evidence offered by
Engels. The alleged facts in his two points, however, were the
ones which were supposed to form the test (as in Engels’s view
of Hegel’s method) that in a logical development of concepts
(in this case the ‘economic categories’) it 1s ‘the actual
development that is followed’. In that way Engels thought he
had justified the presentation of ‘the economic categories as a
whole ... in the same sequence as in the logical development’
(SW 1.373-4).

[t is possible that in formulating this argument Engels had in
mind certain passages from the ‘general introduction’ which
Marx told his readers had been scrapped in favour of the 1859
Preface to A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy
(SW 1.361). In his posthumously published ‘general in-
troduction” of 1857 Marx commented:

The economies of the seventeenth century, for example, always began
with the living whole, the population, the nation, the state, more
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states etc.; they always end, however, in such a way that they
discover a few determining, abstract, universal relationships, like
division of labour, money, value etc., through analysis. As soon as
those individual moments were more or less fixed and abstracted, the
economic systems which ascend from the simple [moment], such as
labour, division of labour, need [and] exchange-value, up to the state,
exchange among nations and the world market, began [to be
formulated]. The latter is obviously the scientifically correct method
(Carver (1975), 72).

While we do not know whether Engels actually read this text,
or had parts of it communicated to him verbally while Marx
was at work, there i1s no reason to rule this out. But when
Engels fastened on his ‘logical method’ as scientifically correct
because it embodied a historical sequence from simple cate-
gories to complex ones (as mentioned in Marx’s 1857 ‘general
introduction’), he did so in defiance of the conclusion to that
discussion.

In the ‘general introduction’ Marx explored his initial view
on scientific method very thoroughly: ‘However, do these
simple categories not have an independent historical or
natural existence before the more concrete categories? That
depends.’ His crucial example was ‘labour’, which ‘appears to
be a quite simple category’. Also, Marx continued, ‘the
conception of it in that universality — as labour generally — is
very old’. Nevertheless, he concluded, labour is ‘a modern
category in the same way as the relations which produce that
simple abstraction’ (Carver (1975), 74, 76). From his invest-
igation of ‘labour’ Marx generalised as follows:

That example of labour shows strikingly how the most abstract
categories themselves are, in the determinateness of that abstraction
itself — in spite of their validity for all epochs — their validity just on
account of being abstractions — just as much the product of historical
relations, and how they possess their full validity only for and within
those relations (Carver (1975). 78).

And about the implications for his own critical work on
political economy Marx was unequivocal:

Therefore it would be impracticable and false to let the economic
categories succeed one another in the sequence in which they were the
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determining categories historically. Rather, their order of succession
is determined by the relationship which they have to one another in
modern bourgeois society, and that relationship is exactly the reverse
of that which appears as their succession in accordance with nature or
that which corresponds to the order of their historical development.
We are not dealing with the relation [to each other] which the
economic relations take up in the sequence of different forms of
society ... Rather [we are dealing] with their arrangement within
modern bourgeois society (Carver (1975), 81).

Marx did not hold the view that the development of an
economic category was necessarily a progression from simpli-
city to complexity, nor did he think that historical progression
of categories (whether according to their first appearance or
their importance in successive economic systems) was the
proper model for his theoretical presentation. Rather he
proposed to examine the economic categories which ‘constitute
the inner arrangement of bourgeois society’, according to a
plan which identified capital as ‘the economic power of
bourgeois society, the power ruling over everything’. For that
reason, he argued, ‘it must form the starting point’. And to
explain capital, he began with the commodity and money
(Carver (1975), 81-2, 134-6, 151-3).

While Marx observed a certain correspondence between
logical and historical development, this was very much a
subordinate point to the main argument rather than his
organising principle. In his view there was never any possibility
that the sequence commodity — money — capital could have
appeared historically in some other order, since another order
would be logically impossible. How could capital be what it is
in a society without money, or money be money in a society
without commodity production? Marx’s starting point in his
critique of political economy was never identified with the
presumed historical origins of capitalist society, and he only
occasionally amplified his abstract ‘arrangement’ of the ele-
ments of capitalist society with historical asides (see, for
example, CCPE 50-1).

When Engels wrote that the ‘chain of thought must begin
with the same thing with which this history begins’, he ran
directly counter to Marx. And he misconstrued Marx’s
abstract arrangement of the essential elements of ‘the economic
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conditions of life [in] ... modern bourgeois society’, because of
his unwarranted assumption that historical development and
‘literary reflection’ advance from the most simple to the more
complex relations. In fact Marx advised his readers in the 1859
Preface to ‘be resolved to ascend from the particular to the
general’ as he moved from the commodity to money to capital
(SW 1.361, 373).

Proceeding then from what he took to be the ‘first and
simplest’ relation in history, Engels discerned a dialectical
method in Marx’s work: ‘In this method we proceed from the
first and simplestrelation that historically and in fact confronts
us; here, therefore, from the first economic relation to be
found. We analyse this relation.” The recommended method
was extraordinarily abstract and wholly without justification
even as an a priori model for analysis: ‘Being a relation of itself
implies that it has two sides, related to each other. Each of these
sides 1s considered by itself, which brings us to the way in which
they behave to each other, their interaction. Contradictions
will result which demand a solution.’ Engels then announced
that this was not ‘an abstract process of thought taking place
solely in our heads’; but, so he claimed, a ‘real process which
actually took place at some particular time or is still taking
place’. These ‘contradictions’, he said, ‘will have developed in
practice and will probably have found their solution’. Even the
form in which contradictions are resolved was specified in
advance: ‘We shall trace the nature of this solution, and shall
discover thatithas been brought about by the establishment of
a new relation whose two opposite sides we shall now have to
develop, and so on.” (SW 1.374).

Engels then praised Marx’s presentation of the commodity
not merely as a successful result of the dialectical method he
had just outlined but as the correct solution to certain problems
posed in political economy itself:

If now we consider commodities from their various aspects, com-
modities, to be sure, in their complete development and not as they
first laboriously developed in the primitive barter between two
primitive communities, they present themselves to us from the two
points of view of use-value and exchange-value, and here we at once
enter the sphere of economic dispute (SW 1.374).
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While we might go on to agree with Engels that Marx's
treatment of the commodity was ‘as superior to the old,
shallow, garrulous metaphysical method [of Adam Smith and
others] as the railway is to the means of transport of the Middle
Ages’, it is difficult to see that Marx’s procedure was success-
fully epitomised in Engels’s schematic account, in which a
commodity was said to be a relation which was then assumed to
have two sides (use-value and exchange-value) which interact,
producing contradiction and solution (the commodity as
‘immediate unity of both’) (SW 1.375). Marx’s initial move in
his 1859 A4 Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy. as
in Capital, was to consider the ‘wealth of bourgeois society’, a
particular ‘unit’ of which was the ‘commodity’. He then clearly
identified a commodity as a ‘thing’ and an ‘object’. For Marx
commodities were, of course, objects to which people have a
relation; acommodityis an object ‘of human wants, a means of
existence ...’ (CCPE 27).

Engels confused the purposely abstract character of Marx’s
presentation by introducing an irrelevant distinction between
producer and consumer of commodities at this early stage of
explication. The distinction was not present at all in Marx’s
opening chapter, because any given person might be both or
either with respect to the commodity as a value-in-exchange,
though not of course to any particular commodity at any one
time. Otherwise, on Marx’s definition, the object in question
would not be a commodity. Inaccurately, then, Engels de-
scribed something as a commodity when ‘a relation between
two persons or communities attaches to the thing, the product,
therelation between producer and consumer who areno longer
united in the same person’. But for Marx mere disjuncture
between producer and consumer was not the sufficient con-
dition for commodity-exchange. Engels concluded, sweep-
ingly, that ‘economics deals not with things but with relations
between persons’. He added moreover that those ‘relations
are...always attached to things and appear as things’, but he
did not explain how exactly a relation may be ‘attached’ to a
thing or ‘appear’ as a thing (SW 1.374).

Marx’s careful analysis, which began with things and the
relations in which people stand to them, has a clarity that quite
escaped Engels. This makes it difficult to conclude with Engels
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that it was the propositions about history, political economy
and commodities that he had outlined in the 1859 review that
enabled Marx to make ‘the most difficult questions so simple
and clear that now even the bourgeois economists will be able
to grasp them’ (SW 1.374). If Marx had in any sense ac-
complished that, it was not for the reasons given by Engels.

In his closing paragraph Engels returned to his theme that
the theoretical and historical aspects of Marx’s criticism of
political economy proceeded in ‘constant contact’, something
which was not true of Marx’s account of the commodity in 4
Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy, even taken
in conjunction with the ‘Historical Notes on the Analysis of
Commodities’ in which he gave an overt, critical treatment of
the history of political economy, later dropped from the main
text and squeezed into the footnotes of volume one of Capital.
Engels’s apparatus of historical and literary development was
simply an 1naccurate reflection of the true state of affairs in
history, the literature of political economy and Marx’s critique.
His ‘dialectical’ method —imputing an ontology of relations,
and a specific methodology of ‘sides’, ‘interaction’, ‘con-
tradiction’ and ‘solution’ to Marx — was erroneous in its
presuppositions about the plan of Marx’s presentation and
unhelpful in its formulation of an overly abstract and allegedly
universal procedure (SW 1.374-5).

Engels’s preoccuption with method — following a prescribed
sequence, finding short-cuts, ordering knowledge and ex-
perience — was foreign to Marx. Marx’s own methodological
claims were profoundly modest, and the methods he employed
in solving problems, even when characterised by him (very
rarely) as dialectical, were irreducible to propositions and
procedures of the sort offered by Engels.

Marx’s actual method in dealing critically with political
economy was eclectic and very complex. He used classical and
Hegelian logic, and the techniques of mathematical, socio-
logical, economic, historical and political analysis. These came
into play when they were appropriate to the matter at hand.
This eclectic method included a notion of dialectic as the
specification of conflictual, development factors in analysing
social phenomena, and we know that Marx found this helpful
in dealing, for example, with the concepts of money and profit
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(see Carver (1976), 60—8). But neither ‘dialectic’ nor any other
methodological formula represents a ‘master-key’ to Marx’s
work. He rightly denied that such master-keys were of any
use to anyone when he wrote this letter in November 1877. In it
he confirmed the rejection of a Hegelian-style ‘philosophy of
history’ previously rejected in The German Ideology and
implicitly rejected in earlier works:

Thus events strikingly analogous but taking place in different
historical surroundings led to totally different results. By studying
each of these forms of evolution separately and then comparing them
one can easily find the clue to this phenomenon, but one will never
arrive there by using as one’s master-key a general historico-
philosophical theory, the supreme virtue of which consists in being
super-historical (SC 313).

In particular, Engels’s 1859 presentation of Marx’s method
failed to do justice to Marx’s work, since Engels gave the reader
the impression that Marx perceived idealism as inverted
(without explaining what this means); that he ordered econ-
omic concepts from the simple to the complex as history
(allegedly) dictates; and that he treated things and objects as
relations in a ready-made dialectical fashion, i.e. sides, in-
teraction, contradiction, solution.

When introducing Marx’s critique of political economy
Engels seemed to reminisce about the days of The German
Ideology — the battles against idealism. But he adopted the
Hegelian notion that science as Wissenschaft, including his-
tory, can be treated in its ‘inner interconnection’, and projected
that encyclopedic preoccupation (erroneously) onto Marx. He
further assumed (unnecessarily) that Marx’s new materialism
was predicated on the materialism of natural science, hence he
attributed to Marx a social science which (ambiguously) did
and did not presuppose the matter — consciousness dichotomy.
Moreover to Marx he assigned (fictitiously) a plan and
dialectical method which he never employed either explicitly or
implicitly in his works. Significantly Marx was far more
concerned to get on with the substance of his critical work on
capitalist society than to explain his methodology, a project
briefly mentioned in a letter to Engels of 16 January 1858 and
never carried out.
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In his apparent reminiscences about the crucial period of
the 1840s —the ‘self-clarification’ arising out of The German
Ideology of 1845-46 — Engels shifted the focus of this clarifi-
cation from results to a re-engagement with the questions
posed by Hegelian philosophers and with their philosophical
answers. The German ldeology cut through those academic
" debates to the empirical establishment of premises for social
science and political action thatcannot reasonably be doubted.
These premises were living individuals, their activities and the
material surroundings in which activities, pre-eminently pro-
duction. are carried on. From his point of view in 1859, Engels
had not really denied those premises so much as re-opened the
traditional debates with which the Young Hegelians, to Marx’s
fury, had been almost wholly preoccupied. From Engels’s
rehearsal of these philosophical debates emerged his mate-
rialism, which was close in many respects to being a simple
reversal of philosophical idealism and a faithful reflection of
the natural sciences as portrayed by positivists. Engels was
seemingly unware (or had he forgotten?) that The German
ldeology had, in a sense. transcended those philosophical
questions and their various philosophical solutions for new
premises and, more importantly, new questions concerning the
past, present and future development of society, particularly
‘legal relations’ and ‘forms of state’. These were mentioned by
Marx, in a part of the 1859 Preface not quoted by Engels, as the
very problems to which the ‘guiding thread’ was addressed
(SW 1.362). Thus Marx’s work was transmogrified in Engels’s
1859 review into the academic philosophy that the self-
clarification of The German Ideology had triumphantly
superseded.

