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Engels @ 200: An Introduction
Frank Jacob

I would always say »Engels and Marx.« The big rabbit was ... Engels.!

Paul Frolich (1884-1953),* a founding member of the German Com-
munist Party, recognized the importance of Friedrich Engels in this
quote, which he sent as a remark related to a manuscrip?® by the
Ukrainian Marxist Roman Rosdolsky (1898—1967).# In contrast to
Frolich’s view, however, Engels continued to be seen as the second
fiddle’ and is often neglected with regard to his role and influence
on the course of the history in general and Marxism in particular.
Engels, as German historian Jiirgen Herres put it, was a »republi-

1 Letter by Paul Frolich to Roman Rosdolsky, Kew Gardens, New York, October
26, 1948, International Institute of Social History, Amsterdam, Rosdolsky Papers
6, Correspondence with Paul and Rosi Frolich 1948 to 1950, 3. I would like to
thank Riccardo Altieri for pointing me towards this source.

2 Riccardo Altieri, »Paul Frolich, American Exile, and Communist Discourse
about the Russian Revolution,« American Communist History 17, no. 2 (2018):
S. 220-231.

3 The manuscript was eventually not published before both, Frolich and Rosdolsky,
were already dead. Roman Rosdolsky, Zur Entstehungsgeschichte des Marxschen
Kapital (Frankfurt am Main/Vienna, 1968).

4 Janusz Radziejowski, »Roman Rosdolsky: Man, Activist and Scholar,« Science ¢
Society 42, no. 2 (1978): 198—210.

5 Georges Labica, »Friedrich Engels—Wissenschaftler und Revolutionir,« in
Zwischen Utopie und Kritik: Friedrich Engels—ein »Klassiker« nach roo Jahren,
eds. Theodor Bergmann, Mario Kefiler, Joost Kircz and Gert Schifer (Hamburg:
VSA, 1996), 18. Engels called himself a »second violine« in a letter to Johann
Philipp Becker, October 15, 1884, in: Marx-Engels-Werke (Berlin: Dietz, 1956-,
henceforth MEW), 36: 218.



Frank Jacob

can communist and a European social critic.«* Thomas Kuczynski
in addition called him a »young genius of social science.«” A quarter
century after his death, an article in Der Wahre Jacob claimed Engels
to be the »creator of eternal intellectual works« and, at the same
time, a »pioneer of German and international socialism.«<* Engels
indeed was an intellectual giant, whose personality was so colorful
and multifaceted that it is not easy to describe it accurately.® Regard-
less of this fact, the number of biographies and works about Engels
never became legion, as it did in the case of his friend Karl Marx
(1818—1883). At the same time, however, Engels’s work was much
more diverse than the writings of Marx.” He was, to name just one
example here, not only a philosopher and a social scientist, but also
a military historian, one who realized the importance of the techno-

6 Jirgen Herres, »Friedrich Engels: Republikanischer Kommunist und eu-
ropiischer Gesellschaftskritiker,« in Friedrich Engels: Ein Gespenst geht um in
Europa— Begleitband zur Engelsausstellung 2020, ed. Lars Bluma (Wuppertal:
Historisches Zentrum Wuppertal, 2020), 16—29.

7 Thomas Kuczynski, »Die zweite Violine,« in »Die Natur ist die Probe auf die
Dialektik«: Friedrich Engels kennenlernen, eds. Elmar Altvater et al. (Hamburg:
VSA Verlag, 2020), 27.

8  A. Conrady, »Friedrich Engels,« Beilage zum Wahren Jacob, No. 887, July 30,
1920: 10027.

9 Theodor Bergmann, Mario Kefler, Joost Kircz and Gert Schifer, »Einleitung,«
in Zwischen Utopie und Kritik: Friedrich Engels—ein »Klassiker« nach 100 Jahren,
eds. Theodor Bergmann, Mario Kef3ler, Joost Kircz and Gert Schifer (Hamburg:
VSA, 1996), 9; Michael Kritke, »Friedrich Engels, der erste Marxist,« in Friedrich
Engels oder: Wie ein »Cotton-Lord« den Marxismus erfand, ed. Michael Kritke
(Berlin: Dietz, 2020), 58.

10 Some important biographies are Gustav Mayer, Friedrich Engels: Eine Biographie,
2 vols. (Berlin: Springer, 1920-1933); Hans Peter Bleuel, Friedrich Engels: Biirger
und Revolutionir (Bern/Munich: Scherz, 1981); Tristram Hunt, Friedrich Engels:
Der Mann, der den Marxismus erfand, transl. by Klaus-Dieter Schmidt, third
edition (Berlin: List, 2020).

11 Bergmann, et al. »Einleitung,« 11; Conrady, »Friedrich Engels,« 10027-10028;
Marcel van der Linden, »Friedrich Engels’s Herkunft und Lebensleistung: Eine
biografische Skizze,« in »Die Natur ist die Probe auf die Dialektik«: Friedrich
Engels kennenlernen, eds. Elmar Altvater et al. (Hamburg: VSA Verlag, 2020), 19.
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logical development and identified the industrial-military context.”
Engels was consequently called a »pioneer of the revolutionary-so-
cialist military theory«® as well, and one of his writings, »Po and
Rhine« (1859),* was initially considered to have been written by a
member of the Prussian General Staff.” What already becomes clear
from this short introduction here is that there is more to Engels than
just his friendship with Marx that makes him an important intellec-
tual of the 19th century. Since he intellectually represented »a ma-
terialism of conditions and complex mediation, which determined
the problems of scientific research for him,«'® is it not surprising that
Engels got interested in other scientific fields during his life as well?
While diving into all kinds of knowledge, he developed what Epifa-
nio San Juan, Jr. called a »genius that was organized strategically.«
Engels’s intelligence »aimed for practice« and therefore influenced
all his research.”” It was, at the same time, very much influenced by
his personal life, which is essential to understanding how the young
Engels turned into a radical communist.

The German historian Gustav Mayer (1871-1948), in his »ground-
breaking work«® on Engels’s life, emphasized that no biography of
any other important leaders of the political workersc movement ini-
tially pointed so little to such a historical course.”” Born on 28 No-
vember 1820 in Barmen, nowadays part of Wuppertal, Engels was
the eldest son of a cotton manufacturer by the same name and grew
up in »a family of culture« in which »nothing pointed to his later

12 Bergmann, et al. »Einleitung,« 11.

13 van der Linden, »Friedrich Engels’s Herkunft,« 17.

14  MEW 13:225-268. Online at http://www.mlwerke.de/me/me13/mer3_225.htm.
Accessed August 20, 2020.

15 Kuczynski, »Die zweite Violine,« 30.

16 Epifanio San Juan, Jr., »Was wir aus Engels’s revolutionirer Asthetik lernen kén-
nen,« in Zwischen Utopie und Kritik: Friedrich Engels—ein »Klassiker« nach 1oo
Jahren, eds. Theodor Bergmann, Mario Kefler, Joost Kircz and Gert Schifer
(Hamburg: VSA, 1996), 69.

17 Ibid., 7o.

18 Hunt, Friedrich Engels, 13.

19 Mayer, Friedrich Engels, 4.



10

Frank Jacob

revolutionary interest.«*® His early years were determined by »indus-
try, trade, bourgeois duties, and loyalty to the family,« and while
Engels did not face any sorrows and was surrounded by »loving par-
ents [and] indulgent grandparents,«** the boy would eventually suffer
from »the pressure of religious, political, and social conventions.«* In
1837, Engels had to leave school, as his father wanted him to become
part of the family business, especially since the lacter had decided
to expand and invest in a joint venture with the Ermen brothersc
factory in Manchester.* Following this decision, the young Engels’s
life changed, and from then onwards, he had to subordinate his own
interests to the family business.”

After a year in the Barmen factory and a first trip to England with
his father in the summer of 1838, Engels was sent to Bremen, where he
was supposed to continue his business education in a company where
he oversaw exports and was responsible for international correspon-
dence. Regardless of the fact that he had to work in a field he very
much disliked, Engels, in contrast to Marx, was never melancholic or
discouraged.* He was rather »a radical romantic damned to a life in a
trading post.«*” After his time in Bremen, Engels served as a volunteer
in the Prussian Guard Artillery Brigade in Berlin.® While officially
serving in the military, the young intellectual used his time in the
metropolis to intensify his studies and visited lectures at the univer-

20  Hunt, Friedrich Engels, 19.

21 Ibid., 22.

22 Ibid., 19.

23 Narihiko Ito, »Realismus und Utopismus,« in Zwischen Utopie und Kritik: Fried-
rich Engels—ein »Klassiker« nach 1oo Jahren, eds. Theodor Bergmann, Mario
Kefller, Joost Kircz and Gert Schifer (Hamburg: VSA, 1996), 23. On Engelss
early years in Wuppertal see Reiner Rhefus, Friedrich Engels im Wuppertal: Auf
den Spuren des Denkers, Machers und Revolutiondrs im »deutschen Manchester«
(Hamburg: VSA, 2020).

24  Hunt, Friedrich Engels, 38; van der Linden, »Friedrich Engels’s Herkunft,« 8.

25 Kritke, »Friedrich Engels,« 15.

26 1Ibid., 19.

27 Hunt, Friedrich Engels, 47.

28  Ibid., 64; van der Linden, »Friedrich Engels’s Herkunft,« 10.
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sity, where he got particularly interested in philosophy, especially the
works of Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel (1770-1831).* The latter,
although he had already been dead for a decade, would always remain
an »authority of the history of science«® for Engels, who considered
philosophy to be the root of German communism.

The young intellectual was consequently further radicalized in
Berlin. In 1842, when he visited the editorial staff of the Rheinische
Zeitung in Cologne, he met Marx for the first time. However, the
beginning of their more intense cooperation had not yet developed.”
Instead, Engels spent time in England again—between Novem-
ber 1842 and August 1844—where, working as an assistant for the
management at Ermen & Engels, he began to understand the rules
of modern capitalism. In his writings, which resemble those of an »el-
egant novelist,«* especially since Engels wrote much more lightly and
clearly than Marx,” he criticized capitalism and its consequences for
the working class early on. Already in 1839, Engels had anonymously
published some »Letters from Wuppertal«** in which he had criticized
pietism, Calvinism, and authentically described the bad condition
of the workers in his home region.” His time in England and his
relationship with Mary Burns (1821-1863), a factory worker, however,
further radicalized Engels, and when he returned, he was dedicated
to changing the fate of the working class.’® In 1845 he published his
firsc major work, 7he Condition of the Working Class in England,” in

29 Hunt, Friedrich Engels, 66; Ito, »Realismus und Utopismus,« 23.

30  Kritke, »Friedrich Engels,« 38.

31 van der Linden, »Friedrich Engels’s Herkunft,« 11.

32 Hunt, Friedrich Engels, so.

33 Kuczynski, »Die zweite Violine,« 32.

34 Telegraph fiir Deutschland, nos. 49, 50, s1, 52, 57 and 59 in March and April 1839.
Online at https://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1839/03/telegraph.htm.
Accessed Augsut 20, 2020.

35 Hunt, Friedrich Engels, 54; van der Linden, »Friedrich Engels's Herkunft,« 9.

36 Bergmann, et al. »Einleitung,« 10; van der Linden, »Friedrich Engels’s Herkunft,«
12.

37  For a more detailed discussion of the work see Regina Roth, »Die Lage der ar-
beitenden Klasse in England« von Engels im Spiegel ihrer Zeit (1845-1892),« in

il
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which he not only prophetically announced a near revolution®® but
also provided an early study of empirical social research. The study is
still considered today to be a »pioneer work«? in this field and »classic
of urban sociology.«*

In August 1844, after his time in England, he met Marx again
for ten days in Paris, where both intensively discussed their views
and laid the foundation for their following and intensive coopera-
tion.” In Marx, Engels had finally found somebody who understood
him and did not have a problem with him being a »private scholar,«
having previously been criticized by academics and confronted with
their classist views.* Both intellectuals would be further influenced
by historical events. While Engels had predicted a revolution in the
early 1840s that would happen in accordance with a theoretical mod-
el in relation to the French Revolution of 1789,% the reality would be
a disappointment and demand some reflections about revolutionary
processes as such.* Engels had been actively involved in the revo-
lution, first as a journalist and then as a barricade fighter, but he

Friedrich Engels: Ein Gespenst geht um in Europa— Begleitband zur Engelsausstel-
lung 2020, ed. Lars Bluma (Wuppertal: Historisches Zentrum Wuppertal, 2020),
84-99.

38  Kiritke, »Friedrich Engels,« 30.

39  van der Linden, »Friedrich Engels’s Herkunft,« 16.

40 Kritke, »Friedrich Engels,« 32.

41 van der Linden, »Friedrich Engels’s Herkunft,« 13.

42 Kritke, »Friedrich Engels,« 19 and 23. That classism is still a problem in academia
is discussed in some recent publications: Riccardo Altieri and Bernd Hiittner,
eds. Klassismus und Wissenschafi. Erfahrungsberichte und Bewdiltigungsstrategien
(Marburg: BdWi-Verlag, 2020) and Julia Reuter, Markus Gamper, Christina
Méller and Frerk Blome, eds. Vom Arbeiterkind zur Professur: Sozialer Aufstieg
in der Wissenschaft. Autobiographische Notizen und soziobiographische Analysen
(Bielefeld: Transcript Verlag, 2020).

43 Ito, »Realismus und Utopismus,« 25.

44  For Engels’s evaluation of the Revolution of 1848, see Friedrich Engels, »Das Jahr
1848 war das Jahr der Enttduschung, 17.111.[1849],« IISH, Karl Marx/Friedrich
Engels Papers, ARCHoo860, H_8.
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could not change its historical course and had to witness its failure.
The experience would, however, influence the further work of Marx
and Engels, who tried to scientifically prepare another revolution in
the future while their politics were determined by a »revolutionary
reservation« (Revolutionsvorbehalt).* Both consequently conceptual-
ized the process of a revolution of the 19th century in their work,
and they made it clear that it would be important to have access to
the full power of a purposeful party and an enlightened mass of the
people to really secure the success of a future revolution.#” Engels,
who considered history to be a process without any final or absolute
truth, emphasized the role of crises in awakening the revolutionary
potential of a particular time.* Engels’s and Marx’s reflections about
revolutions, nevertheless, were consequently products of their own
experiences of the 1840s and must be considered as such when taken
into consideration today.*

What is important to understand is that Engels already realized in
the 1840s that a revolution was like an inevitable natural event, forced
into being by pressure from suppressed people who demanded change.
It could therefore not be made or planned by a small minority—as
such revolutions would fail like the revolutions of 1848/49—but was
the expression of a popular demand by the masses.* The failure of the
revolution also meant an end for Engels’s dream to leave the business
world and to help with creating a new, better world.”” Due to his

45 Kuczynski, »Die zweite Violine,« 28; van der Linden, »Friedrich Engels’s Her-
kunft,« 16.

46 Georg Fiilberth, Friedrich Engels (Cologne: PapyRossa, 2018), 68.

47 Ibid., 69.

48  Hunt, Friedrich Engels, 73; Kritke, »Friedrich Engels,« 28.

49 Marjan Britovsek, »Die slawischen Nationalbewegungen und die Perspektiven
der Revolution,« in Zwischen Utopie und Kritik: Friedrich Engels—ein »Klassiker«
nach 100 Jahren, eds. Theodor Bergmann, Mario Kefiler, Joost Kircz and Gert
Schifer (Hamburg: VSA, 1996), 140.

so  Conrady, »Friedrich Engels,« 10028.

st Kuczynski, »Die zweite Violine,« 28; Detlef Vonde, Auf den Barrikaden: Friedrich
Engels und die »gescheiterte Revolution« von 1848/49 (Wuppertal: Kéndgen, 2019),
7-8.

13
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active role, he was forced into exile, »expatriated by the bourgeois
revolution.«* In the following years, Engels tried to better understand
what had happened in 1848 and therefore studied historical cases as
well. His work on 7he Peasant War in Germany (1850)” was »a small
but nice attempt to interpret the central European peasant rebellions
of the 16th century in a materialist way.<** Regardless of these ap-
proaches and the wish to understand revolutions much better, Engels,
like Marx as well, was not in favor of so-called revolutionaries by pro-
fession.” In their works, the two men rather addressed questions of
their times, which is why German political scientist Georg Fiilberth
correctly called them »operative intellectuals.«*® Regardless of his
many works, while in exile, Engels also had to work for the company
of his father, which he could not leave before 1869 due to financial
necessities; consequently, until then, he had to live a double life as a
businessman and an intellectual.’”” However, between 1870 and 1895,
he could focus on the latter.”® Regardless of his personal condition,
Engels worked relentlessly to develop a socialist science, although he
remained a passionate utopian at the same time.” He remained a be-
liever in revolution as the only way to achieve the final liberation of
mankind, and in 1892 assumed that the socialist party would be in

s2 Ibid., 8.