Within the interpretative framework of the 1859 review
Engels elevated method to a level of importance far higher than
it assumed in any of Marx’s very sparing comments on the
subject. And within his account of Marx’s allegedly ‘true’
methodology Engels placed particular emphasis on a debt to
Hegel. Marx acknowledged a debt to Hegel some years later, in
order to reply intelligently to critics who had raised the issue
themselves, but his specification of the ‘rational dialectic’ was
much less high-flown (and far more intelligible) than Engels’s

‘true form of development of thought’ (see Carver (1982),
45-9).
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Engels’s emphasis on method over substance and his focus
on Hegel’s work as the sine qua non for getting to grips with
Marx had profound intellectual consequences. He mis-
represented Marx’s enterprises as Hegelian in scope, and he
initiated the now commonplace but profoundly academic
view that a study of Hegel is essential to an understanding of
Marx and his methods. In that wayhesetthe pattern for almost
all treatments, academic and otherwise, of Marx’s lifework.
Moreover the imposition of the categories materialism, ideal-
ism, dialectic, interaction, contradiction and reflection on
Marx’s work has redefined it as Marxist rather than strictly
Marxian. In August 1859 Friedrich Engels invented dialectics,
the progenitor of unresolvable ambiguities within the Marxist
tradition.



5 ‘Second Fiddle’?

Engels pursued his new vocation — presenting Marx’s ideas to
the public — in works pubtished anonymously or under his own
name. These commentaries on Marx did not appear with an
explicit imprimatur. Because of the discrepancies we perceive
today between the material in Engels’s commentaries and the
texts Marx has left, the Marx—Engels relationship has become
problematic to us, whether or not it was to them.

The actual relationship, so far as we know, continued in a
relatively unruffled fashion until Marx’s death on 14 March
1883. From that time onwards Engels became the custodian
not only of Marx’s works but of the relationship itself. The
character of that relationship then became crucial for Engels,
because in his hands it was made to validate his own
presentation of Marx’s ideas, which by then had acquired
considerable political significance in Germany, France, Russia
and other countries besides.

Thus for the period before Marx’s death we are left
wondering how he perceived Engels and his works, what he
meant when he said the few informative things that he did
about them, and to what extent, if any, his own outlook
became influenced by Engels’s distinctive point of view. Then
for the period after Marx’s death we must give careful
consideration to Engels’s version of their relationship and
indeed to accounts of that relationship which draw their evi-
dence from Engels ; we must scrutiniseanychangesthatoccurin
Engels’s thought, particularly changes that might bear
on our interpretation of his earlier writings when Marx was
alive and on the discrepancy between their theories; and we

118
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must consider further Engels’s commentaries which set a
Marxist interpretation on Marx that runs counter to the ideas
that he himself put forward.

The work in which ‘Marxism’ began to reach the socialist
public in really significant numbers was undoubtedly Engels’s
Herr Eugen Dithring’s Revolution in Science, first published in
a newspaper, pamphlets and volume-form, all in 1877-8, and
generally known as Anti-Duhring. Three chapters were sub-
sequently published in French as Socialism, Utopian and
Scientific in 1880 and then in German in this formin 1883. The
complete book was republished in a second edition in 1886 and
a third in 1894. Two years earlier Engels wrote a special
introduction for the English edition of Socialism, Utopian and
Scientific,commenting: ‘Il am not aware that any other socialist
work, not even our Communist Manifesto of 1848 or Marx’s
Capital, has been so often translated. In Germany it has had
four editions of about 20,000 copies in all’ (SW 2.94-5). For
that reason alone — wide-circulation — Anti-Duhring would be
worth careful examination. But as it happens the work also
contains Engels’s most comprehensive attempt to present
Marx’s ideas, so we ought to pay it careful attention to see how
accurately he did this. There are yet further reasons for
examining Engels’s Anti- Duhring. In successive prefaces Engels
gave rather different accounts of the relationship between his
own work in Anti-Dihring and Marx’s views, depending on
whether the preface was written before or after Marx’s death.
Moreover in those prefaces we are given different impressions
of Marx’s attitude to Engels’s text and to Engels himself, again
according to whether the preface dates from before or after
1883.

Eugen von Diihring,anacademicat the University of Berlin,
came to Marx’s attention shortly after the publication of
Capital, when Engels (several times reviewer of the work)
commented on Diihring’s ‘*highly amusing’ piece in a letter.
The following day Marx replied that Dithring had ‘obvious-
ly misunderstood various things’, the ‘drollest’ of which
was that he had confused Marx himself with Lorenz von
Stein (1815-90), author of a System of Political Science and
the recently published Theory of Administration, ‘because
I cultivate the dialectic and Stein unthinkingly runs to-
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gether the most trivial things into wooden trichotomies with
a few Hegelian category-reversals’. Marx pursued Diihring’s
works on philosophy and political economy for a time,
gleefully informing Engels of their worthlessness, but eliciting
little response (MEW 32.8,9,11-12).

Because Dithring wasa student of both Hegelian philosophy
and contemporary political economy he was for Marx a
particularly interesting opponent. M oreover any publicity was
better than none. In a letter to his friend Ludwig Kugelmann
sent on 6 March 1868, Marx mentioned both aspects of
Diihring’s work and commented: ‘He is trying in bad faith to
saddle me with Ricardian stupidities. But never mind. I must be
grateful to the man, since he is the first professional who has
spoken at all' (MEW 32.539).

Duhring went on to publish his Critical History of Political
Economy and Socialism in 1871 and a Course in Political
Economyin 1873. In 1875 asecond edition of his Critical History
appeared, as well as his Course in Philosophy as a Strictly
Scientific World Outlook and Pattern for Life. The influence of
Diihring’s work among German socialists was particularly
deplored by one of their leaders, Wilhelm Liebknecht, who
wrote to Engels several times in 1875, urging him to attack
Diihring in the socialist newspaper Volksstaat. Engels does not
seem to have thought the matter all that urgent.

Later, in 1892, Engels wrote in some detail about the
political circumstances surrounding the Anti- Dithring project,
informing his readers that ‘about 1875” Diihring had ‘suddenly
and rather clamourously announced his conversion to social-
ism, and presented the German public not only with an
elaborate socialist theory, but also with a complete practical
plan for the reorganisation of society’. With no doubt some
exaggeration Engels recorded that Duhring had formed a sect
which threatened to split the newly united German Socialist
Party (SPD), formed in 1875 from two groups, known as
Eisenachers (after their founding conference held in 1869) and
Lassalleans (after Ferdinand Lassalle (1825-64), Marx’s
political rival). ‘The Socialist Party in Germany was fast
becoming a power’, Engels wrote, but ‘to make it a power, the
first condition was that the newly-conquered unity should not
be imperilled’ (SW 2.93).
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Somewhat nearer to these events, in the Preface (dated 11
June 1878) to the first edition of Anti- Duhring, Engels painted
much the same political scene, but mentioned a personal
reluctance to get involved which was not so extensively dwelt
on in his later, more positive account. ‘The following work
[Anti-Duhring] is by no means the fruit of any “inner urge’”’,
Engels wrote, ‘on the contrary’. He explained that ‘friends in
Germany repeatedly urged on me their desire that I should
subject this new socialist theory [by Diihring, ‘a reformer of
socialism’] to a critical examination’. They thought this
necessary, Engels related, and they were in a better position to
judge. ‘It was a year before I could make up my mind to neglect
other work and get my teeth into this sour apple’ (AD 9-10).

We know that an article in praise of Duhring arrived for
Engels’s editorial inspection on 16 May 1876 and on the 24th
he wrote to Marx, expressing concern that Dihring had
acquired a very vocal supporter within the socialist camp. The
difficulty this caused — a genuine attack on Duhring would be
taken as an attack on certain personalities within the
party —was also a problem. In a ‘rage’ he asked Marx,
‘whether it isn’t about time to give our position vis-a-vis this
gentleman careful consideration’? It appears that the impetus
for Anti-Duhring came from Engels himself, not Marx, as
accounts based on selected correspondence have stated.
Unsurprisingly Marx replied to Engels in agreement: ‘My view
is that the ““position visa-vis this gentleman’ can only be taken
up by criticising Diihring without mercy’ (MEW 34.12-13,
14).

On 28 May 1876 Engels wrote to Marx with news of his plan
for attacking Diihring and his works. Duhring’s Course in
Philosophy, according to Engels, ‘better exposes the weak
aspects and foundations of the arguments introduced in the
“Economy’”’, the work which might have seemed of most
interest to socialists. Engels’s plan was logical, however:
Diihring’s ‘banality’, he commented, wasrevealed ‘in a simpler
form than in the economic book’, and Engels proposed to take
both together.

Thus the structure of Anti-Duhring was largely dictated by
the subjectscovered (very superficially, according to Engels) by
Diihring. ‘Of real philosophy’, Engels complained, ‘formal
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logic, dialectics, metaphysics, etc., there is nothing; rather it is
supposed to present a general theory of science in which
‘nature, history, society, state, law, etc., are discussed in a
supposed inner connection’ (MEW 34.17).

In his first preface Engels confirmed that ‘it was thus the
nature of the object itself which forced the criticism to go into
such detail as is entirely out of proportion to the scientific
content . .. of Duihring’s writings’. But there were for Engels
two further excuses for an extended critical treatment of
Duihring’s work. One was the need to smash a syndrome of
‘system-building’ that was rife in Germany. ‘Herr Diihring’, he
alleged, ‘is one of the most characteristic types of this
bumptious pseudo-science...drowning everything with its
resounding — sublime nonsense ... This is an infantile disease
which...our workers with their remarkably healthy nature
will undoubtedly overcome’ (AD 10-11). And in 1892, for an
English audience, Engels came perilously close to self-parody
in condemning Diihring for producing just the sort of ‘system’
which Engels himself manufactured in order to refute Duhring’s
views:

As i1s well known, we Germans are of a terribly ponderous
Grundlichkeit, radical profundity or profound radicality, whatever
you may like to call it. Whenever anyone of us expounds what he
considers a new doctrine, he has first to elaborate it into an all-
comprising system. He has to prove that both the first principles of
logic and the fundamental laws of the universe had existed from all
eternity for no other purpose than to ultimately lead to this newly-
discovered, crowning theory. And Dr Duhring, in this respect, was
quite up to the national mark (SW 2.93-4).

The other excuse for writing such an extended criticism of
Dihring was ‘the opportunity’, as Engels put it in 1878, ‘of
setting forthin a positive form my views on controversial issues
which are today of quite general scientific or practical interest’.
Though Engels denied that the work aimed at presenting an
alternative system, ‘yet it is to be hoped’, he continued in an
almost self-contradictory remark, ‘that the reader will not fail
to observe the connection inherent in the various views which I
have advanced’ (AD 10).

But in the later prefaces, written after Marx’s death, Engels
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became more open about offering a systematic alternative to
Duhring, and he identified what had been described as ‘my
views’as ‘views held by Marx and myself’. In pursuing Duhring
across his ‘wide theoretical domain’, Engels informed us that
‘the polemic was transformed into a more or less connected
exposition of the dialectical method and of the communist
world outlook fought for by Marx and myself’. Moreover ‘the
mode of outlook expounded in this book was founded and
developed’, said Engels, ‘in far greater measure by Marx, and
only in an insignificant degree by myself’. For that exposition
Engels remarked that he had covered ‘a fairly comprehensive
range of subjects’, from ‘the concepts of time and space to
Bimetallism; from the eternity of matter and motion to the
perishable nature of moral ideas; from Darwin’s natural
selection to the education of youth in a future society’. Engels
claimed to have given Marx’s ‘views’ on these subjects ‘a more
connected form’ (AD 10, 13; SW 2.94).

It is certainly true that Marx’s views on these varied subjects
(when he had views at all) were not originally presented in a
connected form; but it must be observed that when he did
touch on the topics mentioned by Engels, his writing reveals a
considerable discretion quite opposed to Engels’s account of
what he was doing in Anti- Duhring, why he was doing it, and
who was responsible for the views he published. The record of
Engels’s actual interchanges with Marx supports the story put
forward in Engels’s first preface of 1878, rather than the more
elaborately collaborative account offered after Marx’s death.

During the summer of 1876 Engels had reported to Marx
from Ramsgate on his progress on an anti-Diihring, ridiculing
the academic’s ideas about nature, but not mentioning his own
dialectic approach:

Corresponding to the ever-thickening seaside torpor [my] reading
was naturally Herr Dithring’s natural philosophy of reality. I have
never before met with anything so natural as that. The whole
procedure is with natural things, since everything is taken to be
natural that seems natural to Herr Diihring, whereby he always
proceeds from ‘axiomatic propositions’, for what is natural needs
no proof (MEW 34.27).

Apparently Marx made no comment on this, nor indeed on
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Engels’s project until 3 March 1877, when he reported someone
else’s reaction to the first instalments of Anti-Duhring, pub-
lished earlier that year. According to Marx, the writer P.L.
Lavrov (1823-1900) praised the work but said that ‘one’ [Marx
adds ‘i.e. he’] was not accustomed to such ‘mildness’ in Engels’s
polemical writings (MEW 34.34). However, Engels had evi-
dently asked Marx to examine Diuhring’s work on political
economy, because on 5 March Marx enclosed his ‘Duhringiana’
in a letter to Engels, voicing an enthusiastic critique, but no
real respect for Duhring or his views:

It was impossible for me to read the wretch without hitting him
over and over right on the head.

Now that I have familiarised myself with him (and the part from
Ricardo on, which I have not yet read, must contain many pearls of
great price), which called for great patience, I am, ever-ready with
club in hand, capable in future of enjoying him peacefully. Having
once worked oneself into the fellow, so that his method is weighed off,
he is then, as it were, an amusing scribbler (MEW 34.36).

Engels replied that Marx’s ‘critical history’ was ‘more than I
need to polish off the wretch completely in this area’, and that
his friend Lavrov *will have no more complaint about mildness
with the final word on the “Philosophy” and still less with the
“Economy™’. Engels worked on the economic section of his
Anti-Duliring from June to August 1877, acknowledging (in a
private letter) Marx’s help, and on 8 August Marx sent him
some notes on Frangois Quesnay’s Tableau economique (1766),
one of the works surveyed by Duhring (MEW 34.37. 63,
68-70).

After that, comment on the substance of Anti-Didiring
ceased in the Marx—Engels correspondence. The material
prepared for Engels by Marx was not published in full in the
first edition (1878) of Anti-Duiring as a complete book. Only in
the preface to the second edition (1886) did Engels acknow-
ledge Marx'sauthorship of some of the economic material, and
only in the third edition (1894) did he explain exactly why he
had cut down the critique sent him by Marx. In his 1885 preface
to the second edition Engels wrote that Marx's chapter
‘unfortunately had to be shortened somewhat by me for purely
external reasons’, but in the 1894 preface he enlarged on this,



‘Second Fiddle’? 125

saying that in certain sections of the manuscript ‘the critique of
Diuhring’s propositions was overshadowed by Marx’s own
developments regarding the history ofeconomics’. Engels then
explained that, ‘wherever the thread of the argument makes
this possible’, he has now ‘omitted passages which refer
exclusively to Herr Diihring’s writings’, and published Marx'’s
work on the political economists William Petty, Dudley North,
John Locke, David Hume and Quesnay instead (AD 14, 201 ;
MEW 20.623-6 n.l).

As time passed Marx loomed ever larger in Engels’s
conception of Anti-Diihring. 1t was only in the preface to the
second edition (after Marx's death) that Engels claimed that he
‘read the whole manuscript’ to Marx ‘before it was printed’.
There is nothing in the Marx—Engels correspondence, in their
works, or anywhere else to support this story. Nor is there an
explanation why Marx should have had to /isten to it being
read aloud.

In the 1885 preface to Anti-Duhiring Engels also wrote that
his ‘exposition’ of the Marx—Engels ‘world outlook’ should
not appear without Marx’s ‘knowledge’. This, Engels said, was
‘understood’ between them. He thus gave the reader the
impression that Marx approved his work as an expression of
‘their’ outlook, while avoiding the statement that Marx agreed
explicitly to any such thing (AD 13—-14). There are no recorded
responses or revisions by Marx to the substance of Engels’s
work. In fact Engels did not seem to have revealed publicly -
during Marx’s lifetime that he had been helped on the book by
Marx, and there seems to have been no move to put Marx’s
name on the book or to gain and publicise an imprimatur.

However, in the 1885 preface Engels claimed much more
than that Marx had merely approved the manuscript. Engels
argued that he had to counter Diihring’s system with a positive
alternative, not just negative criticism. But in his surviving
correspondence with Marx, Engels did not make any grand
claims about countering Diihring’s system with ‘dialectical
method’ and ‘communist world outlook’. The account written
before Marx’s death showed much more limited objectives:

My plan is ready. First of all I shall deal with this trash in a purely
objective and apparently serious way, and then the treatment will
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become more trenchant as the proofs of the nonsense on the one hand
and of the platitudes on the other begin to pile up, until at last a
regular hailstorm comes pouring down on him (SC 306).

In the 1885 preface to Anti-Duhring, however, Engels put
Marx’s name to the first premise of what we now recognise as
dialectical materialism: ‘Marx and I were pretty well the only
people to rescue conscious dialectics from German idealist
philosophy and apply it in the materialist conception of nature
and history.” Engels argued that ‘conscious dialectics’ was
manifested in /aws of ‘complete simplicity and universality’ to
be discovered in nature, history, and ‘thought’ by ‘working
with concepts’, i.e. recapitulating and rewriting natural
science, history, philosophy and mathematics. About the dis-
covery of dialectical laws in history and ‘thought’ Engels said
no more in the 1885 preface, preferring to concentrate on
discovering the laws of dialectics in nature (AD 15-20).

Engels’s results, other than those appearing in Anti-Duhring,
were contained in the manuscript published after his death as
the Dialectics of Nature. In fact he broke off work on that
manuscript in order to write Anti-Dihring. The immediate
impulse for Engels to take up a dialectical interpretation of
natural science had been his highly critical reaction to the
second edition of Ludwig Buchner’'s Man and his Place in
Nature in the Past, Present and Future. Or: Where did we conie
from? Who are we ? Where are we going ? The plan for a critique
dates from veryearly in 1873, and in a letter to Marx of 30 May
he set down his ‘dialectical ideas on the natural sciences’ and
asked for help:

In bed this morning the following dialectical ideas on the natural
sciences came into my head:

The subject-matter of natural science — matter in motion, bodies.
Bodies cannot be separated from motion, their forms and kinds can
only be known through motion; of bodies out of motion, out of
relation to other bodies, nothing can be asserted. Only in motion
does a body reveal what it is. Natural science therefore knows bodies
by considering them in their relation to one another, in motion. The
knowledge of the different forms of motion is the knowledge of
bodies. The investigation of these different forms of motion is
therefore the chief subject of natural science ... Seated as you are
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there at the centre of the natural sciences you will be in the best
position to judge if there is anything in it (SC 281-2).

Marx’s seldom-quoted reply to this was friendly, brief and
non-committal: ‘Have just received your letter which has
pleased me greatly. But I do not want to hazard an opinion
before I’ve had time to think the matter over and to consult the
“authorities”” (MEW 33.82). The ‘authorities’, so far as we
know, did not seem to have been very impressed with Engels’s
insights, though Marx tried to break this to him gently. Carl
Schorlemmer (a professor of chemistry at Manchester) re-
marked that he agreed that the ‘investigation of these different
forms of motion is therefore the chief subject of natural science’
and that motion of a single body must be treated relatively
(‘Quite right!” he commented). But when Engels wrote that
dialectics, as the scientific Weltanschauung, cannot itself ad-
vance from chemistry to ‘organic science’ until chemistry itself’
did so, and then (with respect to biology), ‘Organism — here I
will not enter into any dialectics for the time being’, Schorlem-
mer commented ‘Me neither’ (MEW 33.80-1, 82-4). Marx’s
‘authority’ found the science in Engels’s letter more agreeable
than the dialectics.

There is no more surviving correspondence between Marx
and Engels concerning the Dialectics of Nature until Engels’s
letter of 21 September 1874, in which he related that articles by
John Tyndall and T.H. Huxley in Nature have ‘thrown
me ... back onto the dialectical theme’ (MEW 33.119-20).
Again, there 1s no surviving comment from Marx, though on
several occasions he referred to Engels’s project in a respectful
but distant way and even made brief formal inquiries for him.
On 7 October 1876 he wrote to Wilhelm Liebknecht: *Engels is
busy with the Dithring work. It is a great sacrifice on his part
since he has had to interrupt for this purpose a disproportion-
ately more important work’ (MEW 34.209). To Wilhelm
Alexander Freund (a German gynaecologist) he addressed a
query on 21 January 1877: *If by chance you see Dr Traube [a
German chemist and physiologist]...remind him, if you
please, that he has promised to send me the titles of his various
publications. This would be very important for my friend
Engels who is labouring on a work of natural philosophy and,
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as it happens, Traube's achievements are emphasised’
(MEW 34.245-6). And to Wilhelm Blos (a German social-
democrat and journalist) he wrote on 10 November 1877:
‘Generally my health forces me to torego labour-time per-
mitted me by the doctor for the completion of my work; and
Engels, who is working on various larger writings [ Dialectics of
Nature] is still providing contributions [Anti-Diihring et al.] for
Vorwartss (MEW 34.311).

There 1s noindication here that Marx identified himself with
either of Engels’s works, or saw them as some aspect of their
joint ‘outlook’. He was explicit in attributing these projects to
Engels and conspicuous in omitting to declare that they were in
any way a collaboration. In a later exchange on Engels’s
research for the Dialectics of Nature Marx was almost crush-
ingly brief. On 23 November 1882 Engels wrote with a fanfare:

Electricity has afforded me no small triumph. Perhaps you recall my
discussion of the Descartes — Leibniz dispute... Resistance re-
presents in electricity the same thing that mass does in mechanical
motion — here speed, there strength of current — the quantitatively
measurable form of appearance of that motion operates, in the case
of a simple transition without change of form, as a simple factor of the
first power; but in a transition wit/i change of form, it operates as a
quadratic factor. This is a general natural law of motion which I have
formulated for the first time (MEW 35.118-19).

Marx’s reply of 27 November (rarely cited) was stunningly
brief and non-committal, given the nature of the ‘discovery’:
‘The confirmation of the role of the quadratic in the transition
of energy with a change of form of the latter is very nice, and I
congratulate you’ (MEW 35.120). Evidently Marx did not rush
to any conclusions about natural laws, never mind dialectical
ones of the type unveiled by Engels.

The surviving Marx-Engels correspondence fails to sup-
port the picture painted by Engels in the 1885 preface to Anti-
Duhring. Marx did not discuss Engels’s dialectical laws, even
after prodding, nor did he say anything to substantiate the
contention that he and Engels were joint expositors of a
universal materialism predicated on the natural sciences,
understood as the study of matter in motion. Marx said
nothing to confirm Engels’s claim that he was familiar with the
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lengthy text of Anti-Duhring, much less that he endorsed it in
full.