53  Friedrich Engels, »The Peasant War in Germany« (1850). Accessed August 20,
2020. https://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1850/peasant-war-germany/
index.htm.

54  van der Linden, »Friedrich Engels’s Herkunft,« 18.

55 Kritke, »Friedrich Engels,« 59.

56 Fiilberth, Friedrich Engels, 12.

57  Paul Lafargue, »Personliche Erinnerungen,« in Friedrich Engels oder: Wie ein
»Cotton-Lord« den Marxismus erfand, ed. Michael Kritke (Berlin: Dietz, 2020),
185; van der Linden, »Friedrich Engelss Herkunft,« 18. Engels had saved suffi-
cient money for his later life, and when he died his fortune still counted for more
than 30,000 Pounds (approximately more than 4 million Euro today).

58  Georg Fiilberth, »Endlich angekommen: Friedrich Engels’s Londoner Jahre
1870—1895,« in Friedrich Engels: Ein Gespenst geht um in Europa— Begleitband
zur Engelsausstellung 2020, ed. Lars Bluma (Wuppertal: Historisches Zentrum
Wuppertal, 2020), 182-195.

59  Ito, »Realismus und Utopismus,« 32.
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power in the next decade.® At the same time, however, he declared a
year later that this was not #be final goal for German socialism, as one
would rather have to consider the socialists to be revolutionaries who
were not intending to dictate the future of human society but wanted
to achieve freedom for the masses so that they could decide this for
themselves.”

The impact of the political ideas of Friedrich Engels is, at the same
time, important to understand the development of his friend Karl
Marx, as it was their friendship® and intellectual cooperation that
would be responsible for a new interpretation of human history and
progress alike. The lives and works of the two friends eventually be-
came so interwoven that it is quite challenging to separate them.®
However, Engels not only supported Marx intellectually, he also sup-
ported the latter and his family financially, and in 1851 even accepted
fatherhood for the child Marx had had with Helene Demuth, the
family’s maid, and thereby saved Marx’s marriage.” With regard to
their intellectual cooperation,* Engels played an equally important
role, as both only seemed to accept each other as critics of their own

60  Friedrich Engels, »Interview mit dem Korrespondenten der Zeitung LEclair am
1. April 1892,« in Friedrich Engels oder: Wie ein »Cotton-Lord« den Marxismus
erfand, ed. Michael Kritke (Berlin: Dietz, 2020), 158.

61 Friedrich Engels, »Interview mit dem Korrespondenten der Zeitung Le Figaro
am 8. Mai 1893,« in Friedrich Engels oder: Wie ein » Cotton-Lord« den Marxismus
erfand, ed. Michael Kritke (Berlin: Dietz, 2020), 164.

62 Eike Kopf, »Marx ohne Engels—das wire kaum eine halbe Sache geworden,«
in »Die Natur ist die Probe auf die Dialektik«: Friedrich Engels kennenlernen, eds.
Elmar Altvater et al. (Hamburg: VSA Verlag, 2020), 69—89.

63 On the friendship of the two men sce Jiirgen Herres, Marx und Engels: Portriit
einer intellektuellen Freundschaft (Stuttgart: Reclam, 2018).

64 Lafargue, »Personliche Erinnerungen,« 187.

65  Kuczynski, »Die zweite Violine,« 295 van der Linden, »Friedrich Engelss Her-
kunft,« 7.

66 Georg Fiilberth, »Wie zwei ein Compagniegeschift betrieben: Friedrich Engels’s
Beitrag zum Werk von Karl Marx,« in »Die Natur ist die Probe auf die Dialektik«:
Friedrich Engels kennenlernen, eds. Elmar Altvater et al. (Hamburg: VSA Verlag,
2020), 54—68.

15
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works,” and as German political scientist Michael Kritke empha-
sized, »Both were arrogant, each in his own way, but together they
could be obnoxious.«* Regardless of Engels’s intellectual capacity and
expertise in many different fields,” which often even surpassed Marx,
the former would never achieve similar authority.”® In the early 1850s,
Engels wrote all of their works on military issues and foreign affairs,
including the English articles Marx would publish under his own
name in the New York Daily Tribune.™

It is safe to say, to quote Michael Kritke once more, »that there
would not have been Marxism without Engels,«” as the latter was the
first who sought, especially after his friend’s death, to make Marx’s writ-
ings known to a wider public. It was probably the humbleness of En-
gels—who always would refer to himself as the second fiddle, a talent,
and to Marx as a genius—that made the rise of Marx and his legacy
possible. The two men might have appeared like an »inseparable duo,«”
yet Engels, often intentionally, tended to stand in the shadow of his
friend.”* Regardless of his humbleness, Engels was important for Marx
in many ways. He, according to Kritke, was a »guide, stimulator, a
source of ideas, a thought leader and a critic«” alike and pretty heavily
influenced the latter’s economic works.”® It was also Engels who actually
repeatedly insisted that Marx publish his works while providing his
friend with the necessary time and financial security to do so.” Engels
would help Marx, according to the latter’s own statement, at any time

67  Lafargue, »Personliche Erinnerungen,« 189.
68  Kritke, »Friedrich Engels,« 13.

69  Lafargue, »Persénliche Erinnerungen,« 191.
7o Ibid., 187-188.

71 Kritke, »Friedrich Engels,« 9.

72 Ibid,, 10.
73 Ibid., 1.
74 Ibid., 12.
75 Ibid., 25.

76  Conrady, »Friedrich Engels,« 10027; Herres, Marx und Engels, 46; Kritke,
»Friedrich Engels,« 29.
77 Conrady, »Friedrich Engels,« 10027; Fiilberth, Friedrich Engels, 69.
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and in any condition.” This support was essential for Marx’s works and,
therefore, one cannot omit the Engelsian influence when talking about
these important writings of the 19th century. In addition, in the years
after Marxs death, Engels worked relentlessly for the Marxian legacy
and, after 1883, he became the spiritual head of international socialism.”
He edited volumes 2 and 3 of Capizal, an undertaking for which he was
criticized because some people argued that he had not only changed
but falsified parts of the work.* Engels had attempted to make the
work more appealing to the masses, although he could not complete it
either, and Capital remained »an incomplete masterpiece.«® He might
have therefore been the »first Marxist,« although he did not consider
it to be an orthodoxy but rather a work in progress that needed to be
reframed according to the historical and existent circumstances.®
Marxism was not a doctrine for Marx and Engels, but rather

1. a historical-materialist analysis of economy and class relations,
2. a political theory based on this analysis, and
3. a political practice that demands the end of a capitalist society.”

It is hard to understand this by a divided analysis of the works of Marx
and Engels, which must rather be seen as a compendium in which the
single works relate to each other. This, however, should also not deny
some kind of intellectual individualism, especially since too often the
two men were pressed into an almost religious duality.® There were
also attempts to divide them, even to antagonize them. Marx was
considered the universal thinker, and Engels the one responsible for

78  MEW 28:596.

79  Labica, »Friedrich Engels,« 17-19.

80 Kritke, »Friedrich Engels,« 39—41; van der Linden, »Friedrich Engelss Her-
kunft,« 23—24.

81 Kiritke, »Friedrich Engels,« 43.

82 Bergmann, et al. »Einleitung,« 12; Fiilberth, Friedrich Engels, 8; Kritke, »Fried-
rich Engels,« 54—56.

83  Fiilberth, Friedrich Engels, 9.

84 Bergmann, et al. »Einleitung,« 9; Kritke, »Friedrich Engels,« 13.

17
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the flattening of his friend’s ideas that could then be corrupted by
totalitarian systems, e. g. Stalinism.*

In contrast to such arguments, it is important to understand En-
gels as an intellectual who tried to practically apply his thoughts to
change society.* His experiences in English factories, his participation
in the Revolution of 1848, and his almost endless hunger for know-
ledge helped to forge his and Marx’s intellectual work. He must there-
fore be considered an equal to Marx, and nothing less. The negative
or anti-Engelsian attitude does not take into account that Engels, de-
spite being in steady contact with the SPD leadership since the 1880s,
i.e. August Bebel (1840-1913) or Eduard Bernstein (1850-1932), never
gave up his belief in a better future, which could only be achieved by a
revolution of the masses.”” It is this belief, next to his many works that
seem to have never lost their actuality, that makes Engels important
for the 21st century as well.

While Marx is—also academically—en vogue again since crit-
icisms of global hyper-capitalism have gained ground,® especially
during the COVID-19 crisis, which due to its impact threatens the
further existence of capitalism as such, Engels has still not received
the necessary attention. Those in circles on the left, especially those
who call themselves Marxists today, still tend to make him responsi-
ble for the failures of regimes that used supposedly Marxist doctrines
to legitimize their rule® and use Engelsism as a derogative term.”
Nevertheless, the 200th birthday of Engels stimulated some interest,

85 Bergmann, et al. »Einleitung,« 10.

86  Hunt, Friedrich Engels, 16.

87  Fiilberth, Friedrich Engels, 72. For Engels's relation with and impact on German
Social Democracy also see Detlef Lehnert and Christina Morina, eds. Friedrich
Engels und die Sozialdemokratie: Werke und Wirkungen eines Europiers (Berlin:
Metropol, 2020).

88  Especially the 200th birthday of Marx in 2018 stimulated some public and ac-
ademic interest again. For one of the recent surveys on problems and thoughts
related to his legacy see Martin Endref8 and Christian Jansen, eds. Karl Marx im
21. Jahrhundert: Bilanz und Perspektiven (Frakfurt am Main: Campus, 2020).

89  Hunt, Friedrich Engels, 8; Labica, »Friedrich Engels,« 20.

9o Kiritke, »Friedrich Engels,« 58.
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especially in Wuppertal, where many events commemorated his lega-
cy.” Regardless of such events, it is more than timely to bring Engels
back into the spotlight and to re-read his writings, especially since
they offer so many insights into a variety of problems our society
still struggles with and will have to deal with in the 21st century. It
is time to draw him out of Marx’s shadow®* and to emphasize his
actuality, e.g. with regard to questions of housing,” family theory,*
or gender-related discussions.” As was already argued 25 years after
his death, Engels »must not be a simple name for the current genera-
tion,« but must become a »role model and teacher«*¢ instead. Engels
never feared to learn something new or to be critical with regard to
his own views either.”” We should be as critical and try to learn from
Engels’s experiences in the 19th century for our own benefit in the 21st
century. There is much to learn, and, if applied, the knowledge Engels
provides us with might be decisive for formulating our own revolu-
tionary dream that can become a reality if the global masses share it.

91  Rainer Lucas, Reinhard Pfriem and Hans-Dieter Westhoff, »Einleitung der Her-
ausgeber,« in Arbeiten am Widerspruch: Friedrich Engels zum 200. Geburtstag, eds.
Rainer Lucas, Reinhard Pfriem and Hans-Dieter Westhoff (Marburg: Metropo-
lis-Verlag, 2020), 13.

92 Ibid., 14.

93 Burghard Flieger, »Engels’s Stellungnahme zur Wohnungsfrage: AnstofSe fiir
zukunftsfihige wohnungsbaugenossenschaftliche Konzepte?« in Arbeiten am
Widerspruch: Friedrich Engels zum 200. Geburtstag, eds. Rainer Lucas, Reinhard
Pfriem and Hans-Dieter Westhoff (Marburg: Metropolis-Verlag, 2020), 33s.
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Friedrich Engels: Uber Geschlechterverhiltnisse und gesellschaftliche Naturver-
hiltnisse,« in Arbeiten am Widerspruch: Friedrich Engels zum 200. Geburtstag, eds.
Rainer Lucas, Reinhard Pfriem and Hans-Dieter Westhoff (Marburg: Metropo-
lis-Verlag, 2020), 417—438.
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The present volume must consequently be understood as an attempt
to give a survey of questions and topics to which Engels’s thoughts and
writings can be applied, or at least taken into consideration. It offers
an insight into Engels’s broad variety of ideas and experiences, and it
hopes to stimulate further research on the man who was so important
for the intellectual lives of so many who tried to follow in his footsteps.
The first three chapters—by Vitor Bartoletti Sartori, Frank Jacob and
Jia Feng—will describe Engels’s view of dialectics and history. They will
not only analyze the role of dialectics in his historical worldview, but
will also show how Engels understood revolutions as historical process-
es that are linked to a specific space-time continuum and what we can
make of Engels’s theoretical concepts when they are applied to a con-
crete analysis of a historical case study. In the following contributions,
Renildo Souza, David Pavén-Cuéllar, Maria Rosario and Gottfried
Schweiger will shed light on some fields Engels was also interested in
when they discuss his works in the field of political economy, his psy-
chology and his reflections on empirism and ideology, and his thoughts
about both evolutionist ethnology as well as the philosophy of nature.

That Engels intellectually offers much more than reflections about
historical materialism is also shown by Henrique Wellen’s analysis of
Engels’s understanding of the relationship between art and politics
and Vincent Streichhahn’s chapter on the »swoman question< and so-
cial reproduction theory from an Engelsian perspective. The existence
of Engels’s minor role, at least with regard to his perception in the
digital age, is analyzed by Riccardo Altieri, before Nuruddin Al Akbar
discusses a critical reading of Engels’s perspective in a time that is cur-
rently so heavily determined by the COVID-19 pandemic. Last but
not least, Alexander Maxwell provides a practical insight and shows
why Engels provides a course reading for history classes in the 21st
century that will not only engage students much better than Marx’s
Capitalbut also open the eyes of those who might be in steady contact
with global capitalism yet do not understand its functionality.

All in all, the editor and the authors hope that Engels will receive
more attention from activists and scholars alike because his works
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and legacy remain timely and relevant in a century that faces many
crises. If a revolution of the masses can eventually change the world
and, through the abolishment of capitalism, turn it into a better place,
this might rely on a revival of Friedrich Engels, whose works provide
at least a theoretical map to solve the problems of humanity during
our century.
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Notes on Dialectics and History
in Friedrich Engels’

Vitor Bartoletti Sartori

Engels was certainly the closest collaborator of Marx. And that—for
those who, with the help of Marxist thought, aim to understand and
effectively criticize bourgeois society—is not a minor thing. It is
worth stressing the issue in a double sense in relation to the two au-
thors in order to formulate an effective critique of capital: first, Engels
was the author of 7he Condition of the Working Class in England, and
was the person who brought many of the works of Marx (books II
and III of Das Kapital were organized by Engels!) to the wider public;
secondly, it is important to state that special attention must be given
to the »second fiddle« insofar as Engels contributed significantly in
his dialogues with Marx, which is evident in their letters, in the books
they wrote together, and in the close friendship that the two socialists
developed. It is important to note then that when we read Marx, to a
certain extent, we also read Engels. Conversely, when we read Engels,
we also read his friend Marx. For Marxists, there is no possibility of
treating Engels as a secondary figure. At the same time, it is import-
ant to point out that in spite of the similitude between both authors:
ideas and positions (Standpunkt), there are significant differences that
in some crucial topics (such as the question of the organization of the
State and the right to suppress (Aushebung) bourgeois society) can be
decisive for those who embrace Marxism as their frame of reference.
Here we try to delineate an Engelsian treatment of dialectics and
history, mainly taking into consideration his work after 7he Paris

1 This chapter is a translation of »Apontamentos sobre dialética e histéria em Frie-
drich Engels,« Verinotio revista online 20 (2014) ISSN 1981—061X. We thank the
author and the journal for the permission to publish this translation.
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Commune, an event impeccably treated by Marx in his 7he Civil War
in France. This approach is justified in that it is a collaboration be-
tween the author of Anti-Diihring and those who later became prom-
inent leaders of the commune and gained prominence in the socialist
camp in Germany, Kautsky and Bernstein. We cannot deal in detail
here with how Engels was appropriated (many times erroneously) by
these authors, who became responsible for the vulgarization of Marx-
ism. Nor can we deal with all the differences between Marx and En-
gels. We will only approach the topic to the extent that it deals with
the methodological foundation of a critique of capitalist society. We
will demonstrate the way in which Engels’s position fits in this field
without neglecting Marx. In this way, we will show the existence of
certain points of tension in Engels’s work.