Moreover the Marx—Engels correspondence does not cor-
roborate the traditional account of their ‘close collaboration’
on all subjects, above all their theoretical work in what are
alleged to be consistent and interchangeable writings. In fact,
the correspondence strongly suggests that apart from political
news, family gossip, and party affairs the two worked in-
dependently for the most part, and that requests for advice on
fundamental theoretical points from either side produced very
little of substance.The Selected Correspondence, be it noted,
frequently omits replies. If highly significant interchanges had
taken place between the two when they actually met, such
letters as survive would surely reflect this, or at the very least
they would not be so perfunctory and non-committal. The
hypothesis that the two men had important theoretical dis-
cussions in private is not consistent with what they actually
said in their letters. If there were evidence that would support
the dialectical and materialist views propounded by Marx'’s
literary executor (Engels), or if there were proof that their
intellectual relationship was really as monolithic as Engels
claimed after Marx’s death, who in the Marx family or among
their socialist colleagues would have had an interest in
destroying it? If we examine both sides of any selection of
correspondence and look beyond Engels’s uncorroborated
accounts, particularly ones that were written after Marx was in
the grave, the traditional view (which derives from Engels’s
comments, for example in the prefaces to Anti-Diihring) simply
crumbles away.

However, if Marx found himself seriously at odds with
Engels over the substance of Anti-Dihring, why did he not
dissociate himself from 1t? Or had he never read it (or listened
to it) in the first place? Anti-Diuihring appeared during 1877-78
in instalments, which Marx could easily have read, and it was
also published as three pamphlets (1877-78) and as a book
(1878). Even if Engels’s story about reading the manuscript to
Marx were untrue, or if Marx were not listening, it seems
perverse to imagine that he ignored the content of the work
altogether. Perhaps Marx felt it easier, in view of their long
friendship, their role as leading socialists, and the usefulness of
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Engels’s financial resources, to keep quiet and not to interfere
in Engels’s work. After all, Anti-Dithring went out under
Engels’s name alone, Engels stated in the preface that the work
contained ‘my views’, and neither Engels nor Marx seems to
have revealed publicly during Marx’s lifetime that Marx
contributed to the chapter on political economy.
Interestingly Engels did not claim to have shown Marx the
Dialectics of Nature, on which he started work in 1873. In those
manuscripts his views on the general nature of dialectics were
formulated explicitly, which was not the case in the first edition
of Anti-Diihring. In this passage (written in 1879) from the
manuscripts collected as the Dialectics of Nature (and post-
humously published in full only in 1925), Engels summarised
his outlook as a systematising philosophy based on the
Hegelian model and explicitly derived from Hegel’s work::

(The general nature of dialectics to be developed as the science of
inter-connections, in contrast to metaphysics.)

It is, therefore, from the history of nature and human society that
the laws of dialectics are abstracted. For they are nothing but the
most general laws of these two aspects of historical development, as
well as of thought itself. And indeed they can be reduced in the main
to three:

The law of the transformation of quantity into quality and vice
versa;

The law of the interpenetration of opposites;

The law of the negation of the negation.

Allthree are developed by Hegelin his idealist fashion as mere laws
of thought: the first, in the first part of his Logic, in the Doctrine of
Being; the second fills the whole of the second and by far the most
important part of his Logic, the Doctrine of Essence; finally the third
figures as the fundamental law for the construction of the whole
system. The mistake lies in the fact that these laws are foisted on
nature and history as laws of thought, and not deduced from them.
This is the source of the whole forced and often outrageous
treatment; the universe, willy-nilly, has to conform to a system of
thought which itselfis only the product of a definite stage of evolution
of human thought. If we turn the thing round, then everything
becomes simple, and the dialectical laws that look so extremely
mysterious in idealist philosophy at once become simple and clear as
noonday (DN 83-4).

The distillation of Engels’s dialectics contained in the 1885
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preface put the text of Anti-Dithring in a different light. Engels,
it seems, was canny enough to avoid creating disagreements
with Marx. And Marx seems to have been similarly canny in
not pressing Engels on his work. In the first edition of Anti-
Duhring dialectical laws appeared in the text, but without the
ambitiously Hegelian advertisement that figured in the second
preface:

It goes without saying that my recapitulation of mathematics and the
natural sciences was undertaken in order to convince myself also in
detail — of what in general I was not in doubt — that in nature, amid
the welter of innumerable changes, the same dialectical laws of
motion force their way through as those which in history govern the
apparent fortuitousness of events; the same laws as those which
similarly form the thread running through the history of the
development of human thought and gradually rise to consciousness
in the mind of man; the laws which Hegel first developed in all-
embracing but mystic form, and which we made it one of our aims to
strip of this mystic form and to bring clearly before the mind in their
complete simplicity and universality (AD 16).

It was possible for Marx to take the view that the first edition
of Anti-Duhring would do more good than harm, since he
detested Dihring’s views and Engels picked on them without
mercy. Marx also recommended the book to others, referring
almost gnomically to Engels’s ‘positive developments’ and to
the political importance of Anti- Duhring for ‘a correct assess-
ment of German socialism’, without committing himself to
every implication of the text or to the view that it could be read
instead of Capital. This was anotion that Engels encouraged in
private, particularly when he published a few chapters as
Socialism, Utopian and Scientific in 1880 (MEW 34.263-4,
346). Least of all did Marx commit himself to Engels’s later
glosses on Anti-Duhring or to what Engels subsequently
claimed about the relationship between their separate works
and indeed between the two men themselves in their authorial
roles. In a letter to his socialist friend F.A. Sorge written in late
1882, Engels drew an explicit comparison between his own
little book and the opening volume of Marx’s masterpiece
Capital that was not wholly to the advantage of the latter;
Engels even suggested that Socialism, Utopian and Scientific
might safely substitute for the longer text:
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You know, [Paul] Lafargue [French socialist and Marx’s son-in-
law] ... has translated into French three chapters of my Awnti-
Dithring . .. under the title Socialism, Utopian and Scientific. The
effect in France was enormous. Most people are too idle to read thick
books like Capital, and so a little pamphlet does the job much more
quickly (MEW 35.396).

Marx’s rather distant preface to Engels’s pamphlet was
published as the work of Paul Lafargue. This may have been a
tactical move to improve circulation of the work, but it may
also have been an easy way for Marx to maintain his distance.
Had the Marx-Engels partnership functioned in the intimate
way described by Engels, Marx would surely have put his
name to the one document in which he actually addressed
himself (albeit with a certain vagueness) to Engels’s theoretical
efforts (MEW 19.181-2, 564 n. 113).

In the 1885 preface to Anti-Dithring Engels made it easy for
his readers to conclude that within the Marx—Engels relation-
ship the natural sciences were left to the latter; Engels wrote
that ‘a knowledge of mathematics and natural science is
essential to a conception of nature which is dialectical and at
the same time materialist. Marx was well versed in mathe-
matics’ (AD 15). Did Marx in fact leave natural science to
Engels? Did he simply omit todo for the natural sciences what
he had started to do for political economy and planned to do
forlaw, morals, politics etc.? Or was natural science relevant to
his work only in so far as it figured in his critical approach to
modern capitalist society ?

It is evident from his works that Marx had a serious interest
in the natural sciences, though one subordinate (like everything
else) to his critique of political economy. There is no support
then for the suggestion that the natural sciences were left to
Engels or that they required in Marx’s view a ‘critique’ of the
sort offered by his friend in order to square them with his own
conception of society and social change. Moreover Marx
neither endorsed nor made any claims about nature, history
and ‘thought’ in his surviving letters or works that remotely
resembled Engels’s enthusiastic speculations on the power of
dialectics to comprehend ‘things and their representations, in

their essential connection, concatenation, motion, origin and
ending’ (AD 33).
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One of the best known comments by Marx on the natural
sciences occurs in Capital, when he writes that the molecular
theory in chemistry (as expressed in a series of homologous
compounds) illustrates Hegel’s analysis of the transformation
of quantity into quality. Here Marx cites Hegel (not ‘dialec-
tics’) and molecular theory to back up his claim that the
qualitative change from master craftsman to capitalist follows
from the accumulation of commodities or money beyond a
critical quantity (CAP 1.292). What Marx never did was to
claimthat there are dialectical laws of matter in motion forcing
their way through these transformations, ‘the great basic
process’, as Engels put it in the 1885 preface to Anti-Dithring
(AD 19).

When Marx referred in Capital to a correspondence between
Hegel’s supposedly pure conceptual analysis and certain
physical and social phenomena once they have been explained,
he merely noted that Hegel’s insight applies in certain in-
stances. When Marx termed Hegel’s conclusion a ‘law’, he
indicated that in some circumstances we can expect quanti-
tative accumulation to produce qualitative change. In making
that remark in Capital Marx was endorsing neither a meta-
physics of Hegelian laws nor the ‘scientific’ Weltanschauung of
Engels. When Marx commented on a correspondence between
a proposition in Hegelian logic and the theory of chemical
change, the now controversial character of his words would
not have been apparent, because Engels’s view that one set of
dialectical laws accounts for all phenomena was not explicitly
published until after Marx’s death.

Marx admired the methods of reputable physicists and
chemists, but carefully drew limits around the analogy between
his methods and those of physical scientists. In his Preface to
volume one of Capital he drew a double analogy between his
critique and the work of natural scientists, in particular
biologists and other physical scientists such as physicists and
chemists. The commodity, he suggested, was the ‘economic
cell-form’ of bourgeois society, as real cells go to make up a
larger organic body; as with biology, it had taken many
centuries to ‘get to the bottom’ of such ‘minutiae’. Further-
more, just as the physicist ‘either observes physical phenomena
where they occur in their most typical form and most free from
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disturbing influence, or, wherever possible, he makes ex-
periments under conditions that assure the occurrence of the
phenomenon in its normality’, so Marx used England ‘as the
chief illustration in the development of my theoretical ideas’,
because there one found ‘the classic ground’ of the capitalist
mode of production. But Marx also took the trouble to declare
limitations to this analogy with science, when he announced
that ‘neither microscopes nor chemical reagents are of use’ in
his work, since a quite different method, ‘the force of abstrac-
tion’, was appropriate. Science-worship was never part of
Marx’s theoretical apparatus (CAP 1.19).

Though Marx asserted the existence of material reality as a
presupposition for his theory, he never presented his results as
in any way derived from or based on laws of matter in motion.
Engels’s ‘progress’, during his career, from productively active
individuals to molecular motion was, so far as we know, never
endorsed by Marx. Of course physical consciousness has
something to do with molecular motion, but there is no reason
to suppose that Marx (whose interest was, anyway, in social
consciousness) was any more convinced than scientists are
today by Engels’s ‘proof” that dialectical laws of motion must
underlie any satisfactory theory in psychology, history and
other natural and social sciences. Engels might be right, but he
has not made his case.

What Marx had to say about mathematics, physics, chem-
istry, biology, anthropology or logic does not disturb this
picture. He pursued all these subjects with vigour when they
were relevant to his work, contrary to the fiction that he and
Engels participated in a conscious or unconscious division of
labour. In such comments as he made on science, even to
Engels himself, Marx never endorsed the materialist dialectics
we now know that Engels was pursuing.

The scientific character of materialist dialectics was later
defended by Engels in relation to ‘three great discoveries which
have enabled our knowledge of the interconnection of natural
processes to advance by leaps and bounds’. The first was the
‘discovery of the cell’ which, according to Engels, led to the
recognition that ‘the development and growth of all higher
organisms’ proceeds ‘according to a single general law’. Marx’s
own comments on the cell-form (quoted above) were much
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more guarded and were focussed in particular on the (limited)
relevance of this discovery to the matter in hand — making his
critique of political economy comprehensible to his readers.
Engels’s second example, ‘the transformation of energy’ as a
law of ‘universal motion’, was mentioned to Marx in cor-
respondence which has been discussed above, and Marx’s
reticence has been noted. The third was Darwin’s work, which
Engels took to be a ‘proof” that the ‘stock of organic products_,
including man, ‘is the result of a long process of evolution from
a few originally unicellular germs. . . which came into existence
by chemical means’ (SW 610, 611).

The Marx-Darwin relationship has been obscured by
misinterpretations of what Marx actually said about him, by
what 1s now known to be a false view of their personal
relationship, and by a willingness of commentators to accept at
face value what Engels said about the views of Marx and
Darwin and the relationship between them. While Marx was
amused that Darwin’s presentation of the natural world
unconsciously mimicked ‘his English society with its division
of labour, competition, opening of new markets, ‘‘inventions”
and the Malthusian *‘struggle for existence”’, he never dis-
puted Darwin’s presentation of the facts, and even described
The Origin of Species *as a natural-scientific basis’ for his own
views (SC 123, 128).'Marx, Engels and Darwin were all
thoroughly sceptical about any attempt to employ natural
selection, 1.e. survival and reproductive advantage, to human
life and history. For Marx and Engels, class struggle (not the
mere survival of ‘fit’ individuals) was the most important
category in social analysis, though on the presuppositions of
that analysis Marx’s ‘new’ materialism and Engels’s am-
biguous ‘materialist interpretation of history’ were rather
different. Engels’s notion of historical progress (examined
below) resembled the evolutionism espoused by Social
Darwinists, though not by Darwin himself, and certainly not
by Marx.

While it i1s true that Marx sent Darwin an inscribed copy of
the first volume of Capital (in the second German edition) in
1873, he did the same for others. A new analysis of surviving
correspondence from Darwin now suggests that there is
no convincing reason to believe that Marx intended to
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dedicate any part, edition or translation of Capital (or any
other work) to Darwin, who was, it seems, approached by
Marx’s son-in-law Edward Aveling concerning a dedication to
a book that he, not Marx, was writing. While Engels was
sceptical of a Darwinist approach to human history in general
(though admitting a similarity between Darwin’s struggle and
a bellum omnium contra omnes in bourgeois society specifically),
he attributed to Marx and Darwin a common methodology
coincident with his own positivist view of science. ‘Just as
Darwin discovered the law of development of organic nature’,
Engels announced in his speech at Marx’s graveside, ‘so Marx
discovered the law of development of human history’
(SC 171-3; SW 429). Both Marx and Darwin proposed ge-
neral theories, one on the development of human society
through changes in productive activities, the other on the
origin of new species through variability, inheritance and
natural selection. Yet neither generalisation has the same
function as the mathematical ‘laws of motion’ established in
chemistry and physics, to which Engels turned as models for
scientific practice. Engels’s enthusiasm for a unified view of
science led him to a very hasty attribution of law-like truth to
what were in fact useful hypotheses for guiding research in
biology and social science respectively (see Carver (1982), 36,
55, 62, 60). -

Since Engels’s model of science was inductive (the ‘facts’
provide the ‘view’), causal and law-directed, his projection of
those presuppositions onto Marx's work has caused difficulties
(SW610-11). This happens when commentators have attempt-
ed to square Engels’s view of what Marx’s work should be
like with what in fact it says. Neither Marx’s correspondence
nor the comments on the social and natural sciences in his
works support the ‘scientific’ Weltanschauung propounded by
Engels after Marx’s death and elaborated in Engels’s post-
humously published manuscripts. Laws of dialectics do not
appear in Marx’s Preface to 4 Contribution to the Critique of
Political Economy of 1859, his popular work Wages, Price and
Profit, his masterpiece Capital and associated manuscripts, nor
in his last work of theoretical interest, the Notes on Adolph
Wagner (a German political economist). What Marx actually
sald about social science and natural science in these works
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does not bear at all on Engels’s grandiose claims about matter
in motion and dialectical laws. And the diffidence, lacunae
and artful evasion displayed in Marx’s replies to Engels does
not illustrate a perfect partnership on theoretical issues.

Engels presented his ‘dialectical’ views on ‘thought’ and
history in various works published after Marx’s death. In
Ludwig Feuerbach and the End of Classical German Philo-
sophy, which was primarily devoted to ‘thought’ (an am-
biguous catch-all for philosophy and correct logical thinking),
Engels also undertook an account of his own career and
partnership with Marx. ‘History’ was Engels’s again am-
biguous catch-all for recent events and those (specifiable or in
some cases purely speculative) of the distant past. On this
subject Engels continued his own substantial work in The
Origin of the Family, Private Property and the State, and his
views on history were further rehearsed in numerous in-
troductions to Marx’s works. In that way the claimed con-
nection between his ‘dialectical’ version of their ‘outlook’ and
Marx’s own ideas was intentionally reinforced. Those in-
troductions represent an important but little-used source for a
final assessment of the Marx—Engels intellectual relationship.

In 1886 Engels reviewed K.N. Starcke’s Ludwig Feuerbach at
length in a work entitled Ludwig Feuerbach and the End of
Classical German Philosophy, which was published two years
later in book form. His task was undertaken willingly, he said,
because ‘a short, coherent account of our relation to the
Hegelian philosophy, of how we proceeded, as well as of how
we separated, from it [my emphasis]’ was required to clarify
‘the Marxist world outlook’. ‘We have expressed ourselves in
various places’, he continued, ‘but nowhere in a com-
prehensive, connected account’, something that Marx, on
Engels’s presumption, would have undertaken if he had had
more time (SW 584-5). We have no evidence that Marx’s early
interest in presenting Hegel’s achievements in relation to his
own work on political economy would ever have coincided
with Engels’s ‘materialist’ philosophy as expounded in his long
review.

In fact Engels downgraded what he possessed of The German
Ideology, the work in which Marx achieved ‘self-clarification’
while disposing of Young Hegelianism. Engels wrote that the
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section on Feuerbach ‘contains no criticism of Feuerbach’s
doctrine itself’ and ‘for the present purpose’ was therefore
unusable. The ‘self-clarification’ achieved in 1845-46 proved,
according to Engels’s view some forty years later, ‘only how
incomplete our knowledge of economic history still was at that
time’ (SW 585).

Ludwig Feuerbach and the End of Classical German Philo-
sophy reproduced Engels’s 1859 framework for interpreting
Marx’s lifework. His focus was on Marx’s method (am-
biguously logical and historical as before), its relation to
Hegel’s ‘dialectical method’ (in a textually controversial ac-
count), and the philosophically comprehensive character (ac-
cording to Engels) of Marx’s enterprise. The empirical content
of Marx’s early work and its thrust towards the ‘social
question’ — his focus on poverty, wealth, and property in
general — went unmentioned, as opposed to the emphasis they
received in Marx’s own 1859 autobiographical sketch. Even
though the Rheinische Zeitung. in Engels’s view, ‘used the
meagre cloak of philosophy only to deceive the censorship’, he
identified the paper with ‘the philosophy of the aspiring radical
bourgeoisie [my emphasis]’, an incongruously academic note,
given Marx’s fiercely political stance. Marx had promoted his
views, perhaps through tactical and intellectual necessity, in an
ultra-academic style, so it is possible that Engels somewhat
missed the point, at least in retrospect. W hile noting that Marx
had had (unspecified) ‘critical reservations’ about Feuerbach’s
work, Engels then declared, ‘we all at once became
Feuerbachians’. This was surely an exaggeration in Marx’s
case, since his interests, projects and ambitions as a revolution-
ary were 1n practice quite unlike those of the famous philo-
sopher. Feuerbach, in Engels’s view, was unable to make use of
‘the encyclopedic wealth of the Hegelian system’ to which
Marx was the rightful heir. ‘It was resolved’, Engels wrote, ‘to
comprehend the real world — nature and history’. In the
‘tendency . . . essentially connected with the name of Marx’, the
materialistic world outlook ‘was carried through con-
sistently — at least in its basic features —in all domains of
knowledge concerned’ (SW 591-2, 608). Engels thus voiced his
dissatisfaction with the (in his view) insufficiently thorough
attention paid in the 1840s to the construction of a materialism
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to surmount Hegel’s comprehensive treatment of logic, history
and nature.

Engels constructed a metaphysics for Marx (i.e. a view of
ultimate causes and fundamental processes in the universe),
though he did not label it as such, because of his identification
of metaphysics with a belief in fixed referents for all concepts
and with undialectical thinking (according to his view of
dialectic). ‘The great basic thought’, Engels wrote, was ‘that
the world is not to be comprehended’ (comprehension was his
aim, as in the 1859 review) ‘as a complex of ready-made things,
but as a complex of processes’. Hegelian philosophy was not a
necessary prolegomenon to the discovery of this truth; Engels
remarked that Joseph Dietzgen (1828-88), ‘a German worker’
(and entrepreneurial philosopher) had also come to this
conclusion and popularised it in his The Nature of Human
Brainwork (1869). Engels then defined concepts (somewhat
simply) as ‘mind images’ of ‘things’; both ‘go through an
uninterrupted change of coming into being and passing away’.
Dialectical philosophy ‘reveals the transitory character of
everything and in everything; nothing can endure before it
except the uninterrupted process of becoming and passing
away’ (SW 588, 608-9). When Marx described /is dialectic he
noted that it recognised the ‘affirmative’, ‘negation’ and
‘Inevitable breaking up’ of ‘the existing state of things’, i.e.
capitalist society — a rather more limited object of study than
Engels’s. ‘everything’ (CAP 1.29).

Engels’s metaphysics was not mere Heraclitean flux, however,
but ‘progressive’, an ‘endless ascendancy from the lower to the
higher’. In spite of all seeming accidentality of...temporary
retrogression’, Engels wrote, ‘a progressive development as-
serts itself in the end’” (SW 588, 609). Marx was no stranger to
the idea of progress in Auman history, noting (in his 1859
Preface) that ‘in broad outlines’ there have been four
‘progressive epochs in the economic formation of society’
(SW 182). But these do not seem to form a distinct series;
rather they are three contrasts with the industrial progress of
modern bourgeois society, on which point Marx had no
doubts. In any case it was modern bourgeois society in which
Marx was interested, not historical progress as such. His few
remarks about such progress are not nearly enough to identify
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him with an evolutionary philosophy of history, in which all
stages form (in some sense) progressive steps towards an ever-
superior or even perfect outcome. Marx’s views on communist
society, however optimistically inchoate, were supported (so he
claimed) by his baring of ‘the economic law of motion of
modern society’, and on that basis proletarian revolution was
held to be ‘inevitable’, as stated in both the Communist
Manifesto and Capital (SW 46, 229).

Had Marx been inclined to rely on a ‘super-historical’
construct, such as Engels’s a priori metaphysics, he need never
have bothered with the critique of political economy, under-
taken after his journalistic encounters with ‘so-called material
interests’ and pursued till his death (SC 313; SW 180). A
metaphysics was not merely omitted from his work for one
contingent reason or another; his work ran quite counter to
the notion that a metaphysics as such was indeed necessary at
all.

‘Dialectics’, Engels concluded, was ‘the science of the
general laws of motion, both of the external world and of
human thought —two sets of laws which are identical in
substance, but differ in their expression in so far as the human
mind can apply them consciously’. Here the dialectical outlook
foundered on a difficulty Engels was incapable of resolving, or
even perhaps of recognising in the first place. If the *dialectic of
concepts’ is ‘the conscious reflex of the dialectical motion of
the real world’ — nature and history, where ‘these laws assert
themselves unconsciously’ — how 1is it that these laws, which
could with sufficient sophistication be perceived by men, then
be applied ‘consciously’? Is the result of this application a
reduction in the number of ‘seeming accidents’ through which
‘external necessity’ is asserting itself? No actual applications of
these laws were ever cited by Engels in anything other than an
academic and theoretical sense; the world was never shown to
have approached the smooth realisation of necessity any more
closely because a dialectical law had been consciously applied.
Indeed necessity and progress were never themselves defined so
that such cases could be discussed. Engels’s "laws” of ‘thought’
were never even the beginnings of a logic. They worked in a
way which was almost the reverse of any formation of
categories to made discriminations, merely asserting the exis-
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tence of ‘interconnections’ which were never systematically
defined nor even demonstrated (SW 609). In so far as they
functioned as a metaphysics, they were factitious and never
relevant to Marx’s work.

Engels’s summary of his dialectical views on history in
Ludwig Feuerbach and the End of Classical German Philosophy
reproduced the ambiguous materialism of the 1859 review, still
unresolved. Was he taking man to be material in some minimal
sense, but crucially active, in a conscious way, in and on the
material environment? Or was he taking man in a more
determinately material sense, i.e. subject to laws in his social
behaviour in the same way that matter i1s presented as law-
governed in natural science? Engels’s presentation of ‘the
Marxist world-outlook’ in his 1886 version was somewhat
inclined to assertions that men are subject to the same
dialectical laws as governed nature and ‘thought’, probably
because his self-proclaimed task was the demonstration that
the materialism he assigned to Marx was coincident with just
that sort of systematic, ‘scientific’ account.