The author of Anti-Diihring was explicit in what he wrote about
the necessary critique of common sense: »common sense, a very
respectable character, behind closed doors, between the four walls
of a house, lives truly marvelous adventures, when it dares to enter
the wide field of research.«* This means that it is necessary to apply
special care when dealing with complex issues such as the State or
history. Withour this care, our reasoning could be tainted with a
metaphysical appeal rather than a dialectic one. There would be
a tendency to hypothesize social relations on a daily basis, giving
them a ghostly appearance and reifying them in such a way that it
would be »a unilateral method, limited, abstract« that »gets lost in
unresolvable contradictions since, absorbed by concrete objects, it
cannot see its relationships.«* The »reflexive determinations« (Re-
Sflexionsgestimmungen) of the effective reality (Wirklichkeir) will be
eclipsed by common sense, which makes it necessary to break away
from a linear thought that is too attached to a shallow conception of
the causality of social reality, a conception in which »cause and effect
take the shape of a rigid anti-thesis.«* In this way, Engels attacked

2 Friedrich Engels, Anti-Diihring (Rio de Janeiro: Paz e Terra, 1990), 20.
3 Ibid.
4 Ibid.
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two twin aspects of a »metaphysical« vision. On the one hand, he
criticized the reification of social relationships marked, among other
things, by the loss of a rational and effectively concrete dimension
of the effective reality. On the other hand, he points out that the
highlighted relationship is not simply antithetical or marked by un-
solvable antinomies. It is necessary to overcome these antinomies
with a type of thought that »reflects its genesis and its lapse«® in such
a manner that it is understood as something inseparable from forms
of being (Daseinformen), determinations of existence (Existenzbes-
timmungen) that are constituted by effectiveness itself. Contrary to
this position, there is »the metaphysical individual« who »thinks in
a whole series of disconnected anti-theses: for him there is only a
simple yes or no, and when he gets out of these molds, he finds only
disorder and confusion.«®

Therefore, we must recognize that there is a critique of the way
in which the quotidian takes form. To the extent that the »specula-
tive method seems to us extremely plausible, because of the so-called
common sense,«’ it is clear that what is opposed to common sense
is not »speculation,« which is nothing more than the other face of
knowledge tied to immediacy. Thus, it would be necessary to ques-
tion common sense as well as the »speculative method« in a decisive
manner. And this, Engels intended, would be accomplished with the
dialectical method, which had been inherited from Hegel but had
been superseded (aufgehoben) by Marx when he took into account the
contradictions present in the Hegelian system.

This occurred in the exact measure in which the »method« was
centralized, opposing, in Hegel, the »system.«* The author of Phe-
nomenology of Spirit, then, at the same time that he brought up
something already different from »metaphysics,« did not stop pay-

Ibid.
Ibid.
Ibid.
See Engels, Anti-Diibring.
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ing homage to it, even when he tried to supersede it.” In the words
of Marx, there was a situation in which, »in its mystified form, the
dialectic was a German fashion because it seemed to turn the exis-
tent into the sublime,«*® which is linked to the way in which Hegel
equated reconciliation (Vorsonung) and the rationality of the real.” If
we follow Engels’s reasoning, then in Hegel there was the inability to
follow the very »method« in which, according to the author of Ansi-
Diihring, just as would happen with Marx, »movement is a mode of
material existence.«* That is to say, dialectics would oppose a view
in which concepts »are isolated objects of research, fixed objects, im-
mutable, one observed after the other, each one per se, like something
determined and perennial.«% Indeed, Hegel himself, according to En-
gels, would not have been consistent with this:

Indeed, his philosophy still suffered from a great incurable contra-
diction since, on the one hand, he considered it essential to the his-
torical conception, according to which human history is a process
of development that cannot, by its very nature, find an intellectual
solution to the discovery of what are called absolute truths. On the
other hand, it presents itself as a summary or compendium of those

9 According to Salgado, a Hegelian, there is a new form of metaphysics in Hegel:
»There remains the possibility of a metaphysics of reason to replace the meta-
physics of understanding« (Joaquim Carlos Salgado, A ideia de justica em Hegel
(Petrépolis: Loyola, 1996), 56).

10 Karl Marx, O capital bk. 1, vol. I, transl. by Régis Barbosa and Fldvio R. Kothe
(Sao Paulo: Nova Cultural, 1988), 27.

1 To a certain extent, according to Engels's comments, Lukécs states: »This rec-
onciliation is, on the one hand, an idealist mystification of unresolvable contra-
dictions, but on the other hand, it expresses at the same time the realist sense
of Hegel, its proximity to the concrete social reality of his time, his profound
knowledge of the real life of human society, his efforts to discover the contra-
dictions of progress in its true battlefield, which is in the economic life of man.«
Gyorgy Lukdcs, El joven Hegel y los problemas de la sociedad capitalista, transl. by
Manuel Sacristin (México: Grijalbo, 1963), 413.

12 Engels, Anti-Diibring, s1.

13 Ibid., 20.
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absolute truths. A universal and compact system, definitively shaped,
which is intended to frame both natural science and history, is in-
compatible with the laws of dialectics.™

The »laws of dialectics« would be incompatible with the Hegelian pro-
cess, marked, at the same time, by an emphasis on becoming—which
comes from the dialectic between being (Sein) and nothing (NVichrs),
according to the author of 7he Science of Logic—, on movement, and
on a systematic philosophy (»a universal and compact system«) that
conforms to a »summary and compendium« of »absolute truths.«

In other words, the problem of Hegelian dialectics is twofold:
while it would have been a »lesser« dialectic in secking a systematic
philosophy in which effective reality would be viewed as a certain
closure, it would at the same time have been—in the wake of Shell-
ing—a »greater« dialectic in seeking to frame »natural science and
history« in a universal system with the necessary mediations. On the
one hand, then, the author of Phenomenology of Spirit would have
been inconsistent with his own assumptions; on the other hand, how-
ever, with these very assumptions, he would have been taken to a
systematic and universal »application« of the dialectic, which would
require greater care—if we were to follow Engels’s observations.” And
with that, Hegel was criticized while his merits were recognized, in-
cluding, by the way, by Marx.

Nevertheless, at this point, some caution is necessary. It must be
noted how the author of Anti-Diihring put himself above the dialectic.
There were »fundamental laws of dialectical thought,« which »do not
exclude but rather imply that the systematic knowledge of the exter-
nal world in its totality could progress with giant steps generation
after generation.«¢ At this point, Engels seems to oppose the system-

14 Ibid., 22—23.

15 See Friedrich Engels, Dialética da natureza (Rio de Janeiro: Paz e Terra, 1979).

16 Friedrich Engels, Do socialismo utdpico ao socialismo cientifico & Ludwig Feuer-
bach e o fim da filosofia cldssica alema, transl. by José Severo de C. Pereira (Sao
Paulo: Fulgor, 1962), 60.
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atic character of Hegelian thought with another form of »systematic
knowledge,« a form that would be more open. It is clear that with
this the author wanted to say that we are talking about knowledge of
»the exterior world in its totality« and, in this sense (the separation
between subject and object is already being assumed in the notion of
the »outside world,« essential for any materialist position), he demon-
strates a decisive distancing from Hegel, who considers the identical
subject-object of speculative idealism as something essential.” How-
ever, we must recognize that it is still uncomfortable for those who
know the work of Marx, which is marked by the immanence of the
objectivity and historicity of being®—a diction that intimately links
a »systemc (evidently distinct from that of Hegel) to the »fundamen-
tal laws of dialectical thought.«

With this intonation, one could, at times, fall into the temptation
of believing that it would be a matter of »correctly applying« a »meth-
od« in order to reach a way of apprehending effectiveness that would
be real and effectively dialectical.” In this sense, contrary to what we
see in Marx*, the »method,« in Engels, could provide an opportu-
nity (if one were not to deal carefully with effectiveness [Wirklicht-
keit]) with an epistemological apparatus and not with the real fabric
of reality. Thus, we cannot dismiss a reading according to which there
would be a certain impetus that is simultaneously gnoseological and
logical in its way of apprehending Engels; this is precisely the thesis of

17 It is important to note that certain Marxists tend to disagree with Engels with
regard to the closed character of the Hegelian system. See Paulo Arantes, Hegel e
a ordem do tempo (Sao Paulo: Hucitec, 1982).

18 See Vitor Bartoletti Sartori, »De Hegel a Marx: da inflexdo ontoldgica 4 antitese
direta,« Kriterion 55, no. 130 (2014): 691—713.

19 Marx was clear when he said »the materialist method becomes its own anti-thesis
when it is utilized not as a thread conducting historical research but rather as a
finished model to which one must adapt historical facts« (Karl Marx and Fried-
rich Engels, Cultura, arte e literatura: textos escolhidos, transl. by José Paulo Netto
(Sao Paulo: Expressao Popular, 2010), 119.

20 See José Chasin, Marx: estatuto ontoldgico e resolugdo metodoldgica (Sao Paulo:
Boitempo, 2009).
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an important theoretician like Gydrgy Lukacs,” reinforced by the fact
that Marx’s main collaborator, at the end of his life, tried to develop a
»dialectic of nature,« a theme that, unfortunately, we cannot deal with
in this article but is highly polemical in the Marxist literature.

We should note that it is not that nature ought to be considered
in a static way, or that there is a tight opposition between the spirit
sciences and the natural sciences, as Lowy* seems to point out in the
footsteps of Dilthey. It happens, however, that its movement could
not, as Engels sometimes implied,? be quasi-deduced from the »laws
of dialectics.« Engels had a very peculiar way of dealing with dialec-
tics, searching for the »laws of dialectics« (vinterdependency of oppo-
sites,« »quantitative leap,« and »negation of negation«) at the same
time as he criticized a way of thinking marked by »the intellectual
solution in the discovery« of »what are called absolute truths,« which
shelter a »compact universal system.« In other words, as much as the
»spirit« of the author’s text could diametrically oppose a Hegelian »in-
tellectual solution,« it merges with a certain way of thinking in which
the »method,« at times, seems to be taken as dissociated and dissocia-
ble from the object (Gegenstand) and from objectivity itself. In Marx,
there is no being (Wessen) lacking determinations and marked, logi-
cally, by the becoming of movement, but there is an understanding
of categories as ways of being driven by historicity that break with a
state of being »concentrated in its static condition«* only insofar as
it deals with the complex mediations between man and nature, and
among humans themselves (to the extent that human praxis, realized
under conditions linked by the past,” is focused more on its own im-
manence of »sensitive human activity« [sinnlich menchliche Tiitigkeit]).

21 See Gyorgy Lukdcs, Prolegémenos para uma ontologia do ser social, transl. by Lya
Luft and Rodnei Nascimento (Sio Paulo: Boitempo, 2010).

22 See Michel Lowy, As aventuras de Karl Marx contra o Bardo de Miinchhausen (Sao
Paulo: Cortez, 1994).

23 Engels, Dialética.

24  Engels, Anti-Diibring, 20.

25 As Marx says, »men make their own history, but they do not make it according
to their free will; they do not make it under circumstances that they choose
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In this specific sense, as Lukdcs has already suggested in 7he His-
tory of Class Consciousness*—although with a different prism in his
critique of Engels—, it may be possible to say that the author of
Anti-Diibring stopped focusing on decisive aspects of the praxis in-
asmuch as he brought to light the »laws of dialectics.« In a way, the
position according to which it would not be a question of opposing
the preceding idealism would be eclipsed by a contemplative mate-
rialistic position in which »the object [objekss], reality [Wirklichtkeit],
the sensitive [Sinnlichtkeit] is apprehended in the form of the object
or contemplation [Anschanung] but not as sensitive human activity,
as a practice [praxis], not subjectively.«*” Engels, in this sense, would
bring with him a limited conception of dialectics.

At the same time that he approached Hegel, Engels criticized
him based on the opposition of »system« and »method«; he came to
stress the autarchy of effective reality, breaking with the conception of
Hegelian science (related to the systematic treatment of all knowledge
and reality). We also should take into consideration this aspect of the
tensions within the thought of the author of An#i-Diihring:

From the moment that each science has to account for its position in
the Universal framework of things and the knowledge of those things,
there is no longer room for a science especially dedicated to the study
of universal concatenations. From the previous philosophy, with its
own existence, there only remains afoot the theory of thinking and its
laws: formal logic and dialectics. The rest is dissolved in the positive

science of nature and history.*

but under those that they face directly, linked and transmitted by the past. The
tradition of all dead generations oppresses, like a nightmare, the brains of those
who are alive.« Karl Marx, O 18 Brumdrio de Luis Bonaparte, transl. by Leandro
Konder and Renato Guimaries (Rio de Janeiro: Paz e Terra, 1997), 21.

26 Gyorgy Lukdcs, Histdria e consciéncia de classe, transl. by Rodnei Nascimento
(Sao Paulo: Martins Fontes, 2003).

27 Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, A ideologia alemd, transl. by Rubens Enderle
(Sao Paulo: Boitempo, 2007), 533.

28  Engels, Socialismo utdpico, 60—61.
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Engels was clear about what came to be known as »the end of classical
German philosophy,«® concatenated to the extent that the task of
philosophy would no longer refer to a posture that would not be, in
itself, a taken position and would refer to praxis, »sensitive human
activity« being something that would not accept the rigid dichotomy
between reason and sensitivity, nor the dissolution of the sensitive
into a form of Aufhebung in reason. Thus, according to the appreci-
ation of the immanence of effective reality, Engels was consistent in
valuing science. He also emphasized the impossibility of any form
of hypostasis of universality?® (which, at times, seemed to happen in
Hegel’s own Science and Logic, and in Plato before him), with rea-
son. However, maybe Engels was in a rush to deal with philosophy
as something that remains only a »theory of thinking and its law,«
something that refers to a conception as a bias that can, in some cir-
cumstances, acquire a memorable gnoseological tonality in which it is
a matter of »applying« a »method« marked by the valorization of the
»dialectical laws«—which did not arrive, in the author, at a »compen-
dium« of »absolute truths,« given that there was a clear valorization
of the correct apprehension of effective reality when it recognized the
importance of the »positive science of history.« Nevertheless, the issue
can become complex if we consider that there seems to be a certain
separation between »formal logic and dialectics« on the one hand and
»the positive science of nature and of history« on the other. That is
to say, there seems to be the possibility of thinking in terms of cate-
gories without considering »forms of being, determinations of exis-
tences; thus, there is a certain counter-position to Marxist thought on
this specific point. The »science of history« mentioned earlier brings
with it the immanence of dialectics, considered the very movement

29 Ibid.

30  This a risk that could not be taken: as Marx had already stated in 1842, the best
hypothesis runs the risk of falling into the trap of Hegelian dialectic, which,
»as a universal in itself, I turned into something independent; it is immediately
mistaken with empirical existence and then the finite is tuned in an uncritical
manner into the expression of an idea.« Marx and Engels, A ideologia alema, 77.
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of the real, and now the question emerges in a somewhat different
way, breaking apart—at least when it comes to exposition (Darstel-
lung)—the unity between »method« and effective reality.

Itis clear that Engels did not create a simple apology for the partial
sciences, being consistent with a position that he, along with Marx,
defended in German Ideology* He placed them in a position to be
criticized in that he highlighted only the »positive science of nature
and history.« However, it is impossible not to notice a certain oppo-
sition between »the laws of dialectics,« present in what was left of
the philosophy of yore, and the apprehension of historical objectivity
itself, since Marx explicitly said that the »materialist method« pres-
ents itself »as a conducting thread of historical investigation« and is
inseparable from it, from the apprehension of its own effective reality.

Marx emphasized in Capital that »it is, without doubt, necessary
to distinguish the method of presentation [Darstellungsweise], formal-
ly, from the method of research [Forsuchungweise].«** In this sense, we
can understand Engels’s note as him being careful not to juxtapose
both moments of the apprehension of the real. However, it is import-
ant to note that Engels seems to open the door to misunderstandings,
since his diction is more accessible to those who have not been initiat-
ed into the thought that Marx and the author criticized (»speculative
method«)—or who are unconcerned with the themes that permeated
the »previous philosophy«—and more obscure for those who seek
to see the way in which the conception developed by the author of
German Ideology differentiates itself from the conception of Hegel. In
other words, Engels is didactic when he seeks to offer a systematic
treatment of the themes of both dialectics and history (and at this
point he has perhaps come too close to the language of »common
sense«), and it seems confusing since he ends by leaving the possi-
bility for the belief that it would be possible to depart from certain

31 In that work, the authors said: »There is no history of politics, of right, of science,
of art, of religion, etc.« Marx and Engels, A ideologia alema, 77.
32 Marx, O capital 1, 26.
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epistemic dissociations between the »laws of dialectics,« »method,«
and effective reality.

When we say »leaving the possibility,« an important caveat is nec-
essary: it scems to us that the intention of Engels was not to draw a
wall between the above-mentioned aspects, quite the contrary. How-
ever, maybe it is possible to find in this field of Engelsian theory the
germs of the notorious distinction—divulged by the Stalinist vul-
gate—between »materialist dialectics« and »historical materialism,«
which, verbally, sought to overcome the opposition between the
present position in the partial sciences and the »speculation« marked
by a certain hypostasis of the »laws of dialectics.« That is to say, the
Engelsian critique of common sense and the speculative method was
powerful, so powerful that it went so far as to be able to oppose even
those who would follow its author.

Sometimes, therefore, the »mode of exposition« used by Engels
was not the best, oscillating between the systematically exposed »laws
of dialectics« and the apprehension of effective reality itself, created
as a beacon of the »laws of dialectics« and carried out as a »positive
science of history.« It is necessary to realize, however, that in no way
did the author seek, ontologically, to distinguish that which—in ex-
position—he separated dialectically.

Reason itself could not be considered except in connection with
effectiveness in the following sense:

‘The French philosophers of the eighteenth century that paved the way
for the Revolution appealed to reason as the only judge of everything
that exists. They intended to establish a rational state, and anything
that contradicted eternal reason was to be buried without pity. (...)
Indeed, that eternal reason was nothing but the idealized intelligence
of the middle-class men of that period, the class from which the

bourgeoisie would emerge.”

33 Engels, Anti-Diihring, 223.
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When trying to understand history, reason was seen by Engels, as by
Marx, as a unitary process in which we cannot separate the »totality
of relationships of production,« »the economic structure of society,«
the »political and judicial superstructure,« and »determined forms of
consciousness,« in short, every »process of intellectual, political and
social life.<** For Engels, the notion of reason was, therefore, some-
thing inseparable from the contradictory development of the social
process as a whole, being effective not to the extent that »the rational
is real and the real is rational«® but rather insofar as it is a matter
of seeing history as something made by man himself in the midst
of objective social conflicts and with the mediation of »ideological
forms, under which men acquire consciousness of those conflicts and
confront them [ideologischen Formen, worin sich die Menchen dieses
Konflikts bewusst werden und inh ausfechten].«*° The notion of reason,
then, although it may contain within itself certain gnoseological de-
tours, is essentially considered when, in the same way that it tried
to mark itself as an »eternal reason,« it is defined by the finitude of
the bourgeois society emerging at the time. The notion is inseparable
from its ontological basis.

If Engels said that the French philosophers played an essential role
in preparing the ground for the French Revolution, then it is obvious
that he did not consider history as something produced by philoso-
phers; however, at the same time, he could not fail to emphasize that
the influence of »ideological forms« could be left aside when dealing
with the »consciousness« of social conflicts, a consciousness that, in
the midst of determined material conditions, could be decisive.

34  Karl Marx, Contribuigio & critica da economia politica, transl. by Florestan Fer-
nandes (Sao Paulo: Expressao Popular, 2009), 47.

35 Georg Hegel, Principios da filosofia do direito, transl. by Orlando Vittorino (Sao
Paulo: Martins Fontes, 2003), xxxvi.

36 Marx, Contribuigio, 46. For a detailed treatment of this ideology, see Ester Vais-
man, »A ideologia e sua determinagio ontological,« Verinotio—Revista on-line de
Filosofia e Ciéncias Humanas 12 (2010): 40—64.



Notes on Dialectics and History in Friedrich Engels

Consciousness or unconsciousness of the way in which effective
reality is actually and effectively conformed is not a »scholastic mat-
ter«; at the same time, however, it is not the criterion for dealing with
»ideological forms,« not least because, as Marx pointed out, men of-
ten operate through determinations of existence of which they are not
fully aware—n»they do not know it, but they do it [Sie wissen das nicht,
aber sie tun es].«” Thus, in the case brought up by Engels, even if the
French philosophers had used a concept of reason that would be, in
the midst of the social process of the development of capitalist society,
ineluctably reconciled with the vicissitudes of the emerging bourgeois
society, it would not be, on the part of these philosophers, an act of
simple bad faith, of mere deception. Before, there was a prevalence of
objective determinations that made »eternal reason,« in fact, operate
amid the irrationality of capitalist effectiveness. Bearing this in mind,
post festum, it was possible for Engels to say that »eternal reason was
nothing but the idealized intelligence of middle-class man of those
times, from which the bourgeoisie would emerge.«

To the same extent that reason was placed as timeless and eternal,
therefore, temporality and finitude left their indelible marks, and thus
there did not exist a watertight separation between the immanence of
objective determinations of the real and a method conceived, to a cer-
tain extent, in a gnoseological manner in the treatment of the author
of Anti-Diibring. For him, the »Rational State« was not, then, simply
gnoseologically mistaken (to the extent that it would not be possi-
ble for it to become effective); the effective reality that came from
the process that culminated in the French Revolution carried with
it the role that this ideal—this »ideological form«—played in men’s
acquisition of consciousness of their own time in such a way that,
even though this consciousness might have been mistaken from the
gnoseological point of view, it fulfilled its function. In other words,
we can see a certain tension in the Engelsian text here too.

37 Karl Marx, O capital bk. 1, vol. 11, transl. by Régis Barbosa and Fldvio R. Kothe
(Sao Paulo: Nova Cultural, 1996), 200.
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Thus, at this moment, we can see that, at times, Engels’s manner of
exposition seems to go against the very thing that the author wants to
say. This happens, however, to the extent that the mode of exposition
and the mode of research need to gain greater relevance; we will focus
on this aspect in the next part of this text, in which the question of
history appears with special emphasis.

From what we have discussed, Engels’s exposition was not always
favorable for a better understanding of his work and the work of
Marx. This happened because, in Engels, the concept of dialectics
developed in a systematic manner in opposition to Marx’s procedure,
in which the immanent approach is more prominent. Evidently, there
are statements of a general character in the Marxist work, but they
were always related to a careful analysis of effective reality, with the
categories always being presented as »forms of being, determinations
of existence.« In Engels, the issue is more nuanced.

Maybe the problem is expressed more penetratingly when we take
into account the conception that that spoke of »laws of dialectics«
and, at the same time, when it is pointed out categorically that, »ac-
cording to the materialist conception, the decisive factor in history
is, ultimately, the production and reproduction of immediate life.«*
Sometimes, when dealing with history, the author of Anti-Diibring
presented generalizations that were interpreted in an erroneous
manner by the self-styled Marxist vulgate (i.e., by Stalinism). The
reference to the »last resort«—placed alongside the »laws of dialec-
ticsc—resulted in its long and infamous career, leading to the most
diverse scholarly and economic resources, even in some authors held
in high regard, such as Bukharin, criticized by Lukdcs? and Gramsci.*
It should be noted that it is not that the Engelsian passage is abso-

38  Friedrich Engels, Origem da familia, da propriedade privada e do estado, transl. by
Ruth M. Klaus (Sao Paulo: Centauro, 2002), 10.

39  Lukdcs, Histdria e consciéncia.

40 Antonio Gramsci, Maquiavel: notas sobre o estado e a politica. Cadernos do
cdrcere, vol. 3, transl. by Carlos Nelson Coutinho (Rio de Janeiro: Civilizagio
Brasileira, 2002).
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lutely incompatible with the Marxist conception. However, there is
a considerable difference between the emphasis on the »real basis«*
and speaking of a »decisive factor in history.« The passage by Engels
made it seem as if the »ideological forms under which men acquire
consciousness« are, »in the last resort,« no more than epiphenomena.

From what has been stated above, even in Engels, this is not true.
If »the French philosophers of the eighteenth century ... paved the
way to the Revolution,« this happened to the extent that the »decisive
factor« derived from human activity itself, an activity mediated by the
relationships of production, by the »judicial and political superstruc-
ture,« and certainly by ideology. This activity is »sensitive human ac-
tivity,« praxis, which implies the highly important role of conscious-
ness. It is true that »it is not consciousness that determines life, but
life that determines consciousness«**; however, it is equally the case
that it is through ideology that, oftentimes, men acquire conscious-
ness of social conflicts and seek to act upon them. Let us synthesize:
in Engel’s exposition, the way in which the different spheres of the
social being take shape as reflective determinations was sometimes
obscured, giving the impression of it being a social process that pos-
sesses a kind of hidden engine that exercises unilateral determination.
This, in turn, occurred while the »last resort« was a much less precise
image than the one used by Marx, that of the »preponderant mo-
ment« (ibergreifendes Moment) placed in social production, which is
»the effective starting point ... the point at which the whole process
takes place again.«* Thus, once again, the exposition hinders the un-
derstanding of the Engelsian text.

It happens, however, that the objective concatenations of history
are effectively seen in a somewhat automatic manner in Engels: when
dealing with the first Bonaparte and the historical situation of France,
for example, Engels—faced with historical necessity and the »laws
of dialectics«—tended to eclipse the role of consciousness, and even

41 Marx and Engels, A ideologia alemd; Marx, Contribuigdo.
42 Marx and Engels, A ideologia alema, 94.
43 Karl Marx, Grundyisse, transl. by Mério Duayer (Sao Paulo: Boitempo, 2011), 49.
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that of individual differences, stating that if it had not been Napoleon,
another individual would have taken his place. In a century like the
nineteenth century, strongly influenced by the specter of the Little
Corporal, the position of the author of Anti-Diihring undoubtedly
deserves criticism. First, Engels dealt with Napoleon’s shadow, a phe-
nomenon that certainly had deep social roots (from which he could
not be dissociated), but he also depended on the personality of the
Emperor. Amidst the »laws of dialectics,« we can see the failure of the
republican model of the French Revolution* as well as the contradic-
tory way in which this failure took place in 18 Brumaire as something
necessary and in such a way that there seems to be a certain logical
necessity directing history in the way conceived by Engels.*

That is to say that even though Hegel is strongly criticized, his
influence can be sensed in Engels. While Marx had already remarked
that »the philosophical moment is not the logic of the thing, but
the thing of logic,«* the main collaborator of Marx seems, at times,
to go against Marx in some specific points. There is an important
point to be considered here: the mode of research. Engels made a very
correct point about the development of bourgeois society when he
said that »by turning things into commodities, capitalist production
destroyed all the old traditional relationships and replaced inherited
customs and historical rights with buying and selling, with the >free
contract«?. This passage can be supported by many references in

44  Felipe Ramos Musseti, »Marx ¢ a constitui¢ao da republica francesa de 1848,«
Verinotio— Revista on-line de Filosofia e Ciéncias Humanas 19 (2015).

45 Engels stated that »it was a coincidence that Napoleon Bonaparte, precisely a
Corsican, became a Military Dictator that the French Republic needed, exhaust-
ed by war. It can be demonstrated that without Napoleon, another man would
have fulfilled that function given the fact that the person in question was always
found as soon as it became necessary. Behold also the cases of Caesar, Augustus,
Cromwell, etc.« Friedrich Engels, »Brief an Walther Borgius in Breslau (Heinz
Starkenburg) (Carta a W. Borgius em Bratislava—Heinz Starkenburg de 25 de
Janeiro de 1894),« in MEW 39: 206.

46 Karl Marx, »Introdugio,« in Critica a filosofia do direito de Hegel, transl. by
Rubens Enderle and Leonardo de Deus (Sao Paulo, Boitempo, 2005), 39.

47 Engels, Origem da familia, 93.
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Marx. However, when it comes to understanding the different ways
in which »traditional relationships« are destroyed, we must highlight
certain points.

The first point concerns the fact that the »traditional relations«
Engels mentions still existed in various countries when he wrote the
sentence cited above, and Engels was, obviously, aware of this. The
second point is related to the specificity of the way in which the said
process could take place under different social and historical condi-
tions. With this point in mind, Engels said the following about the
social commune and the possibility of the social development of so-
cialism in Russia: »From India to Russia, the form of society in which
this isolation predominated always found in it its complement. The
Russian state, not only in general terms but in its specific form, the
Crarist despotism, instead of hanging in the air, is a necessary and
logical consequence of the social conditions of Russia.«*

The first issue that stands out is the consideration of Russia and In-
dia together. When dealing with the particularity of capitalist devel-
opment, Engels did not fail to consider the concrete manner in which
bourgeois society developed under different conditions and historical
contradictions. When dealing with the peculiarities of the countries,
therefore, Engels believed that he could place India and Russia in the
same field. In this way, just as the complement of the rural commune
(with its relative isolation) was a manifestation in India of »oriental
despotism,« the same situation would take place in the Russian con-
text. This would happen to the extent that there would be a certain
confluence between »oriental despotism« and »czarist despotism.« In
other words, there seems to be a solid analysis of the immanence of
the effective reality behind Engels’s position, which would be focused
on the fact that there would be »a necessary and logical consequence
to the Russian social conditions.« And here the problems reemerge.

48  Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, Lutas de classes na Riissia (Sio Paulo: Boitempo
Editorial, 2013), 51.
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A certain theological and logicizing tone of a Hegelian nature
seems to be present in Engels’s position, as he saw the Russian process
as having a »necessary and logical« direction, that is, with an objective
form of conformation that would not bring in any other possibilities
than the development of a modern capitalist society. Later, the author
would say that »the way things were, there was no alternative.«* In
other words, in view of the »laws of dialectics,« Engels may not have
gone deep enough in terms of his research, and it is important to say
that, against the challenges from Russian militants about the possi-
bility to achieve socialism, Marx began to study this issue. It is also
important to understand how this happened.

For us to be fair to Engels, it is necessary to say that Marx also
spoke of something similar to the »laws of dialectics.« Marx made ref-
erence, in perhaps one of his most problematic texts on the situation
of India in the face of British colonization, to an »immutable law of
history.« In other words, we cannot blame Engels for a certain slip
in his exposition. When dealing with India, a country that has been
invaded several times by different peoples, Marx pointed out that
»according to the immutable law of history, barbaric conquerors are
conquered by the superior civilization of the peoples conquered by
them.«° The Indian situation, until the British invasion, would not
have changed substantially since the Indian civilization was superior
to that of those who had invaded the country previously. British dom-
ination, thus, despite being atrocious, would bring with it progress by
making possible a rupture with a form of domination based precisely
on what Engels called a combination of isolation and despotism, pro-
viding, in the late development, the foundations for the demise of
British—and capitalist—domination in the Indian territory. Marx,
therefore, does not seem to simply »apply« the »laws of dialectics.«
Even if his diction is problematic, we can see that immanence already
appears insofar as »history« and »dialectics« are not separated, tak-

49 Ibid., 139.
so  Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, Acerca del colonialismo (Buenos Aires: Editorial
Utopia Libertaria, 2009), 48.
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ing into account the specificity of the Indian case, as opposed to the
advance of capitalism in a typical form, as happened in England. In
other words, historical development is uneven, and we always have
to take into account the objectivity and historicity of the social being
himself, with praxis being the criterion for obtaining them, so much
so that Marx clearly highlighted the following with regard to primi-

tive accumulation:s

The chapter on primitive accumulation aims exclusively at delineat-
ing a route through which, in Western Europe, the capitalistic order
emerged from the bowels of the feudal economic order. Therefore,
it accompanies the movement that divorced the producer from his
means of production, transforming the former into a wage earner
(a proletarian in the modern sense of the word) and the latter into
capital.”

At the same time that Marx mentioned the »immutable law of histo-
ry,« he stressed that the way in which bourgeois society placed itself
in Capital only took Western Europe into account and, therefore, not
India or Russia. In this sense, in order to deal with these two coun-
tries, careful research was necessary before a judgment could be made
about the peculiarity of the historical development of each one.?
Thus, there is an intimate relationship between that which is placed
in a quite large degree of generality and the particular cases; however,
we can never ignore any of these aspects. According to the German
author, in some cases they could be

st Primitive accumulation got underway in India through colonialism, and it was
a possibility in Russia in the face of the disintegrating tendencies that tried to
impose themselves upon the Russian commune.

52 Marx and Engels, Lutas de classes, 66

53 On this point, the use of quotation marks is essential: »The >historical fatalism«
of this movement is restricted to the countries of Western Europe.« Ibid., 89.
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[e]vents of a striking analogy but which take place in different his-
torical environments leading to totally different results. When you
study each one of these developments separately, we can easily figure
out the key to this phenomenon. However, we will never arrive at
this with a historical-philosophical master key whose supreme virtue

consists of being supra-historical.**

Sometimes there would be »different historical environments lead-
ing to totally different results,« and in these cases, it must be said,
Marx disagreed with Engels on this point about Russia: while Engels
took India and Russia together, that is not what Marx did in Capizal,
which was emphatic about the prospect of a distinct development of
Russia, which had the possibility of a direct transition to socialism
from the rural commune.”