While admitting a difference between ‘the realm of nature’
and ‘the history of society’, because of the role of human
consciousness in the latter, Engels noted that this distinction
was important for the investigation of ‘single epochs and
events’. But it was also ultimately compatible with his view
that, like nature, history ‘is governed by inner general laws’,
the same laws, in fact. He linked his search for the ‘real ultimate
driving forces of history’ to individual wills — ‘passion or
deliberation’ — and those factors to only certain motives ‘which
set iIn motion great masses, whole peoples, and again whole
classes...not momentarily... but fora lasting action resulting
in a great historical transformation’. Thus in a virtually
circular account of the ‘driving forces’ which generate class
struggles, Engels reached the position of the Communist
Manifesto — ‘all political struggles are class struggles’ —and
then went on to his 1859 variant on Marx’s Preface — the
substitution of ‘economic conditions’ for ‘mode of pro-
duction’, resulting in an ambiguously ‘materialistic’ account.
Thus he looked for an ‘explanation’ of the state and public law
‘in the last resort’ by the ‘economic conditions of life of
society’, rather than for a Marx-like investigation of social
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events, in which ‘the mode of production of material life
conditions the social, political and intellectual life process in
general’ [my emphasis]. Engels referred in Ludwig Feuerbach
and the End of Classical German Philosophy to ‘the material,
economic basis’, but left us wondering whether herealised at all
that this juxtaposition of terms needed careful examination
(SW 181, 611-17).

Before 1859 Engels’s substantial works on historical subjects
resembled Marx’s in certain respects, but after 1859 his work
shifted in a way that revealed the discrepancy between Marx’s
work and his. Revolution and Counter- Revolution in Germany,
written between August 1851 and September 1852, was
composed by Engels but published with Marx’s signature, so
Marx could establish himself as correspondent for the New
York Daily Tribune (and gain time to get his English up to
standard). The work is very much a counterpart, for Germany,
to Marx’s Class Struggles in France, written a few months
earlier in German, and it dealt with much the same period, the
revolutionary events of 1848-49.

Marx and Engels used a common analytic method — class
analysis — and were set the same problem by the revolutions in
both Germany and France: how to explain their defeat. Class
analysis was used, very effectively, to probe the causes of defeat
and to explore the interests and trends that would condition
political activity, particularly of the revolutionary sort, in
future:

Revolution and Counter-
Revolution (Engels)

Class Struggles (Marx)

With the exception of only a few
chapters, every more important
part of the annals of the revolu-
tion from 1848 to 1849 carries
the heading: Defeat of the Re-
volution!

What succumbed in these de-
feats was not the revolution. It
was the pre-revolutionary tradi-
tional appendages, results of so-
cial relationships which had not

The preceding short sketch of the
most important of the classes,
which in their aggregate formed
the German nation at the out-
break of the recent movements,
will already be sufficient to ex-
plain a great part of the inco-
herence, incongruence and ap-
parent contradiction which pre-
vailed in that movement. When
interests so varied, so conflicting,
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yet come to the point of sharp
class antagonisms — persons, il-
lusions, conceptions, projects
from which the revolutionary
party before the February Re-
volution was not free, from which
it could be freed not by the
victory of February, but only by
a series of defeats.

In a word the revolution made
progress, forged ahead, not by its
immediate tragi-comic achieve-
ments, but on the contrary by the
creation of a powerful, united
counter-revolution, by the crea-
tion of an opponent in combat
with whom alone the party of
insurrection ripened into a really
revolutionary party (CW 10.47).
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so strangely crossing each other,
are brought into violent colli-
sion; when these contending in-
terests in every district, every
province are mixed in different
proportions; when, above all,
there is no great centre in the
country, no London, no Paris,
the decisions of which, by their
weight, may supersede the nec-
essity of fighting out the same
quarrel over and over again in
every single locality; what else is
to be expected but that the con-
test will dissolve itself into a mass
of unconnected struggles, in
which an enormous quantity of
blood, energy and capital is
spent, but which for all that

remain without any decisive re-
sults? (CW 11.12).

Engels’s The Peasant War in Germany (of 1525) was written
in mid-1850; it was frankly a work with a political message of
current interest, since it presented German readers with a
stirring account of the German ‘revolutionary tradition’:
‘There was a time when Germany produced characters that
could match the best men in the revolutions of other countries,
when the German people displayed an endurance and vigour
which would in a more centralised nation have yielded the most
magnificent results’. In his own time, Engels contended, ‘the
opponents who have to be fought are still essentially the same’
as in the sixteenth century, and those ‘classes and fractions of
classes’ which betrayed the insurgents of 1848 played a similar
dastardly role three centuries earlier (CW 10.399).

The class analysis and firm contemporary focus were both
characteristic, in a general way, of Marx’s work, even on
historical subjects, though his investigations were more con-
cerned with economic development than were Engels’s some-
what crudely drawn parallels between classes in quite different
economic circumstances. At various times Marx considered
social changes that led, or might have led, to theintroduction of
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industrialised and bourgeois society into less developed condi-
tions. Hence in the Grundrisse (written 1857—-59) he looked into
pre-capitalist economic formations such as the late Roman
Empire (where industrial, bourgeois society could possibly
have developed, but did not). In other works Marx considered
the actual transition from feudal to bourgeois society in the
European context (in the Communist Manifesto, drawn from
Engels’s ‘Principles of Communism’) and in particular the
formation of capitalism in Britain (in Capital). He was also
interested in the impact of bourgeois society on non-indus-
trialised communities, such as India and Russia, where he
attributed terrific strength to capitalist forces for modern-
isation, though he never ruled out entirely some alternative
mode of development — just as one would expect, given his
rejection of a philosophy of history and any historical ‘master-
key’ (SC 313).

The Origin of the Family, Private Property and the State was
an ambitious work by Engels, written between March and May
1884, using Marx's manuscripts from 1880-81. The work was
first published in 1884 and the final text established for the
fourth German edition in 1891. Marx had taken an interest in
Lewis Henry Morgan’s Ancient Society (1877), in which the
author argued that technological progress in production
played the determining role for human development in a series
of stages from savagery through barbarism to civilisation. The
nature of production, what makes it peculiarly human, how
exactly it changed and developed, what social arrangements
arose as a result, what arrangements could have arisen instead,
and why social change took the course that it did — all were
problems set for himself by Marx. The German Ideology
represents his first attempt (with Engels’s help) to get to grips
with the historical aspects of those inquiries and thus to shed
light on current patterns of change in society. The German
Ideology did not deal with pre-history, except briefly and
stipulatively, since factual material and anthropological specu-
lation were not readily available. The so-called ethnological
notebooks left by Marx (and used by Engels) represent further
inquiries into human social development in pre-historical
times, once material of some repute in Morgan (and of
polemical interest in other authors) was available.
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Engels abandoned much of Marx’s scepticism about
Morgan’s work and turned his inquiries into ‘conclusions’,
allegedly common to Marx and Morgan, supporting the truth
of the ‘materialist conception’ in which ‘the determining factor
in history is, in the last resort, the production and reproduction
of immediate life’. This was, of course, another re-write of
Marx’s ‘guiding thread’ of 1859, but incorporating the phrase
‘In the last resort” and altering Marx’s ‘determines’ to ‘de-
termining factor’. This way of presenting Marx’s hypothesis as
a ‘law’ reproduces the ambiguous materialism introduced in
Engels’s review of Marx’s 4 Contribution to the Critique of
Political Economy, which departs significantly from Marx with
respect to analytical purpose, status of the matter—
consciousness dichotomy, and theoretical scope.

In his introduction to what was basically his own work in
The Origin of the Family, Private Property and the State, Engels
linked Marx to the substantive views he was putting forward,
and linked himself (with apparent, but imprecisely defined
modesty) to Marx’s ‘investigations’ (SW 449). He was by no
means limited, however, to introducing his own works in this
fashion. In the years between Marx’s death and his own Engels
composed no less than seventeen prefaces to works by Markx,
and five to the jointly written Communist Manifesto; a total of
twenty-two introductory essays, almost two a year. Before his
death, Marx introduced the reader to his own published works,
and Engels did likewise. During the 1880s and 1890s republi-
cation of Marx’s works vastly increased, and there were in
addition the second and third volumes of Capiral, edited by
Engels from Marx’s manuscripts. The Marx—Engels intel-
lectual relationship, as it has come down to us—a story of
complete agreement expressed in interchangeable or supple-
mentary works, the division of labour within a perfect
partnership — was largely a creation of this period. It emerged
from what Engels did, what he said, and what was implied in
both.

The introductory summaries of Marx’s work offered by
Engels inclined at first towards the ‘new’ materialism of The
German Ideology (and other works by Marx), and then later to
the materialism of nature, history and ‘thought’ encompassed
in Engels’s dialectical laws. The ambiguity between the two
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materialisms remained (whichever side was emphasised), and
Marx’s writings reached subsequent readers with this puzzling
prolegomenon.

The initial attempts by Engels to encapsulate the ‘Marxist
outlook™ for the reader of posthumous editions of Marx’s
works were fairly close to his ‘new’ materialism. Engels’s 1883
preface to a German edition of the Communist Manifesto
seems a straightforward paraphrase of Marx’s 1859 Preface
to A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy, though
Engels has characteristically substituted ‘political and intel-
lectual history’ for Marx’s ‘legal and political super-
structure.. .. and definite forms of social consciousness’. The
effect, while apparently slight, is to give Marx’s ‘guiding
thread’ a somewhat academic character — tracing the linkage
between past thoughts and events to recorded economic facts.
Marx’s formulation was more obviously general with respect
to time, and therefore more obviously applicable to the
analysis of the current events which mould the future. More-
over Marx’s ‘foundation’ was merely that: on it arose political
activities. Engels’s ‘foundation’ was one for political and
intellectual historiography, again implying that what was at
1ssue were linkages that existed and needed only to be traced in
order to demonstrate the truth (and utility, in some academic
sense) of the materialist conception (SW 1.24; SW 181).

In his 1885 ‘On the History of the Communist League’,
written as an introduction to the third edition of Marx’s Tle
Cologne Communist Trial, Engels put Marx’s view in much the
same way. He connected it with the development of a new way
of writing history, emphasising the academic slant to the
interpretation of Marx’s 1859 ‘guiding thread’. Engels’s texts
of 1883 and 1885 put the class struggle into an essentially
academic context :

Preface (1883) to the Communist  ‘On the History of the Com-

Manifesto munist League’
The basic thought running ...speaking generally, it is not
through the Manifesto — that eco-  the state which conditions and

nomic production and the struc-
ture of society of every historical
epoch necessarily arising there-

regulates civil society, but civil
society which conditions and
regulates the state, and, conse-



‘Second Fiddle’?

from constitute the foundation
for the political and intellectual
history of that epoch; that conse-
quently (ever since the dissolu-
tion of the primeval communal
ownership ofland) all history has
been a history of class struggles,
of struggles between exploited
and exploiting, between domi-
nated and dominating classes at
various stages of social develop-
ment; that this struggle, how-
ever, has now reached a stage
where the exploited and op-
pressed class (the proletariat) can
no longer emancipate itself from
the class which exploits and op-
presses it (the bourgeoisie), with-
out at the same time forever
freeing the whole of society from
exploitation, oppression and
class  struggles — this  basic
thought belongs solely and ex-
clusively to Marx (SW 1.24-5).
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quently, that policy and its his-
tory are to be explained from the
economic relations and their
development, and not Vvice
versa... This discovery, which
revolutionised the science of his-
tory and, as we have seen, is
essentially the work of Marx — a
discovery in which I can claim
for myself only a very insignifi-
cant share — was, however, of
immediate importance for the
contemporary workers’ move-
ment ... These movements now
presented themselves as a move-
ment of the modern oppressed
class, the proletariat, as the more
or less developed forms of its
historically necessary struggle
against the ruling class, the bour-
geoisie; as forms of the class
struggle, but distinguished from
all earlier class struggles by this
one thing, that the present-day
oppressed class, the proletariat,
cannot achieve its emancipation
without at the same time emanci-
pating society as a whole from
division into classes and, there-
fore, from «class struggles
(SW 2.344-5).