The Russian situation would be different in that the peasantry itself
would not be marked by private ownership of the means of produc-
tion. In England, »in the final analysis, there is a transformation of one
form of private property into another form of private property. The
land in the hands of Russian peasants has never been their property.«*®
There would also be the permanence of the rural commune in the mid-
dle of the capitalist development that would be inseparable from Rus-
sia, and thus, for reasons that we cannot go into here, Marx said that
»it can, therefore, become the direct starting point of the economic
system towards which modern society drifts and sheds its skin without
having to commit suicide.«”7 In other words, in view of the uneven de-
velopment of the history of capitalist society, not only would it be im-
possible to homogenize solutions to the problems of bourgeois society,

s4  Ibid., 69.

55 After much study, Marx pointed out that »the conclusion at which T arrived is
the following: If Russia continues to pursue the path she has followed since 1861,
she will lose the finest chance ever offered by history to a nation, in order to
undergo all the fatal vicissitudes of the capitalist regime.« Ibid., 66.

56 Ibid., 89.

57 Ibid., 100.
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it would also be a matter of apprehending the real and effective fabric
and particularity of each social formation, thus making it necessary to
be very careful in one’s research, which would imply the impossibility
of predictions of or narrative concatenations that did not have solid
support in the historicity and the objectivity of the social being. With
this, Marx again distinguished himself from Engels by bringing greater
care to these issues: in the face of this uneven development, he tried
to delineate the difference between India and Russia in a rigorous and
cautious way. First, he highlighted the »contemporaneity of the cap-
italist production: it is precisely thanks to the contemporary nature
of capitalist production that it can appropriate all positive achieve-
ments, and this without going through its unpleasant vicissitudes.«
Subsequently, he emphasized how this had implications, pointing out
that »Russia does not live isolated from the modern world, nor was it
the victim of a foreign conqueror, as were the East Indies.«® In this
sense, there is very special care with regard to research, something that,
of course, Engels always had in mind but could not always put into
practice with the necessary diligence (it is perhaps possible to point out
some slightly hurried generalizations even in the classic 7he Origin of
the Family, Private Property and the State).

In this short contribution, we have made some notes about the the-
orizing of Engels on »methodological« aspects. These aspects, appar-
ently irrelevant when dealing with analyses of conjecture or political
positions, proved decisive in the end. Even when it comes to one of the
greatest confluences in the history of social thought (the one between
Marx and Engels), the question arose in a strident manner. To the ex-
tent that the authors shared substantive positions, it was possible to see
how a conception of dialectics and history that barely differs in some
points can effectively bring forth different concrete positions to the
surface. In view of these positions, we notice that, in Marx, research
was essential, and the exposition was realized with difficulty, seeking
to express in the best possible way that which was obtained through

58  Ibid., 90.
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careful research. In Engels, of course, there was never any deliberate
neglect with regard to research or seeking objective concatenations
present in the effective reality itself; nevertheless, using a certain tone,
sometimes logical, and supported by the »laws of dialectics,« the Ger-
man philosopher may have stumbled at times. This happened with
regard to the mode of exposition, which tends to be too systematic in
some of its essential points (and this may have given rise to no less than
a century of vulgar »Marxism«), as well as with regard to the method
of research that, in the face of certain previous systematic treatments,
may have been neglected at times. Such tension, from what we have
seen, is the concrete expression of a certain Engelsian treatment that
brings with it a conflicting relationship between an exposition that, at
certain moments, borders on the gnoseological understanding of the
method and a concrete position that seeks, with care, to deal with the
real fabric of the effective reality. Thus, if Engels pointed out in Hegel a
»contradiction between system and method,« certain »contradictions«
can perhaps be pointed out in the author of Anti-Diihring. This does
not diminish his merits in the least; it only gives a necessary warning to
all those who look at Marx’s and Engels’s texts as sources of assistance
in the determined critique of capitalist society. Even if Engels was
rushed at times, for us, self-criticism is, and always will be, essential.

Translated by Gilmar Visoni-Alonzo
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Friedrich Engels
and Revolution Theory

The Legacy of a Revolutionary Life
Frank Jacob

Introduction

Friedrich Engels was a revolutionary by heart, who never, although
having witnessed failed revolutions in 1848 and 1871, gave up believing
in its final success. He might have considered himself as second fiddle
to Karl Marx,' but when it comes to the study and the attempt to theo-
retically explain revolutions as a phenomenon of modernity and the fi-
nal aim of the communist movement, he was as important as his friend,
and together, these »revolutionary twins«* were actively involved in
finding an explanation for the course of revolutionary processes. Their
contemporaries considered Engels to be Marx’s alter ego,’ and it is true
that both of them shared many thoughts, although the latter would re-
main the more important, at least with regard to the consciousness of
the masses. Nevertheless, Engels not only played an important role in
the intellectual development of Marx, he can and also should be taken
seriously as an intellectual of great ability.* The rise of Marx as one of

1 Sigmund Neumann and Mark von Hagen, »Engels and Marx on Revolution,
War, and the Army in Society,« in Makers of Modern Strategy from Machiavelli to
the Nuclear Age, ed. Peter Paret (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1986),
264.

2 OscarJ. Hammen, »Alienation, Communism, and Revolution in the Marx-Engels
Briefwechsel,« Journal of the History of Ideas 33, no. 1 (1972): 8o.

3 J.D. Hunley, Life and Thought of Friedrich Engels: A Reinterpretation of His Life
and Thought (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1991), 47.

4 Samuel Hollander, Friedrich Engels and Marxian Political Economy (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2011), 279—313.
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the most well-known intellectuals of the 19th century was without any
doubt only possible due to the support of Engels, who, as the econo-
mist Samuel Hollander emphasizes, was »more royalist than the king«
and promoted and even finished important parts of Marx’s own work.
Many of the latter’s texts would not have existed without Engel’s influ-
ence, and the textual production of Marx and Engels was a cooperative
venture most of the time. When Marx was invited to write articles for
the New York Daily Tribune, Putnam’s Monthly, and The New American
Cyclopaedia, Engels translated some of his friend’s texts and also gave
him material that was eventually published under the former’s name.°
And Capiral, especially volumes 2 and 3, would never have seen the
light of day without the hard work of Engels.”

Whenever Marx needed advice, he would consult Engels, who
also supported his friend financially for many years.® The former was
thankful for this support, as he highlighted in a letter to Engels on 7
May 1867: »Without you, | would never have been able to bring the
work to completion, and I assure you, it has always weighed on my
conscience like an Alp that you have dissipated your splendid energy
and let it rust on commercial matters, principally on my account, and
into the bargain, still had to participate vicariously in all my minor
troubles.« It is ironic that Engels was accused by many scholars, and
Marxists in particular, for having revised Marx’s intentional ideas and
therefore paved the way for all the misery that has been caused by
dogmatic Marxism in the years ever since.”” Hence, and regardless of
such criticism, Engels, especially 200 years after his birth, needs to be
reconsidered and deserves to be treated as equally important as Marx.
Considering the number of works this »open-minded, experimental,

s Ibid., 279.

6 Hunley, Life and Thought, 127.
7 Ibid,, 137.

8  Ibid., 134.

9  Cited in ibid., 138.

1o Ibid., 96.
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heretical thinker«* has left, it is very much worthwhile to have a closer
look at his thoughts, especially since the historical interpretations of
»Marxian theory« are related to his ideas and attempts to better un-
derstand the world and the forces that created it.”

It should be taken into account that Gustav Mayer’s biography
is still one of the best about Friedrich Engels;® however, his life and
work have unfortunately not attracted as much attention as those
of Marx. Of course, most of these writings »were carried out as part
of a mutual collaboration with Marx,«* but there are »increasing
attempts to view and treat Engels as separate and apart from Marx.«
Although Indian politician and intellectual Rustam Singh argued
that »[tJhere may be some merit in these attempts, but, in our view,
the separation creates more problems than it solves,« it seems to be
valuable to take a closer look at Engels, especially when one dives
into revolution theory in relation to Marxism. Naturally, and due
to the mentioned working process the two intellectuals applied, »to
study Engels separately ... represents a very difficult task.«’* Mar-
tin Berger also remarked with regard to the overlap of ideas in the
collected works of Marx and Engels that »[iJn the background of
most studies of Marx and Marxism lurks the pale figure of Fried-

u  Gert Schifer, »Friedrich Engels: Builder of Closed Systems?« Science & Society 62,
no. 1 (1998), Friedrich Engels: A Critical Centenary Appreciation: 3s.

12 Eric R. Wolf, »The Peasant War in Germany: Friedrich Engels as Social Histori-
an,« Science & Society s1, no. 1 (1987): 82.

13 Gustav Mayer, Friedrich Engels: Eine Biographie, 2 vols. (Berlin: Springer,
1920-1933). For an early review of vol. 1 see Hermann Oncken, »Friedrich Engels
und die Anfinge des deutschen Kommunismus,« Historische Zeitschrift 123, no. 2
(1921): 241-242.

14  Elvira Concheiro, »A Century after His Death: Friedrich Engels and the Con-
cept of Political Parties,« Science & Society 62, no. 1 (1998), Friedrich Engels: A
Critical Centenary Appreciation: 164.

15 Rustam Singh, »Status of Violence in Marx’s Theory of Revolution,« Economic
and Political Weekly 24, no. 4 (1989): 9. A similar view is expressed in Edmund
Silberner, 7he Problem of War in Nineteenth Century Economic Thought (Prince-
ton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1946), 251.

16 Concheiro, »A Century after His Death,« 164.

51



52

Frank Jacob

rich Engels. When a suitable Marx quotation fails to come to hand
to illustrate a point, Engels can always fill in; thus most works on
Marx and his Ism are really studies of Marxandengels. So close was
the partnership of the two that it is virtually impossible to do Marx
without including Engels.«7

However, considering that both men remained individuals and
worked in their own fields of interest as well, one cannot simply de-
clare all of Engels’s work to be based on Marx’s ideas and vice versa.”
Engels also remained the first and probably most important critic of
his friend, and as Oscar J. Hammen put it, »Engels frequently enough
was critical of Marx’s findings, but there is no evidence of a disturbing
conflict of views. Marx, in turn, never hesitated to alter or reject the
draft of an article by Engels—on one occasion even because the item
was not written in the customary reasygoing: (sic) style, when a ques-
tion of popularization was in the picture.«? All in all, the two men
lived and worked as equal partners, who still had their own ideas and
projects, which they, however, would share and discuss with each oth-
er. They also profited from each other, not only financially, but first
and foremost intellectually, a fact that made their »company-busi-
ness« so successful and productive for so many years.* In contrast to
Marx, whose economic work is that of a genius, Engels did not limit
himself to one field of study, and, just as his intellectual sources may

17 Martin Berger, »Disentangling Engels from Marxandengels,« International La-
bor and Working-Class History 12 (1977): 41.

18 Hans Peter Bleuel, Friedrich Engels: Biirger und Revolutiondr (Bern/Munich:
Scherz, 1981), William O. Henderson, 7he Life of Friedrich Engels, 2 vols. (Lon-
don: Frank Cass, 1976), Tristram Hunt, Friedrich Engels: Der Mann, der den
Marxismus erfand, transl. by Klaus-Dieter Schmidt, third edition (Berlin: List,
2020), and Norman Levine, 7he Tragic Deception: Marx contra Engels (Santa
Barbara/Oxford, Clio Books, 1975) tried to provide a more separated view of
Engels’s life.

19 Hammen, »Alienation, Communism, and Revolution,« 79. Also see Erhard
Lucas, »Marx« und Engels’s Auseinandersetzung mit Darwin: Zur Differenz zwi-
schen Marx und Engels,« International Review of Social History 9, no. 3 (1964):

433-434-
20 Hammen, »Alienation, Communism, and Revolution,« 79 and 82.
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have been diverse,* so too were his writings with regard to the topics
he covered.” The two men were, however, not static in their thinking,
but, as American historian Leonard Krieger (1918—1990) remarked,
»it has been recognized that the passion for the comprehension of
facts which drove Marx and Engels from the Hegelian dialectic to
dialectical materialism drove them at the same time to a search for
a command over historical and social knowledge.«* Their result was
a new way to explain and understand historical processes, a method
that went away from the great men who determined human history
and important events that changed the course of the world. They ex-
plained history as being related to class and class conflict, and there-
fore to the masses of the people.*

When we talk about a Marxist-Engelsian approach towards histo-
ry, we talk about revolutionary history, something especially Engels
outlined in his many works.* Because communism, as Marx and En-
gels understood it, »sought to stand up for and with all the world’s
oppressed peoples, especially its workers, who were being crushed
under the wheels of industrialization, privatized greed, and a ruling
elite’s actempt to monopolize wealth,«¢ it is not surprising that they
looked at the history of the people’s struggle against exploitation as
well. According to their interpretation, i. e. historical materialism, »[t]
hese two men believed that all human history was leading inevitably
to a class-based warfare that would result in the violent overthrow of
the upper classes by the working class.«” Engels, due to the existent

21 Karl A. Wittfogel, »The Marxist View of Russian Society and Revolution,« World
Politics 12, no. 4 (1960): 487.

22 Martin Berger, »Engel’s Theory of the Vanishing Army: A Key to the Develop-
ment of Marxist Revolutionary Tactics,« The Historian 37, no. 3 (1975): 422.

23 Leonard Krieger, »Marx and Engels as Historians,« Journal of the History of Ideas
14, no. 3 (1953): 382.

24 Jonathan Joseph, Social Theory: Conflict, Cohesion and Consent (Edinburgh:
Edinburgh University Press, 2003), 6 and 9-1s.

25 Krieger, »Marx and Engels as Historians,« 383.

26 John Murphy, ed. Socialism and Communism (New York: Britannica Educational
Publishing, 2015), x.

27 Ibid., xi-xii.
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situation in the late 1840s, also focused on social groups rather than
political organizations when he considered the form and course of
the revolutionary process that would supposedly follow in the near
future.”® However, Engels was also aware that the existent conditions
would play an important role in any revolution and therefore, not sur-
prisingly, changed his ideas about the revolution to come, although
not his belief that it would eventually change the world. He consid-
ered revolutionary processes to act according to natural law, and in a
letter to Marx in February 1851, Engels wrote: »A revolution is a pure
phenomenon of nature, which is led more according to physical laws
than according to the rules which in ordinary times determine the
development of society. Or rather, these rules take on a much more
physical character in revolution; material power emerges much more
ViOlCntly.«w

Since Marx and Engels, as historians, included their own experi-
ences in relation to the revolutionary events of the 19th century when
they discussed the revolution of the future, they also pointed out the
social and political shortcomings of a century in which the masses
began to demand more power from those who had determined the
latter’s fate for so long.’® The evaluation of bourgeois and proletarian
revolution, as well as the interrelationship between the two, was a
process for Marx and Engels, in which they changed their opinion
multiple times, as they could observe failed revolutionary attempts
over a long period of time. The two revolutionaries could look back
on the events of 1848/49, and they also knew about the Great French
Revolution. Therefore, they could base their theoretical assumptions
on actual historical knowledge, although the failures of the past did
not limit their revolutionary enthusiasm for the future.”” Like Marx

28  Krieger, »Marx and Engels as Historians,« 388.

29 Cited in ibid., 392.

30 David Leopold, »The Structure of Marx and Engels’s Considered Account of
Utopian Socialism,« History of Political Thought 26, no. 3 (2005): 466.

31 Martin Hundt, »Zur Entwicklung der marxistischen Revolutionstheorie nach
der Revolution von 1848/ 49,« Marx-Engels-Jahrbuch 10 (1986): 31.
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and Engels, we have to be careful when we discuss revolutions in
retrospect and consequently have to analyze them in their historical
context.”” In the case of the two famous revolutionaries, this means
that their ideas were the scientific condensation of actual experiences
related to the revolutionary process of 1848/49. The witnessing of the
failed revolution would determine the scientific condensation of their
thoughts about future revolutions,” a process not only Marx and En-
gels went through. While theoretical works about the formation of
Marxist revolution theory were legion in an Fast German context,* a
detailed analysis of Engels’s works and his thoughts on revolution as
a phenomenon of modernity has not really been of interest since the
end of the Cold War, although some reflections were provided by his-
torian Martin Hundt in 1986. Hundt also argues that Engels’s revo-
lution theory could not ignore his actual experience of the revolution
in 1848/49 and, like other revolution theories, was the consequence
of historical developments witnessed by the author of such theoretical
reflections.” The Communist Manifesto (1848) was consequently the
attempt to provide a solid revolution theory for the first time; howev-
er, it would have to be proven by historical developments,* and due
to the many failed revolutions that would follow in the 19th and 20th

centuries, it was redefined and reconfigured by other revolutionaries

32 Manfred Kossok, »Revolution und Weltgeschichte im Werk von Walter Mar-
kov,« in Walter Markov, Weltgeschichte im Revolutionsquadrat, ed. and introduced
by Manfred Kossok (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1982), ix.

33 Hundt, »Zur Entwicklung,« 31.

34  Wolfgang Eichhorn, »Gesetzmifigkeit von Revolutionen,« Sizzungsberichte der
Abkademie der Wissenschafien der DDR. Gesellschaftswissenschaften 11 (1984); Ernst
Engelberg and Wolfgang Kiittler, eds. Formationstheorie und Geschichte: Studien
gur historischen Untersuchung von Gesellschafisformationen Werk von Marx, En-
gels und Lenin (Berlin: Akademie-Verlagm 1978); Manfred Kossok, ed. Studien
iiber die Revolution (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1969); Manfred Kossok and Walter
Markov, eds. Studien zur vergleichenden Revolutionsgeschichte 1500—1917 (Berlin:
Akademie-Verlag, 1974).

35 Hundt, »Zur Entwicklung,« 33-34.

36 Ibid., 34.
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who turned Marxism into a new form of historical interpretation, e. g.
Leninism or Maoism.

Regardless of such later changes, the present chapter intends to
take a closer look at Friedrich Engels’s writings and ideas about rev-
olution. First, however, a look at his life as a revolutionary shall be
taken in order to explain where his ideas originated from. In the
second part, the chapter will then pay close attention to some texts
by Engels in which he develops his ideas in relation to a revolution
he believed would soon change the world. It is important to under-
stand that Engels did not create a static revolution theory, but rather
tried to adjust his thoughts over a long period of time to match the
existent preconditions. He nevertheless was a true believer in revo-
lution and never gave up on preparing himself and society for a tre-
mendous transformation that would soon take place. Unfortunately,
Engels and his ideas were often used as a scapegoat to explain the
failures of revolutionary processes in the 20th century when Marxist
ideas about revolution and decontextualized quotes from Marx and
Engels were used to make arguments on behalf of corrupted revo-
lutionary governments, whose leaders claimed to rule only in the
sense of Marx and Engels and at the same time promised a new and
better world.”” This was probably also possible due to the fact that
Engels in particular had written about the revolution in different
tones at different times. His revolution theory was a work in process
and therefore must be understood as something that might have
ficted into the 19th century but could not be applied to the events
of the 20th century without further processing. Regardless of this
fact, however, Engels’s writings about revolution are important to
understand this global phenomenon of modernity a bit better, and
those interested in revolution theory and its application in the 21st
century should be encouraged to pay close attention to these writ-
ings to better understand revolutionary processes, and especially the
dangers related to them.

37 Frank Jacob, 1917: Die korrumpierte Revolution (Marburg: Biichner, 2020).
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The Revolutionary Life of Friedrich Engels

Engels was interested in philosophy from early on,”* which probably
revolutionized his mind and made him aware of the problems of his
time.? When he first arrived in England in 1842 to work in the cotton
business of his father, Engels already, to quote British historian Greg-
ory Claeys, »considered himself as something of a revolutionary,« and
when considering his early writings, including 7he Condition of the
Working Class in England (1845), it seems clear »that he expected and
desired a revolution to take place there.«** When he met Marx for the
first time at the Rheinische Zeitung in 1842, Engels had probably been
more revolutionary than his future friend and companion, and it is
not surprising that his revolutionary ambitions were even intensified
by his experiences in Manchester between 1842 and 1844.# It was the
British industrial center that offered Engels a deeper insight into the
functioning of industrial capitalism, and the exploitation and poverty
of the working class he observed there would turn the young capitalist
into a socialist revolutionary. In August 1844 he met Marx again, this
time in Paris, where the latter worked on the Deutsch-Franzisische
Jabrbiicher, and the two men eventually forged their friendship while
discussing their theoretical ideas for ten days.* Engels would become
one of the few people Marx accepted as intellectually equal, and the

38 Georges Labica, »Engels and Marxist Philosophy,« Science & Society 62, no. 1
(1998), Friedrich Engels: A Critical Centenary Appreciation: 13—34.

39  Narihiko Ito, »Realismus und Utopismus,« in Zwischen Utopie und Kritik: Fried-
rich Engels—ein »Klassiker« nach 1oo Jahren, eds. Theodor Bergmann, Mario
Kefller, Joost Kircz and Gert Schifer (Hamburg: VSA, 1996), 23—33.

40 Gregory Claeys, »The Political Ideas of the Young Engels, 1842—1845: Owenism,
Chartism, and the Question of Violent Revolution in the Transition from >Uto-
pianc to »Scientificc Socialism,« History of Political Thought 6, no. 3 (1985): 457.

41 Philip Erbentraut and Torben Liitjen, »Eine Welt zu gewinnen: Entstehungskon-
text, Wirkungsweise undNarrationsstruktur des »Kommunistischen Manifests,«
in Manifeste: Geschichte und Gegenwart des politischen Appells, eds. Johanna Klatt
and Robert Lorenz (Bielefeld: Transcript Verlag, 2010), 77.

42 Friedich Engels, »Zur Geschichte des Bundes der Kommunisten,« in Marx-Engels-
Werke (Berlin: Dietz, 1956-, henceforth MEW), 21: 212.
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following years would show that the two were quite good at working
as a productive joint venture. On the other hand, Engels worshipped
Marx and often agreed to work for his friend instead of following his
own interests to a larger extent.®

In his spare time, however, Engels worked extensively on many
other things than just economic questions. One field he was partic-
ularly interested in was military matters,* and he not only studied
military history but also strategy and tactics, although Engels would
also set his knowledge about military affairs in the context of his rev-
olutionary ambitions and reflections about the revolution he hoped
to witness soon, despite the failure of that of 1848/49.% In military
science, it was therefore Engels who »was the dominant member of
the Marx-Engels partnership,« and it was not only there but in many
other relevant fields of his expertise that »he was the originator, not
merely a popularizer or vulgarizer of Marx’s ideas.«* The famous Ger-
man revolutionary also steadily combined his knowledge in military
affairs with his revolution theory, e.g. his Theory of the Vanishing
Army, and was therefore able to understand revolutionary processes in
their full complexity. His studies in relation to different military mat-
ters consequently »shaped the classical Marxist approach to the tim-
ing and tactics of revolution.«*” This also becomes obvious due to the
fact that Engels had had some experiences during the Revolution of
1848 when he was actively involved in the fight against the European
reaction, which he would later reflect upon in his writings about revo-
lution: »Revolutions, Engels said, produced confusion, and confusion

43  Erbentraut and Liitjen, »Eine Welt zu gewinnen,« 78.

44  For a detailed discussion see Jehuda L. Wallach, Die Kriegslehre von Friedrich En-
gels (Frankfurt am Main: Europiische Verlagsanstalt, 1968); Gerhard Zirke, Der
General: Friedrich Engels, der erste Militdrtheoretiker der Arbeiterklasse (Leipzig:
Urania-Verlag, 1967).

45 Berger, »Engel’s Theory of the Vanishing Army,« 421—422; Martin Kitchen, »Frie-
drich Engelss Theory of War,« Military Affairs 41, no. 3 (1977): 119; Wittfogel,
»The Marxist View,« 489.

46 Berger, »Engel’s Theory of the Vanishing Army,« 422.

47 Ibid.
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did not promote military efficiency. Unorganized enthusiasm would
not win battles.«*® With regard to the growing militarism in Europe,
Engels also predicted that this would lead to revolution,* although, in
contrast to his assumptions, such revolutions, e.g. in Russia in 1917
or Germany in 1918, would not change the world and end capitalism.

Due to his experience of the failed Revolution of 1848, it seemed
clear that the revolution of the future needed to be better prepared,
and tactical considerations, including those about the military and
its role during such a revolutionary process, were quite prominent
in Marx’s and Engels’s writings of later years.*® Engels, in particular,
»expressed increasing revulsion at the prospect of a future world war,
which threatened to destroy all the advances made not only by the
working class and by socialist movements, but by Western civilization
itself.«* He also emphasized the role of a crisis in stimulating the
increase in revolutionary potential in the late 1850s. In 1857 he wrote
to Marx that »[a] continuing economic depression could be used by
astute revolutionary strategy as a useful weapon for a chronic pres-
sure ... in order to warm up the people ... just as a cavalry attack has
greater elan if the horses trot five hundred paces before coming within
charging distance of the enemy.«”* Engels consequently included his
own observations in his reflections about the future revolution. This
also highlights that Engels’s revolution theory was a process based
on his everyday life experience since the 1840s. The theory, therefore,
cannot be considered as absolute, but rather a work in progress. In
the 215t century, this means that Engels’s assumptions can be accepted
as a theoretical base or framework, which, nevertheless, needs to be
adjusted to the present-day context.
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Marx and Engels understood that their theoretical approach to
understand the world and to prepare the revolution of the future
needed to include multiple aspects, e.g. economic development, for-
eign policy, military affairs, etc. In addition, they realized, to quote
Sigmund Neumann and Mark von Hagen once more, »that the fu-
ture of the European revolution would not be determined by the ef-
forts of one country alone. This realization directed their attention to
a serious consideration of the relationships between socialism, mil-
itary policy, and foreign affairs, because without an understanding
of these relationships a realistic revolutionary strategy could not be
possible.«* At the same time, both tried to criticize the existent order
for its shortcomings and the existent stumbling blocks that prevented
people from realizing the necessity of revolution.’* Regardless of such
criticism, Marx and Engels were in favor of nationalism as well, as
long as it was directed towards their favored goals, ¢. g. the unification
of Germany and Italy or Polish independence from Russia.”

Regardless of such aspects related to the revolutionary thoughts of
the two men, it was the experience of 1848/ 49 that first and foremost
defined the theoretical reflections of Marx and Engels, who, due to
the outcomes of the European revolution in these years, accepted the
lessons and necessities for a new and inevitable revolutionary attempt
in the near future: »Equally inevitable [as another revolution] was the
violent nature of this revolution. This inevitability of the revolution
and its violent nature was determined by the very structures of the
bourgeois system. Marx and Engels concluded this on the basis of
their analysis of the historical forces and the then existing social rela-
tions, and of the nature of private property.«’* For Marx and Engels,
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it was clear that »[t]he revolution is necessary ... not only because the
ruling class cannot be overthrown in any other way, but also because
the class overthrowing it can only in a revolution succeed in ridding
itself of all the muck of ages and become fitted to found society an-
ew.«7 Further studies and experiences, however, made the two men
rethink their attitude towards violence. In some political systems, a
peaceful change, i.e. the working masses gaining the popular vote in
the elections and the popular vote, seemed at least possible, although
the srevolutionary twins« emphasized »that the working class should
not forego its right to use violent methods even at such places because
the ruling classes could not be expected to give up their power, even
here, without an armed resistance.«*

In February 1848, Engels was more than enthusiastic about the
revolution and was sure that it would bring the anticipated changes
with it in no time.” Well aware of the history of the French Revolu-
tion, however, Marx and Engels had to witness how the Revolution
of 1848 was corrupted similarly to the French Revolution of 1789 and
ended with a Bonaparte ruling France again. Marx, in 7he Eighteenth
Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte (1852), commented on this fact as follows:
»Hegel remarks somewhere that all great world-historic facts and per-
sonages appear, so to speak, twice. He forgot to add: the first time as
tragedy, the second time as farce.«* The revolutionary process seemed
to have repeated the doomed course of that of 1789." As participants,
nevertheless, Marx and Engels had tried to influence the course of the
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revolution and lead it to a positive outcome. Marx left Paris for Co-
logne, where he worked as the editor of the Newe Rheinische Zeitung
that was launched on 1 June 1848. Engels later emphasized that the
journal was led by his friend like a dictator, but he was able to achieve
a circulation of 5,000 issues of the paper, which was quite impressive
for the time.®* Despite their involvement, their attempt to radicalize
the revolutionary process, and their hopes for a real change as a con-
sequence, the revolution lost its dynamic, and it seemed impossible
to achieve the changes that had been demanded by the representatives
of the international proletariat.”® The revolution remained unfulfilled,
a half one, and the revolutionaries failed to overthrow the bourgeois
elites who continued to determine the fate of the single nation states.

For the moment, it seemed clear that the hopes and aims of Marx
and Engels would remain long-term goals, while the former coined
the idea of a revolution in permanence (Revolution in Permanenz) in
March 1850. This concept would be essential for the further study
of and discussions about revolutions, and it was particularly necessary
because the revolution of 1848 had unexpectedly strengthened the
counter-revolutionary forces across Europe. Very soon after its ap-
pearance, »[tJhe revolutionary momentum faded away without visi-
ble result,«* although the many military struggles had turned Europe
into the battlefield of a civil war-like conflict about the future and a
vision for modernity. It was the eventual failure of this revolution-
ary attempt that demanded an explanation and therefore stimulated
the further development of a scientific form of socialism. Marx and
Engels would work on this specific issue in their post-revolutionary
exile. One of their assumptions in relation to their studies was the fact
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that a crisis was considered to be a necessary trigger® for every future
revolution to begin, and when the European economies seemed to be
under pressure in 1857, they had hopes that »the European reaction
would give way to a new revolutionary situation. Engels was delight-
ed by the thought that he might soon be able to leave business for
the battlefield and his office stool for a horse.«” In addition to their
scientific approach to the study of revolutions, Marx and Engels, as a
consequence of their experiences of 1848, interpreted history as such
as a permanent class struggle.®® Alongside this conclusion, Engels
also realized the important interrelation between war and revolution.
While the latter could be triggered by the former, revolutions could
also cause wars, especially civil wars in the course of the events relat-
ed to a revolutionary process. Due to this insight, Engels remained
interested in the military developments and the wars of his time, be
it the Crimean War, the US Civil War, or the Franco-Prussian War.®
Maybe he was observing these historical events so closely because he
hoped that they would unleash another, this time maybe successful,
revolutionary process. He would also do so as Engels, like Marx, con-
tinued to believe that only a revolution would be able to create a new
social order and therefore must have been considered the conditio sine
qua non for a better world.”

The revolutionary events of 1848/49 consequently forced the
two revolutionaries to formulate a concise theory that incorporated
the history of revolutions, one that Marx and Engels had witnessed
themselves. The failure, therefore, must have had an impact on the
understanding of revolutions and the future political course of the
proletariat, whose representatives had again not been successful in
involving the masses at a level that was perceived as essential for the
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success of revolutionary change for the future. They intensified their
study of revolutions to come up with a more sophisticated revolution
theory, one that would pay tribute to history and the failures of the
past.” It was at this time that the terms »locomotives of history« and
»dictatorship of the proletariat« first appeared in Marx’s and Engels’s
works, although the two intellectuals never really accurately defined
what the latter actually meant.” Their works between 1849 and 1852
predominantly deal with the question of why the revolution had
failed, although capitalist structures were well developed at the time,
and why it had been unable to have the impact of the Great French
Revolution some decades before, especially in the sense that it did not
provide a chance for the communists to drive the revolutionary pro-
cess any further.” This would, with regard to the further theoretical
considerations of Marx and Engels, be one of their main questions:
How could the bourgeois-democratic revolution be driven forward to
reach the proletarian revolution as some kind of second step in the
overall process?’* The historical example of the French Revolution
could therefore no longer be used as an ultimate example, although
their experience of 1848/49 was often reflected and framed according
to their historical knowledge about the events in France between 1789
and 1799.7

The events Marx and Engels witnessed during the Revolution of
1848 would nevertheless function as a theoretical filter for a recon-
sideration of the French Revolution.” This means that every revolu-
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tionary theory needs to be updated according to the course of history,
which is why the two intellectuals did not understand their own the-
oretical reflections as something that was written in stone, but rather
as something that needed to be adjusted depending on the actual
historical course of the future. This is one important aspect that we
have to include in our understanding of revolutions as well. They are
flexible processes that can hardly be predicted, and there will never
be absolute knowledge about the next step within such a process, es-
pecially since revolutions are driven forward by human beings, who
might not even act or understand themselves as conscious revolution-
aries. Revolutions, and this was understood by Marx and Engels, had
to be seen within their specific space-time continuum,”” and although
we can identify some generic developments and possible steps, a rev-
olutionary process can evolve; accordingly, every revolution must be
studied in its specific space-time continuum to fully understand its
nature, history, and very often its failure as well.