However, in his ‘History of the Communist League’ Engels
produced an ambiguous qualification to his view that the new
interpretation of history ‘is essentially the work of Marx’, when
he wrote that (in effect) he had come to the same opinion
independently in Manchester; he then referred to their joint
work’ as a ‘detailed elaboration of the newly won mode of
outlook in the most varied directions’, curiously traducing
Marx’s focus, even in polemic, on the critique of political
economy as the anatomy of contemporary civil society
(SW 2.344). If we put this account together with the treatment
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of the period in Engels’s Ludwig Feuerbach and the End of
Classical German Philosophy (the two were written within a few
months of each other), we can resolve some of the ambiguity by
distinguishing between a common insight into the relation
between activity and political life, and Marx’s pithy critique of
all previous materialism in the Theses on Feuerbach. Engels
hailed the letter as the *brilliant germ of the new world-outlook’
incorporating its ‘main features’ (SW 585). That sort of work
fascinated Engels, as he became more oriented towards
philosophical issues; hence he promoted it to pride of place
above The German Ideology, quite the opposite of Marx’s
comments in his 1859 Preface.

Then in his 1885 introduction to the third German edition of
Marx’s Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte (written by
Marx between December 1851 and March 1852 as an analysis
of French politics, 1848 to 1851), Engels appointed Marx
‘historian’ of the Second Republic and connected his work with
what we know from Engels’s other works of the 1880s to be
‘dialectical’ materialism:

It was precisely Marx who had first discovered the great law of
motion of history, the law according to which all historical struggles,
whether they proceed in the political, religious, philosophical or some
other ideological domain, are in fact only the more or less clear
expression of struggles of social classes, and that the existence and
thereby the collisions, too, between these classes are in turn
conditioned by the degree of development of their economic position,
by the mode of their production and of their exchange determined by
it. This law, which has the same significance for history as the law of
the transformation of energy has for natural science — this law gave
him here, too, the key to an understanding of the history of the
Second French Republic (SW 1.246).

Similarly Engels’s 1895 introduction to Marx’s republished
Class Struggles in France 1848-50, to which the Eighteenth
Brumaire was a sequel, took Marx to be a historian, albeit of
contemporary events, whose job was ‘to trace political events
back to effects of what were, in the final analysis, economic
causes’. Engels’s first difficulty was to explain how Marx could
do this, given Engels’s statement that ‘a clear survey of the
economic history of a given period can never be obtained
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contemporaneously, but only subsequently, after a collecting
and sifting of the material has taken place’. Since all this
statistical material was patently unavailable to Marx at the
time of writing, he had, so Engels claimed, to modify his
methodology:

For this reason, it is only too often necessary, in current history, to
treat this, the most decisive, factor as constant, and the economic
situation existing at the beginning of the period concerned as given
and unalterable for the whole period, or else to take notice of only
such changes in this situation as arise out of the patently manifest
events themselves, and are, therefore, likewise patently manifest
(SW 1.119).

Marx was actually doing something close to what Engels
described — ‘tracing political conflicts back to the struggles
between the interests of the existing social classes and fractions
of classes created by the economic development’, and proving
‘the particular political parties to be the more or less adequate
political expression of these same classes and fractions of
classes’. Engels, however, viewed this as something to which
Marx as a ‘materialist’ iad to limit himself, because it was at
odds with Engels’s notion of ‘a comprehensive presentation of
current history’ and therefore in itself a source of error:

It is self-evident that this unavoidable neglect of contemporaneous
changes in the economic situation, the very basis of all the processes
to be examined, must be a source of error. But all the conditions of a
comprehensive presentation of current history unavoidably include
sources of error — which, however, keeps nobody from writing
current history (SW 1.119).

According to Engels, the subsequent consideration of ‘the
economic history of the last ten years’ had proved Marx’s
conclusions in The Class Struggles in France and The Eighteenth
Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte, to be correct, asif there were little
warrant for believing in the soundness of Marx’s work at the
time he wrote it. Marx’s actual work in those two essays was
oriented more towards the future than the past, and its avowed
function was the explanation of revolutionary failure and the
explication of revolutionary prospects, both short- and long-
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term. Marx’s works were intended to have an interactive
relationship with their audience and hence with revolutionary
prospects as such; his function was not merely to deduce
(somehow) past prospects and events from economic statistics
as some kind of academic exercise in demonstrating ‘causal’
connections between phenomena already known. Hence
Engels’s apologies for Marx’s political analysis are otiose, and
his claim that Marx’s ‘inner connections’ or ‘law’ brilliantly
stood a ‘double test’ is grotesque compared with the actual
results of Marx’s investigations in the Eighteenth Brumaire
(SW 1.119-21). In that work, almost in defiance of the 1859
generalisations which Engels took to be ‘laws’, the state was
declared to be (in a sense) ‘completely independent’ of civil
society; one political faction was defined as a clique of
republican-minded individuals rather than the representative
of a class-fraction arising from particular conditions of
production; and a ‘mediocrity’ (Louis Bonaparte) was said to
have risen above the class struggle to play a hero’s part
(SW 1.244, 257, 333). Marx’s method was as much to discover
discrepancies between current politics and his hypothesis as to
document instances where they coincided. The discrepancies,
in his view, represented potential instability, in which revolu-
tionaries would be well advised to take an interest (see Carver
(1982), chs 4-6).

Over the twelve years between Marx’s death and his own on
S August 1895, Engels established a series of ambiguities
concerning what would otherwise have been fairly (though not
completely) straightforward issues. After he promoted his own
views in his works and prefaces of this period, the exact tenets
of the ‘new’ materialism became obscure and the precise sense
in which it was materialist was left unresolved. Whether that
conception was the joint or independent invention of Marx and
Engels or the sole invention of Marx could not be determined
from what Engels had said, and what exactly the new con-
ception was for became such an issue that Marx’s works and
methods were cut to fit Engels’s account. Indeed the exact
scope of Marx’s work, Engels’s work and their joint works
became contentious, since after a time Engels began to drag
Marx’s works along in the wake of his own intellectual
ambitions. As a result, the issue of authorship
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emerged — whether Engels spoke for himself alone, or whether
he had Marx’s specific or even general approval to speak for
both.

The Marx—Engels intellectual relationship has interposed
itself between us and the authors’ respective works. This has
happened because Engels presented himself as Marx’s ‘second
fiddle’, and because that is the way he 1s usually portrayed
(MEW 36.218). In terms of his personal relationship to the
living Marx, that image is largely accurate. The intellectual
relationship between the two living men, however, was very
much a story of what they accomplished independently,
though their accomplishments were by no means theoretically
coincident. As surviving partner, Engels moved into an all-
powerful role as Marx’s literary executor, political heir and
apparently authoritative interpreter. He invented dialectics
and reconstructed Marx’s life and works accordingly. From
our point of view, Engels’s hindsight has come to obscure the
Marx—Engels intellectual relationship, the story of what the
two men actually said and did.



Conclusion

In the preceding chapter we saw how Engels’s ‘system’ was
substantively identified (by Engels) with Marx’s ‘outlook’ and
how Marx’s own works were judged against the ‘system’, not
always favourably. An examination of Engels’s works, parti-
cularly his prefaces to An:i-Duhring, his best known work,
revealed how his view of his relationship with Marx changed as
the process of system-building progressed. The relationship
was presented to his readers, in retrospect, as more collabor-
ative on theoretical matters than it actually was. Moreover
various assertions of a self-conscious division of labour
between the two men were made and there were suggestions
(from Engels) that their works were interchangeable, even up
to the effective substitution of Engels’s for Marx’s. This has
obscured important theoretical issues, because of the discre-
pancy between the different views put forward by Marx and by
Engels as independent writers. This occurred particularly
with respect to materialism and science, where Engels intro-
duced crucial ambiguities (concerning matter in motion and
scientific ‘laws’); he also ascribed to Marx’s works a quasi-
Hegelian scope, an academic and retrospective character, a
bogus dialectic and a factitious metaphysics. The effect of this
process has been to neutralise contrary evidence, because
Marx’s works have been characteristically understood as
coinciding wholly, largely, or partly, with Engels’s reading of
his social theory. Moreover Engels has been assumed to be the
first authority on Marx’s life and career, so what needs to be
proved has been taken as true, without open-minded investi-
gation.

152
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The Marx—-Engels relationship matters. Potentially a very
great deal turns on how it is portrayed. Because millions adhere
to Marxism, or are governed by those who do (or are perhaps
constrained because they say they do), the tenets of Marxism
are politically crucial throughout the world. Even when these
are not domestically significant, the perception of foreign
Marxism may play a role in determining decisions that have
very wide-ranging effects.

The tenets of Marxism are open to negotiation, at least in
some circles, and even where negotiation is prohibited, new
ideas have a way of seeping in, albeit slowly. Obviously Marx’s
own works are the principal standard to which ‘a Marxism’,
however well developed by subsequent thinkers, must adhere,
or at least be related in some explicable way. If Marx has been
amended, adapted or even rejected, an explanation must be
found. The interpretation of his works is clearly the funda-
mental point on which any tenet of ‘a Marxism’ can be judged.

How his works are interpreted depends very much on what
view of the Marx—Engels relationship is adopted. If Engels is
co-equal, or even superior in certain respects — as he is if his
works are taken in preference to Marx’s or are taken as glosses
so definitive that they come to stand for the original — then
Marx’s work will be understood in quite a different manner
than it would if Engels’s works were not given precedence.
Because of Engels’s personal role in setting himself, with all due
modesty, beside Marx and because of the subsequent inflation
of his views into Marxism as an official ‘ideology’, it has
become a considerable exercise to read Marx without the
benefit of an intervening layer of interpretation. Because of
Engels’s views, largely publicised and popularised after Marx’s
death, many comments by Marx have acquired new meaning
and altered significance, indeed his whole critical attack on
capitalist society was put in quite a different light. Thus we are
unlikely to see what Marx said, and even less likely to see what
he was doing, because ‘what everyone knows to be true about
Marx’ is very largely a construct of the elderly Engels. That
construct is difficult to dispose of, because by its very nature it
tends to absorb the only material whichcould undermine it — a
fresh reading of Marx’s work that did not benefit from the
hindsight that Engels cultivated in the 1880s and 1890s.
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In particular Marx’s project was implicitly redefined by
Engels, interpretative categories were imposed on his work,
and method was emphasised over content. Irrelevant questions
were introduced and ambiguities were established in what was
otherwise a complex but disciplined, even theoretically re-
strained body of work. Engels saw Marx as a historical
scientist, establishing retrospectively the validity of his method
and the truth of his ‘laws’ of society in general (not merely the
accuracy of his laws of capitalist society detailed in his critique
of political economy). In order to explain these ‘laws’ Engels
introduced a standard mode of interpreting Marx’s thought,
according to which the neophyte must confront various
philosophical issues through an explication of the concepts
materialism and idealism, covering traditional points in onto-
logy, epistemology and metaphysics. Engels promoted Hegel
to a place above all other philosophers and made Marx his
worthy successor, whose triumph was to rescue the dia-
lectic — explicated in terms of contradictory and interactive
relations — from idealism and to make it one with materialist
premises (ambiguously defined).

The actual thrust of Marx’s work, from 1842 onwards, was
towards the revolutionary transformation of capitalist society;
his critique of political economy was conceived as a contri-
bution to that process, because in it he aimed to reveal the
ineluctable logic of capitalist relations and the inevitable
stresses that beset such a system, particularly with respect to
the role of workers, whose interests, Marx argued, were
ultimately opposed to those of other classes and to the further
existence of class-divided society itself. While Marx’s analysis
is, in detail, by no means easy to follow, its very outlines are
obscured by treating it, as Engels did, as a philosophical
‘system’ and ‘world outlook’ requiring a complex (and in his
hands) mystifying prolegomenon. That this prolegomenon is
founded on a revival of the very battles, indeed the very kind of
battles, that Marx deplored as irrelevant to the political task at
hand, is surely an appalling irony. Even if we stand back from
the political context in which Marx’s work becomes truly
intelligible, and consider, in an academic way, what sort of
ontology, epistemology (though never, I think, metaphysics)
that Marx’s work implies, there can be no valid claim that
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Engels’s work, taken as a whole, has added much to that
discussion. This is because of his insensitivity to philosophical
issues and his inability to define terms without generating
ambiguities, deficiencies which prohibit his saying anything
consistent. It is possible to find in Engels’s work certain
passages that do not apparently depart from Marx’s premises
and substantial contributions to social theory; other state-
ments by Engels, however, inevitably obscure such points that
might salvage his reputation as a commentator.