Nevertheless, for Marx and Engels, the working class, i.e. the pro-
letariat, would play the important role within a successful revolution of
the future. Hundt identified three constant aspects of Marxist revolu-
tion theory that had their origin in the experiences of 1848/ 49, namely

1. the working class is already an essential part of the bourgeois-de-
mocratic revolution,

2. the determination, bravery, and energy of a revolutionary class, on
the one hand, and reason and scientific consciousness on the other
are decisive elements in times of a revolutionary crisis, and

3. the revolution has to be kept energetic or alive to guarantee suc-
cess in the end.”

of Popular Sovereignty,« in The Scaffolding of Sovercignty: Global and Aesthet-
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Marx and Engels had, according to these principles, identified four
main aspects related to the Revolution of 1848. These are:

1. the proletariat needs to be self-organized and led by a revolutio-
nary fighting party,

2. the proletariat can only apply its power if it becomes the head and
heart of a popular revolution, i.e. leading the masses during the
revolutionary process to ultimately achieve a social change as well,

3. the proletariat has to break with and destroy the old political sys-
tem to establish a classless order, and

4. the revolutionary workersc movement is not only limited by his-
torical materialism and economically determined conditions, but
has more than one option for its course of action.”

The course of history could consequently only be changed by a rev-
olution if the latter did not act according to non-existent precon-
ditions, which is why each revolutionary process had to deal with
specific conditions that could not yet be taken into consideration.
This also makes comparative studies of revolutions necessary to really
understand the generic aspects that exist and determine revolutionary
processes, while differences can highlight specific factors that need to
be taken into consideration while reflecting upon a historical revolu-
tion.*

Regardless of these theoretical reflections, »Marx and Engels per-
sistently repeated the same essential points, independently of cir-
cumstance, medium and audience. The conception of a two-stage
but uninterrupted revolution belonged to their stable core beliefs,
from which they did not back away.«* They, however, reformulated
their revolution theory and relevant political strategies between 1843
and 1850 based on their actual experiences, which means that they
attempted to use their own experiences to establish a scientific rev-
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olution model that would also apply the idea of historical material-
ism while still being flexible enough to be useful for revolutionaries
in different contexts. That implies that they did not have a static
model in mind that should be applied for all revolutions. They rath-
er thought of a collection of thoughts that might be used to better
understand revolutionary processes as such, including their diversity
with regard to time and place. At the same time, as US scholar Dan
Edelstein highlighted, »[h]istory itself thus allowed Marx to update
the revolutionary theory he and Engels had laid out previously in
the Communist Manifesto. In defeat, the proletarians had come out
of the shadows of the bourgeoisie and assumed their own identity as
a revolutionary class.«* In their works of the 1840s and 1850s, Marx
and Engels tried to find the answer to their revolutionary hopes and,
during that process, were eager to establish a set of rules or almost
natural laws that could be applied to revolutions and taken into con-
sideration by future revolutionaries.® As representatives of »an inter-
national community of revolutionary exiles,«* it seemed almost nat-
ural that they would pay attention to the events that had caused their
exile and the future revolutionary events, which could end it again.

How Engels addressed these pressing questions with regard to
revolution, its meaning, its history, and its future shall be taken
into closer consideration in the following section, which will pro-
vide a close reading of the early writings of the famous German
intellectual.
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Engels on Revolution

From early on, it was clear for Engels that a »revolution by legal
means—in itself a contradiction, a practical impossibility«* was im-
possible, because the capitalist elites would not allow a new social
order to come into existence in a politically legal way. The early com-
munists, who organized themselves not only in Paris but also in cities
of northern Germany,* consequently had to figure out how to reach
a better future, which for Engels was not utopian at all” but also
not achievable without conflict between the classes, namely between
the exploiting and the exploited ones. In a later preface to the 1887
American edition of his famous work 7he Condition of the Working
Class in England (184s), Engels again highlighted the necessity for a
revolution when he remarked: »What the Socialists demand, implies
a total revolution of the whole system of social production.«* That
this revolution would be the expression of a class struggle was also
highlighted in the 1891 preface to the English edition of the work:
»So long as the wealthy classes not only do not feel the want of any
emancipation, but strenuously oppose the self-emancipation of the
working-class, so long the social revolution will have to be prepared
and fought out by the working-class alone.«* In the famous work
itself, Engels described not only the life and precarious situation of
the English working class, but also how this modern proletariat had
been created by the industrial revolution, which he considered to be
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»of the same importance for England as the political revolution for
France, and the philosophical revolution for Germany.«°

The sorrows and sufferings of the English workers, however,
would, according to Engels, only cease to exist as the consequence of
a revolution: »When such insanity prevails in the property-holding
class, when it is so blinded by its momentary profit that it no longer
has eyes for the most conspicuous signs of the times, surely all hope
of a peaceful solution of the social question for England must be
abandoned. The only possible solution is a violent revolution, which
cannot fail to take place.« Considering Engels’s early work, it is re-
markable that he had already identified the relation between capitalist
exploitation and the stimulation for a revolution that is created by
the exploitative politics of the ruling class. For the young man, who
had been involved in the business of the ruling class but also seen
the misery it created in towns like Manchester, consequently argued
that the continuation of the current exploitative means of capitalism
would eventually allow no other choice for the masses but to rise
through revolution to change the existent economic, political, and
social system. Or, as Engels formulated it,

assuming that England retained the monopoly of manufactures, that
its factories perpetually multiply, what must be the result? The com-
mercial crises would continue, and grow more violent, more terrible,
with the extension of industry and the multiplication of the prole-
tariat. The proletariat would increase in geometrical proportion, in
consequence of the progressive ruin of the lower middle-class and the
giant strides with which capital is concentrating itself in the hands of
the few; and the proletariat would soon embrace the whole nation,
with the exception of a few millionaires. But in this development
there comes a stage at which the proletariat perceives how easily the
existing power may be overthrown, and then follows a revolution.”

9o Ibid.
o1 Ibid.
92 Ibid.

69



70

Frank Jacob

As the English bourgeoisie would not correct the course of history
by itself, a revolution seemed inevitable. This also means that the
prophecy of revolution was already expressed by Engels in his initial
work, although in a specifically English national context. It was con-
sequently obvious that a conflict between the classes needed to find
its climax in revolution, which needed to be prepared and led by the
working class: »So long as the wealthy classes not only do not feel the
want of any emancipation, but strenuously oppose the self-emancipa-
tion of the working class, so long the social revolution will have to be
prepared and fought out by the working class alone.«”

In his »Principles of Communism« (»Grundsitze des Kommunis-
mus,« 1847), Engels would continue his reflections on communism
and revolution. The former he considered to be the doctrine of the
conditions for the liberation of the proletariat, the class that solely
gains within the capitalist system by selling its labor: »The proletariat,
or the class of proletarians, is, in a word, the working class of the 19th
century.«** In contrast to the slave, the proletarian has to sell his work
at a daily or hourly rate and has no secured existence. The proletar-
fan, again in contrast to the slave, is consequently part of capitalist
competition and is accepted as a member of society. Consequently,
the proletarian has a better legal status than the slave, but is regularly
exploited while his life is threatened by this form of capitalist ex-
ploitation. While the slave can be liberated when slavery is abolished,
the proletarian, however, can only be free when private property as
such ceases to exist.”

The communists at the same time know, as Engels describes in
his answer to question 16, which asks how the abolition of private
property can be achieved, that revolutions are not purposely and ar-
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bitrarily made, but that they are the result of existent preconditions.*

Once the global proletariat is forced into such a revolution by its

steady exploitation, it will lead to the end of private property and

the capitalist exploitation of the masses. In his answer to question

18,

which asks for the course of such a revolution, Engels describes a

12-point agenda for the measures that would have to be taken by the

proletariat, once a democratic system had been established. Engels

argues that without a proletarian lead and instrumentalization of the

revolution, a change of the social order would not be possible. His 12

measures shall therefore be quoted here in some more detail:

Limitation of private property through progressive taxation, heavy
inheritance taxes, abolition of inheritance through collateral lines
(brothers, nephews, etc.) forced loans, etc.

Gradual expropriation of landowners, industrialists, railroad mag-
nates and shipowners, partly through competition by state indus-
try, partly directly through compensation in the form of bonds.
Confiscation of the possessions of all emigrants and rebels against
the majority of the people.

Organization of labor or employment of proletarians on publicly
owned land, in factories and workshops, with competition among
the workers being abolished and with the factory owners, in so
far as they still exist, being obliged to pay the same high wages as
those paid by the state.

An equal obligation on all members of society to work until such
time as private property has been completely abolished. Formati-
on of industrial armies, especially for agriculture.

Centralization of money and credit in the hands of the state th-
rough a national bank with state capital, and the suppression of all
private banks and bankers.

Increase in the number of national factories, workshops, railroads,
ships; bringing new lands into cultivation and improvement of
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land already under cultivation—all in proportion to the growth
of the capital and labor force at the disposal of the nation.

8. Education of all children, from the moment they can leave their
mother’s care, in national establishments at national cost. Educa-
tion and production together.

9. Construction, on public lands, of great palaces as communal dwel-
lings for associated groups of citizens engaged in both industry
and agriculture and combining in their way of life the advantages
of urban and rural conditions while avoiding the one-sidedness
and drawbacks of each.

10. Destruction of all unhealthy and jerry-buile dwellings in urban
districts.

11. Equal inheritance rights for children born in and out of wedlock.

12. Concentration of all means of transportation in the hands of the

nation.’”

Once the first strike against private property has been waged by the
proletariat, Engels continues, the latter will be forced to drive the
change of the existent economic and social order further and further
and »[f]inally, when all capital, all production, all exchange have
been brought together in the hands of the nation, private property
will disappear of its own accord, money will become superfluous,
and production will so expand and man so change that society will
be able to slough off whatever of its old economic habits may re-
main.«*®

With regard to the character of the future revolution as a world
revolution, Engels also highlights that the globalization of capital-
ism will eventually cause a universal and global revolution, one that
will probably change the world in our century, as capitalism seems to
have reached its maximum extent and is currently facing an extreme
global crisis, caused by the COVID-19 pandemic. Engels, however,
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although writing in the 19th century, had already foreseen that the
anti-capitalist revolution would ultimately be a world revolution:

By creating the world market, big industry has already brought all the
peoples of the Earth, and especially the civilized peoples, into such
close relation with one another that none is independent of what
happens to the others. Further, it has co-ordinated the social develop-
ment of the civilized countries to such an extent that, in all of them,
bourgeoisie and proletariat have become the decisive classes, and the
struggle between them the great struggle of the day. It follows that
the communist revolution will not merely be a national phenomenon
but must take place simultaneously in all civilized countries ... It is

a universal revolution and will, accordingly, have a universal range.

Engels, in this text, already developed some of the basic considerations
of communism that would later also be expressed in the Communist
Manifesto (1848)* that, although relatively unimportant during the
Revolution of 1848, would turn into a key document of human his-
tory.”® Although the text lost some of its appeal after the end of the
Cold War, the present crisis stimulated some interest again, especially
since more and more young people are looking for alternatives to
the capitalist world order. Marx and Engels consequently pointed the
navigators of a revolutionary course to the future.”

In their key theoretical text, the two intellectuals argued that the
history of all past societies must be understood as one of class strug-
gle.* In this struggle, the whole of society is divided according to two
main classes, namely the bourgeoisie and the proletariat.” While the
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revolutionary class, i.e. the proletariat, holds the power to eventually
overcome the existent order and is therefore joined by some enlight-
ened parts of the ruling class, it is the former that is the only truly
revolutionary class.” The already existent yet hidden civil war be-
tween the classes will eventually turn into an open revolution, which
will become the base for the violent end of the bourgeoisie and the
establishment of proletarian rule.'” The communists are perceived as
part of the international workers¢ parties, namely the one that drives
the proletariat forward to take their revolutionary chance if the latter
should appear in a time of crisis.*® The communist revolution will
eventually break with the existent conditions of property and capital
in the most radical way possible to end the exploitation of one part
of society by another.”” The revolution would have to make that pos-
sible by first establishing a democratic republic that could then be
turned into a classless society, and therefore Engels explained in 1892
that »Marx and I, for forty years, repeated ad nauseam that for us the
democratic republic is the only political form in which the struggle
between the working class and the capitalist class can first be univer-
salized and then culminate in the decisive victory of the proletariat.«'®

Regardless of the claims and the attempt to provide a scientific ex-
planation of class struggle and the role of the revolution in overcom-
ing it, the manifesto had, in a way, predicted the revolutionary events
of 1848, although the outcome was quite different to that which was
expected by the two German revolutionaries.” While Marx tried to
forge the »people’s alliance,« the worker-peasant-petit bourgeois coa-
lition to fight for the democratic revolution« through his work for
the Neue Rheinische Zeitung, Engels himself was actually involved in

104 1Ibid., 471—472.

105 1Ibid., 473.

106 Ibid., 474.

107 Ibid., 480—481.

108 August H. Nimtz, »Marx and Engels on the Revolutionary Party,« Socialist Reg-

ister 53 (2017), Rethinking Revolution: 249.
109 Ibid., 250.
o Ibid., 251.



Friedrich Engels and Revolution Theory

military operations during the revolutionary war, but eventually both
men had to accept the facts, namely the failure of the revolutionary
movement to gain mass support and to overthrow the existent order.
In the end, it seems to have been clear that their predictions were only
partly true, which is why both intellectuals continued 1) to consider
their revolution theory to be a work in progress and 2) to further
study historical events in relation to revolutionary processes. Since
both of them had to live in exile due to their own roles during the
Revolution of 1848, the failure was particularly felt by both intellectu-
als and their intensified interest to find out about the reasons for the
revolution’s failure was quite natural.

In 1850, Engels published 7he Peasant War in Germany,™ a work
that, to quote US anthropologist Eric R. Wolf, »represents a mile-
stone in social history, and remains a major contribution to debates
about the historic role of peasantry today as in the past,« because »it
attempted to understand the forces of revolution and counterrevolu-
tion as consequences of a determinate relationship of classes.«> With
The Peasant War in Germany, Engels tried to provide more than just a
reflection about a historical episode of the past. He went way beyond
that, and presented a »class analysis of the German countryside« and
discussed »the question of historical maturity of the peasantry, the
special features of peasant movements, the role of the peasantry in
history, and the relationship between revolutionary leaders and the
masses.«® He consequently tries to follow his own suggestions by
considering »revolutionary« events of the past in their specific con-
texts to better understand why they happened or eventually failed.
Engels therefore began to analyze different revolutionary case studies
to gain further insight for his theoretical understanding of revolution-

ary processes.

11 Friedrich Engels, »Der deutsche Bauernkrieg (1850),« in Karl Marx and Friedrich
Engels, Werke, vol. 7 (Berlin: Dietz, 1960), 327—413.

12 Wolf, »The Peasant War in Germany,« 83—84.

113 Theodor Bergmann, »Engels on Agriculture,« Science & Society 62, no. 1 (1998),
Friedrich Engels: A Critical Centenary Appreciation: 147.
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Engels also wanted to emphasize that there was a German revolu-
tionary tradition, although the German states had since 1815 instead
been in support of the counter-revolutionary forces of Europe:

The German people are by no means lacking in revolutionary tra-
dition. There were times when Germany produced characters that
could match the best men in the revolutions of other countries; when
the German people manifested an endurance and energy which, in a
centralized nation, would have brought the most magnificent results;
when the German peasants and plebeians were pregnant with ideas

and plans which often made their descendants shudder.

Regardless of this emphasis, the revolutionary events since 1848 had
shown that a post-revolutionary unified Germany was not yet a pos-
sibility. This problem would also be at the center of Engels’s con-
siderations in »Revolution and Counter-Revolution in Germany«
(1851/52).™

The articles that were published by the New York Daily Tribune un-
der Marx’s name between 25 October 1851 and 23 October 1852 were
only identified to have originated in Engelss thought and to have been
written by him in 1913, and their first publication in book form had
been made possible by Eleanor Marx (1855—1898) in 1896. It was written
in the aftermath of the Revolution of 1848, after which, according to
Engels, the »forces of the past« were again the »forces of the present,«
because the revolutionary parties had suffered from the most severe
defeat.” Regardless of the failure to achieve its revolutionary aims, the
movement had shown and proved that revolutions are not made by

114 Engels, »Der deutsche Bauernkrieg (1850),« 329. English translation taken from
https://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1850/ peasant-war-germany/chor.
htm.

115 Friedrich Engels, »Revolution und Konterrevolution in Deutschland (1851/52),« in
MEW'8: 5—108. Accessed June 13, 2020. https://www.marxists.org/deutsch/archiv/
marx-engels/18s1/deutsch/index.htm.