The contrast between Engels’s earlier and later roles with
respect to Marx and his work could hardly be more drastic.
The younger Engels, before the real foundation of the partner-
ship in late 1844 and early 1845, was in a sense a more
influential and more accomplished, even more comprehen-
sively independent writer than Marx. He was free-lance,
international and politically gifted, as Marx was not. His
breadth of subject-matter made him highly publishable, and
his sheer analytical gifts — in political economy, in empirical
social analysis, and even in social history (in broad
outlines) — made him obviously attractive to the fiercely scru-
pulous Marx as a useful associate in promoting a communist
movement that was genuinely in touch, in theory and practice,
with the potentially revolutionary classes in society. Whether
Marx was crucially dependent on the insights of the early
Engels, particularly on the role of industrial production in
modern society and of production in human life in general,
cannot really be determined. Similarly it cannot be shown that
Marx required an Engels to bring the historical and empirical
circumstances of Englishindustrialisation to his attention. But,
as I have argued, Engels certainly provided Marx with a
considerable short-cut in getting from his intellectually pene-
trating, yet politically, geographically and stylistically cir-
cumscribed journalism to the (comparative) vocational clarity
of the Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts of 1844, the
theoretical self-clarification recorded in The German Ideology,
and the political clarion-call of the Communist Manifesto.

However, the theoretical, empirical and even in some
respects political and historical virtues of Engels’s work were
substantially degraded when he settled into his role as Marx'’s
‘second fiddle’, introducing and popularising his works.
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Though these accounts bore Engels’s name (or were written by
him and published anonymously), they were in a sense less his
own than the earlier works written before the partnership was
established. The later works always bore some implicit or, more
usually, explicit relationship to those of Marx; the earlier
works, which 1 have praised, perhaps overmuch, at least had
qualities of freshness and directness surmounting the limits of
discipleship that makes them appealing and persuasive. In
them there is a sense of Engels giving his own account of the
subject under consideration; in later works we find a pon-
derous, pompous quality in which Engels assures us of Marx’s
achievements, which he then proceeds to amplify in an oddly
de-personalised yet Olympian way. Such enthusiasm as comes
through in the later works is manifested in an unrestrained
philosophising quite foreign to Marx’s thought, unedifying in
itself and covertly self-congratulatory in a way that never
appeared in the early, pre-partnership writings.

Although Engels’searly works were really his own, in a sense
not duplicated in the later, more derivative reviews and in-
troductions, they were rather too various, lacking a coherent
focus and sense of vocation. But Marx’s work on political
economy, even when pursued in a polemical context, and even
when polemic itself seemed to overshadow this unifying
vocation, had just this quality to give it coherence. Engels found
his vocation in 1859, rather unfortunately, as systematising
philosopher, setting Marx’s work in an academic and philo-
sophical context, drawing out its implications as a universal
methodology, and adding what was declared in advance to be
consistent with it, a positivist account of natural science. Engels
had a tendency to push Marx’s work back into the traditional
academicmoulds of philosophy, historyandeconomics. Having
had little formal higher education, he lacked the scepticism so
thoroughly displayed by Marx towards the way that pro-
fessional academics divide up human experience.

Engels’s commentaries on Marx display a double aspect:
class analysis and philosophical materialism. They present a
class analysis which squares with works such as The German
ldeology, the Communist Manifesto and The Eighteenth
Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte, though Engels’s analysis tended
towards an unsubtle linkage between politics and technology.
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Marx had a deeper perspective which reached from the broad
sweep of capitalist development down to the sometimes quite
contrary activities of politicians.

The more serious discrepancy between the two, however,
was Engels’s move, sometime in the 1850s, from Marx’s view of
science as an activity important in technology and industry, to
seeing its importance for socialists in terms of a system of
knowledge, incorporating the causal laws of physical science
and taking them as a model for a covertly academic study of
history, ‘thought’ and, somewhat implausibly, current politics.
While we have no direct evidence on when or how this shift in
Engels’s work occurred, it seems reasonable to attribute it to
hisinterest in technological innovation (important in his family
business and of obvious interest to his Manchester associates)
and to his contacts with physical scientists themselves, some of
whom became his friends. After abandoning, as it were, his
previous work on political economy and empirical social
studies to Marx, Engels filled the gap with an expansion of his
historical and political efforts within a quasi-Hegelian frame-
work which, like, many frameworks, dominated the attention
of the social scientist.

What his later works lost in authorial authenticity, Engels
made up through his vocation as Marxist theoretician, fore-
most authority on a comprehensive, and comprehensively
valid Weltanschauung. Anything further from Marx’s invest-
igative, rigorous and independent approach to the politics of
capitalist society is difficult to imagine. While the drift in
Engels’s career is now apparent to us, because of our know-
ledge of his manuscripts and of works written after 1883, this
material was largely unknown (and most of it was certainly
unknown) to Marx. Hence the view that he consented tacitly to
Engels’s system-building and to its tenets cannot be sustained.
It is almost as if the Marx—Engels relationship occurred twice,
once in Marx’s lifetime, for which we read the historical record
forwards, and once again during the years in which Engels
survived him. For Engels’s view of the relationship the
historical record is read backwards, taking his conclusions as
given and glossing texts and facts to fit these pre-ordained
truths. While interesting as an intellectual artifact, and over-
whelmingly influential as an approach to Marx’s life-work, the
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second-hand, retrospective view derived from Engels has all
the defects of anachronism, hindsight and specious argument
from authority. These are defects I hope I have avoided in
examining the intellectual relationship of Karl Marx and
Friedrich Engels.



Marx—Engels Chronology

S May 1818

Sept. 1835
Oct. 1835

Oct. 1836

Jan. 1839

April 1841

Marx
Born at Trier

Leaves school
Enters Bonn
University
Enters Berlin
University

Begins Doctoral
Dissertation

Submits Doctoral
Dissertation to
University of Jena

29 Nov. 1820

Sept. 1837

Autumn 1838

Spring 1839

Summer 1840

Spring 1841

Sept. 1841

Early 1842
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Engels

Born at Barmen

Leaves school;
enters family firm
Moves to Bremen;
publishes poems

Publishes ‘Letters
from Wuppertal’;
associates with
Young Germany
Visits England ;
reads Hegel
Leaves Bremen for
Barmen

Leaves Barmen for
Berlin

Publishes attacks
on Schelling;
associates with
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May 1842

Oct. 1842

Nov. 1842

Jan. 1843

March 1843

Mid-1843

Oct. 1843

Nov. 1843

Early 1844

Marx and Engels

April 1842

Publishes in
Rheinische Zeitung
on press freedom
Mid-1842

Edits Rheinische Oct. 1842

Zeitung; publishes

on ‘Theft of

Wood’

Attacks ‘The Nov. 1842

Free’; first meets

Engels, receiving

him ‘coldly’
Late 1842
Early to
mid-1843

Publishes on poor
in Mosel valley
Rheinische Zeitung
disbanded; begins
‘Letters’

Writes Critique
of Hegels
Philosophy of
Right

Moves from
Germany to Paris

Late 1843
Receives Engels’s
‘Outlines’
Summarises Early 1844

Engels’s ‘Outlines’;

Young Hegelians;
joins ‘The Free’
First published
contribution to
Rheinische Zeitung

Publishes in
Rheinisclhe Zeitung
on press freedom
and on other liberal
1ssues

Meets Moses Hess
in Cologne

First meets Marx ;
leaves Germany
for England

Publishes on
English politics
and socialism
Publishes on
communism

—

Writes ‘Outlines
of a Critique of
Political Economy’

Deutsch-
Franzosische



April 1844

End Aug.
1844

Autumn
1844

Nov. 1844
Jan. 1845
Feb. 1845

Spring 1845

Mid-1845

Sept. 1845

Marx—Engels Chronology

Deutsch-
Franzésische
Jahrbiicher
published ; Marx
contributes
‘Letters’, On the
Jewish Question
and ‘Critique of
Hegel's Philosophy
of Right.
Introduction’
Begins Economic
and Philosophical
Manuscripts

Meets Engels
again; founds
partnership; begins
The Holy Family
with Engels

End Aug.
1844

Sept. 1844

Autumn
1844

Begins
correspondence
with Engels
Completes

The Holy Family
Expelled from
France

Arrives in
Brussels

Feb. 1845

Signs contract for Spring 1845

Critique of Politics

and Political

Economy; writes

Theses on

Feuerbach

Visits Manchester Mid-1845
with Engels

Begins The

German ldeology

with Engels

Autumn 1845

to summer
1846
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Jahrbucher
published ; Engels
contributes
‘Outlines’ and
review of Carlyle;
begins research on
Condition of the
Working Class in
England

Agrees to
collaborate with
Marx; begins The
Holy Family

Leaves Paris for
Barmen

Publishes
‘Condition of
England’ articles

Gives speeches in
Elberfeld

Joins Marx in
Brussels

Takes Marx to
Manchester

Works with Marx
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18467

Early 1847

Dec. 1847

Jan. 1848

Aug. 1849

1850

Late 1851

to early
1852

1857-9

1859

Marx and Engels

Works with
Brussels
Correspondence
Committee

Joins Communist
League

Works on
Communist
Manifesto
Finishes
Communist
Manifesto

Moves to London

Publishes The
Class Struggles in
France

Writes and then
publishes The
Eighteenth
Brumaire of Louis
Bonaparte

Writes Grundrisse
manuscripts
Publishes A4
Contribution to
the Critique of
Political Economy
(with Preface)

18467

Early 1847

Dec. 1847

Late 1849

1850

Nov. 1850

Late 1851
to early 1852

Aug. 1859

on The German
Ideology

Works with
Brussels
Correspondence
Committee
Writes on ‘True
Socialists’; joins
Communist
League; drafts
‘Communist
Confession of
Faith’ and (later)
‘Principles of
Communism’
Works on
Communist

M anifesto

Joins Marx in
London
Publishes The
Peasant War in
Germany
Moves to
Manchester
Writes and then
publishes
Revolution and

Counter- Revolution

in Gemany
(signed Marx)

Reviews Marx’s
Contribution



1867

1872

Jan. 1873

1877

Nov. 1877

1880

18801

14 March
1883
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Publishes volume
one of Capital

1868
1869
Publication date
of 2nd edn of
Capital
Date of Afterword
to 2nd edn of
Capital
Early 1873
May 1876

Contributes
‘Dihringiana” on
political economy
Writes to ‘Editorial Board’
on ‘philosophy
of history’
1877-8

Publishes Preface 1880
(signed Paul

Lafargue) to

Engels’s Socialism,
Utopian and

Scientific

Writes

Ethnological
Notebooks

Dies in London

Mid-1883

1884

Reviews Marx’s
Capital

Publishes short
biography of Marx;
retires from
business

Starts Dialectics
of Nature
Decides to write
Anti-Dithring

Publishes Anti-
Diihring as articles,
pamphlet and book
Publishes
Socialism, Utopian
and Scientific

Publishes Preface to
new edition of
Communist

M anifesto
Publishes Origin
of the Family,
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Marx and Engels

1885

1886

1888

1891

1892

1894

1895

S Aug. 1895

Private Property
and the State

Date of Preface to
2nd edn of Anti-
Diiliring; publishes
introduction to 3rd
edn of Marx’s
Eighteenth
Brumaire:;
publishes ‘On the
History of the
Communist
League’

Publishes 2nd edn
of Anti-Duhring;
publishes Ludwig
Feuerbach and the
End of Classical
German Philosophy
as review
Publishes Ludwig
Feuerbach as a
book

Publishes 4th edn of
Origin of the
Family, Private
Property and the
State

Publishes English
edn of Socialism,
Utopian and
Scientific

(with Preface)
Publishes 3rd edn of
Anti-Diiliring

(with Preface)
Publishes
introduction to
Marx’s Class
Struggles in France
Dies in London
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