116 Ibid.
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a handful of evil agitators but are an expression of disagreement by
the masses and that each revolutionary eruption must be considered
the consequence of a social need, whose fulfillment or achievement is
prevented by outdated institutions and their representatives. The at-
tempt to prohibit the revolutionary forces from achieving change will,
as Engels continued in his analysis, eventually force the masses to break
their chains to gain true freedom and liberation as well as a true chance
to achieve what they deem necessary with regard to a new and better
social order.”” The Revolution of 1848 was consequently not caused by
individuals, but rather was an eruption of the wish of the masses to
create a new, better future. Engels also argues that the role of the petit
bourgeoisie, especially in Germany, had been decisive during the rev-
olution, as this class was willing to replace the bourgeoisie but, at the
same time, feared falling down to become part of the proletariat as well.
What Engels emphasizes here is the diversity of those who might par-
ticipate in a revolutionary process for different reasons and, for as long
as no change has been achieved, build a homogenous mass that directs
its anger against the existent establishment, yet will fall apart once the
initial aims of the revolutionary process have been achieved.™

The famous German intellectual therefore realized and foresaw
many problems revolutions would face in the future as well. A suc-
cessful revolutionary change needed the unity of those who longed
for it. For Engels, the Revolution of 1848 failed because the bourgeoi-
sie feared the proletariat more than the counter-revolutionary forces.™
In 1895, when he wrote the introduction to a new edition of Marx’s
The Class Struggles in France, 1848—1850, Engels, from a retrospective,
again argued that a new revolution would only be possible as a con-
sequence of a crisis and that all revolutions of the past had been ex-
pressions of a continuing class struggle between those who ruled and

7 Ibid.

8 Ibid.

119 Friedrich Engels, »Die Rolle der Gewalt in der Geschichte (1887/8),« in MEW 21:
408. A similar evaluation could be taken into consideration for the German Rev-
olution of 1918/19.
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those who were exploited.”™ At the same time, he emphasized that
all these revolutions of the past had been minority revolutions, i.e.
changes that were led, instrumentalized, and exploited by a leading
minority who claimed to lead and rule in the name of a majority.”™
The radicalization of revolutionary processes was also described as
the consequence of the wishes of a majority, whose representatives
claimed to follow the original revolutionary ideals, protecting them
from, amongst others, the counter-revolutionary forces. The revo-
lutionary masses, on the other hand, lose their energy and will to
drive the revolution any further—one could argue this is because
the masses tend to be less radical than anticipated—, especially since
utopian dreams often turned into bitter disappointment about the
promised change.” After 1851, according to Engels, the chance for a
revolution from below had ended and what followed were revolutions
from above. He also argued that the time in which small groups were
able to launch a revolutionary development or process had ended and
that a true revolution could only be reached if the masses got actively
involved, claiming their only »true historical right,« i. e. »the right for

revolution.«'*

The Afterlife of Engel's Thoughts on Revolution, or:
What to Make of Engel's Revolution Theory?

It was the incompleteness of Marx and Engels’s writings with re-
gard to revolution theory that allowed so many to reinterpret them
according to current revolutionary processes. They claimed them-
selves to be acting on behalf of the two eminent revolutionaries and

120 Friedrich Engels, »Einleitung zu Karl Marx«>Klassenkimpfe in Frankreich 1848
bis 1850« (1895),« in MEW 22: 511 and 513.

21 Ibid., s13. Reading this text passage one could also argue, that Engels predicted
many corruptions of revolutionary processes, e.g. Russia in 1917.

122 Ibid., 514.

123 Ibid., 523—524.
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theoretical thinkers of the 19th century, although they were acting
in the realities of the 20th century.”* Of course, Engels, like Marx as
well, also considered the French Revolution as an example of when
the masses actively sought change,™ but was disappointed when
they failed to stay active in 1848. Yet by witnessing the latter events,
Engels in particular understood that revolutions would never be
fully explained solely by theory. They need the masses to be success-
ful, and the masses tend to react according to their necessities and
current demands, not according to a plan, a script, or theoretical
assumptions. Therefore, the human factor is probably the most de-
cisive one in every revolutionary process. A successful revolution,
and this aspect is supposedly the most important one in Engels’s
theoretical approach, needed to be a revolution by the majority of
the people.”® Liana Longinotti highlights this in particular when
she writes that

[t]he considerations that are articulated around the theme of the »ma-
jority revolution« not only arose in Engels from the lesson of caution
derived from the bankruptcy experience of the previous revolutions,
but at the same time represented the definitive landing point of a
reflection, extended over time, around the ways and forms of the
proletarian revolution, which, after starting from the delineation of
its successive phases and having passed through the subsumption of
the democratic stage within the socialist revolution, came to nuclear
its specific and distinctive features with respect to the great bourgeois

revolutions.””

124 A. James Gregor, Marxism and the Making of China: A Doctrinal History (New
York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2014), 25.

125 Friedrich Engels, »Die Entwicklung des Sozialismus von der Utopie zur Wissen-
schaft (1880),« in MEW 19: 194.

126 Liana Longinotti, »Friedrich Engels e la >Rivoluzione di maggioranza«« Studi
Storici 15, no. 4 (1974): 822.

127 Ibid., 823.
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Engels, who in his later years played an important role in making

128

Marx’s work available and advertising its value,™ at the same time
remained a revolutionary and was almost sad about the neglect of a
revolutionary necessity by the German Social Democrats. In a letter
to Richard Fischer (1855-1926), he argued: »In the Vorwirts the rev-
olution is sometimes denied with the same effort as it was preached
for—maybe sometimes again—in the past.«*® The Engels of the
1890s, in contrast to his more youthful self of the 1840s, had witnessed
two failed revolutionary attempts, and now wanted to wait until the
Social Democratic influence on society was sufficiently strong® and
until the military had been sufficiently politicized, especially since he
knew that a revolution without the latter’s support might be as sense-
less as it would be hopeless.™

In contrast to his later instrumentalization in internal party fights
about the revolutionary character of the German Social Democratic
Party (SPD), Engels had never given up his belief in and hopes for a
successful revolution.?* Nevertheless, his edition of Marx’s 7he Class
Struggles in France 1848—18s50 and his introduction for many seemed
to anticipate many of Eduard Bernsteins (1850-1932) later claims
about peaceful political tactics and the abandonment of the revolu-
tion.”” Hence, »Engels would have found a parliamentary system gen-

128 Michael C. Howard and John E. King, A History of Marxian Economics, vol. 1:
1883—1929 (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1989), 3—20; J. Jemnitz,
»Engels and the Problems of the International Labour Movement in the 1890s,«
Acta Historica Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 17, no. 3/ 4 (1971): 225—255.

129 Friedrich Engels to Richard Fischer, March 8, 1895, cited in Hans-Josef Stein-
berg, »Revolution und Legalitit: Ein unverdffentlichter Brief Friedrich Engels’s
an Richard Fischer,« International Review of Social History 12, no. 2 (1967): 182.

130 Ibid., 184.

131 Ibid., 187.

132 Ibid., 187-188. Also see Neumann and von Hagen, »Engels and Marx on Revo-
lution,« 278; Hollander, »Marx and Engels on Constitutional Reform vs. Revo-
lution,« s3.

133 Ibid., s1—s2. On Bernstein and his revisionist position see: Manfred B. Steger,
The Quest for Evolutionary Socialism: Eduard Bernstein and Social Democracy
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997).
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erating a working-class majority unwilling to carry out a communist
program unacceptable«* and was never in favor of abandoning the
revolution as the wultima ratio of Social Democratic politics.”

Regardless of his wish for a revolutionary change, Engels would
also not have been in favor of Lenin’s interpretation of his and Marx’s
work.%® From the Russian revolutionary’s perspective, as Bertram D.
Wolfe (1896-1977), the American communist, scholar, and later an-
ti-communist during the Cold War, remarked,

[iJt was embarrassing to note that Engels had lived on to 1895, and
had been brilliantly prophetic in describing the line-up, the magni-
tude, the nations under arms, the upsurge of national feeling, the
socialist desire to avert war (pacifism) and to defend the fatherland
(defensism), the possibility that the socialist parties and the Inter-
national would be temporarily drowned and broken by a flood of
chauvinism, the million-massed death toll, the spread of ruin, de-
moralization and barbarism throughout Europe, in the very war into

which Europe had now entered.””

After their death, as Engels had complained in a letter to Paul La-
fargue (1842-1911) in 1882, his and Marx’s works had been turned
»into the dogmatism of a scientific oracle«® instead of an attempt to
understand a revolution in its timely context, something that would
become even worse with regard to Soviet Marxism.” Although lat-

134 Hollander, »Marx and Engels on Constitutional Reform vs. Revolution,« 54.

135 Hans-Josef Steinberg, »Freiheit und Notwendigkeit: Aus einem verlorenen Brief
von Friedrich Engels an Ernest Belfort Bax vom Jahre 1886,« International Review
of Social History 18, no. 2 (1973): 276—280.

136 Bertram D. Wolfe, »Lenin Has Trouble with Engels,« 7he Russian Review 1s,
no. 3 (1956): 197. Also see the more detailed discussion in A. James Gregor, Marx-
ism, Fascism, and Totalitarianism: Chapters in the Intellectual History of Radicalism
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2009), 102-135.

137 Wolfe, »Lenin Has Trouble with Engels,« 209.

138 Cited in Schifer, »Friedrich Engels,« 36.

139 Herbert Marcuse, »Dialectic and Logic Since the War,« in Marxism, Revolution
and Utopia (Collected Papers of Herbert Marcuse, vol. 6), eds. Douglas Kellner
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er revolutions would draw inspiration from past events and even at-
tempt to recreate them,*> Engels was never in favor of a dogmatic
revolution theory, especially not in his own writings, where he instead
actempted to describe things to take into consideration for future
revolutionary processes. Like Marx, he was affected by the failed Eu-
ropean revolutions in 1848:

Like most of their intellectual contemporaries, they now repudiated
utopianism and turned to »science« as the instrument of progress.
Their revolutionary goals remained unchanged, as did their belief that
labor would one day be transformed from a tool of subjugation to a
»means of emancipation, by offering each individual the opportuni-
ty to develop all his faculties, physical and mental, in all directions
and exercise them to the full,« making work a »pleasure instead of a

burden.«#

Engels, however, also realized that the masses were often not the most
reliable revolutionaries: »we men and women are unfortunately so
stupid that we never pluck up courage for real progress unless urged
to it by sufferings that seem almost out of proportion.«** Yet the role
of the individuals, like their impact on the revolutionary outcomes,

and Clayton Pierce (London/New York: Routledhge 2014), 88.

140 Stephen Eric Bronner, »The Communist Manifesto: Between Past and Present,«
in Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, The Communist Manifesto, ed. Jeffrey C.
Isaac (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2012), 145.

141 Joan Campbell, Joy in Work, German Work: The National Debate, 1800—1945
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1989), 23—34. According to Hal
Draper and E. Haberkern, »Marx and Engels came to believe that the French
had ceded the leadership of the revolutionary movement, at least temporarily, to
the Germans.« Hal Draper and E. Haberkern, Karl Marx’s Theory of Revolution,
vol. s: War and Revolution (New York: NYU Press, 2005), 130.

142 Letter by Engels, February 24, 1893, in Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, Corre-
spondence 1846-1895 (London: Lawrence & Wishart, 1934), s10, cited in William
A. Pelz, »Class and Gender: Friedrich Engelss Contribution to Revolutionary
History,« Science & Society 62, no. 1 (1998), Friedrich Engels: A Critical Centenary
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could only be understood in a concrete space-time continuum, and
therefore Engels did realize that 1848 was not 1793, that 1871 was not
1848, and so on.*# Due to this realization, the famous German intel-
lectual also always studied the role of common people: »His contribu-
tions to understanding the importance of class are many, but among
the most significant are: discerning the importance of the popular
masses in history; understanding how common people express them-
selves within the culture and language of their times; demonstrating
how historical consciousness is necessary for radical change; and plac-
ing the main emphasis on class struggle, as the motor which moves
historical development forward.«# Considering the role of individ-
uals and the factors that determined their daily life, Engels, applying
Marx’s theoretical ideas about historical materialism, also understood
that »the final causes of all social changes and political revolutions
are to be sought, not in men’s brains, not in men’s better insight into
eternal truth and justice, but in changes in the modes of production
and exchange. They are to be sought not in the philosophy, but in the
economics of each particular epoch.«# All in all, for Engels,

Marxist revolution required circumstances that made available a soci-
ety in which the »vast majority« of the population had been rendered
»proletarian,« in the process of which commodity production had
fully matured, generating the material wherewithal to fully liberate

143 Ibid., 118.

144 Ibid., 121.

145 E.N. Trubetskoi, »Toward Characterization of the Theory of Marx and Engels
on the Significance of Ideas in History,« in Problems of Idealism, ed. Edward A.
Purcell (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2003), 127. Trubetskoi criticizes
Engels’s view for being too narrowly focused on historical materialism here: »In
this whole theory there is a large share of truth. It is impossible to deny that
economic facts play a primary role in social revolutions, or that people are gener-
ally inclined to sympathize with precisely the legal and political princi-ples that
most correspond to their interests. It is another question whether only economic
interests should be treated as independent causes of social revolutions, whether
they alone determine the legal and political ideals of people.« Ibid., 139. Also see
ibid., 274.
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humanity from the curse of poverty and compulsory labor. Among
some of the very last things he was to write, Engels reminded rev-
olutionaries once again that the only truly Marxist revolution was
one undertaken by a population that was essentially urban and pro-
letarian, that would seize the »gigantic productive forces« provided
by mature machine capitalism, so that they might be marshaled to
»planned production.«#

So what are we supposed to make of Engels’s revolution theory, or
is there anything we can make of it at all? While it does not make
sense for revolutionaries to identify themselves with the past,” it
does make sense to take a minute to look back at Engels’s writings.
They offer us a lot of thoughts about revolutions and provide hope for
their success, while at the same time do not neglect the dangers of ev-
ery revolutionary process. Engels’s writings about revolutions were an
incomplete theoretical framework, yet were enough to engage future
generations to think about the possibilities, necessities, and problems
revolutions can cause. Therefore, his writings about revolution are
even more important today. Not because we should be too inspired
by 1848 or any other revolution of the past, but rather to sharpen
our mind for possible revolutions in the future. Crises are a necessary
precondition, the role of the masses is essential, and what role will
the military play? Such considerations, willingly or unwillingly, must
lead back to the revolution theory of Friedrich Engels, and it could be
argued that those who wish to see a successful revolution of a majority
would be wise to read his works in advance. If they can avoid the fail-
ure of a future revolution, that is maybe only pure chance, but at least
they would be prepared for the possible turns of any revolutionary
process. Considering the importance of such a legacy, it is tragic that
the revolutionary Engels never experienced a successful revolution.

146 Gregor, Marxism and the Making of China, 26. Engels’s citations are taken from
Engels, »Nachwort (1894) [zu >Soziales aus Russland(,« MEW 22: 426—428.

147 Eric Hobsbawm, »Revolution,« in Revolution in History, eds. Roy Porter and
Mikulds Teich (Cambridge/New York : Cambridge University Press, 1986), 9.
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After 200 years, it is time to prove his ideas about revolutions and to
use them effectively to provide true freedom for all.
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The Gens, Military Conquest, and the
Formation of the Manchu State

Understanding the Pre-State Manchu Society
from an Engelsian Perspective (1550-1651)

Jia Feng

Introduction

In The Origin of the Family, Private Property, and the State (1884), Frie-
drich Engels portrays a progressive picture of how human society
evolved from a simple gentile order to the state in correspondence
with the development of social production and the changed forms
of property distribution, more specifically from common to private
ownerships. To illustrate this fundamental transformation, much ink
has been spilled on the institutions of society organized in peacetimes
based on and in wartimes mobilized by gens, which Engels defines as
»the foundation of the social order of most, if not all, the barbarian
peoples of the world.« In a gens, all members shared equal tribal and
gentile rights, such as equal share of common property, equal voice in
democratic assembly, and shared obligations to revenge and defense.”
Several gentes constitute a phratry (brotherhood), and several phra-
tries constitute a tribe.’ Facing common enemies might bring differ-
ent gens into a temporary confederation, but most of them dissolved
right upon the fading of threats.* As Engels argues, the gentile system
was simply a »natural grouping,« suited perfectly to sparse popula-

1 Friedrich Engels, 7he Origin of the Family, Private Property, and the State (Chip-
pendale, Australia: Resistance Books, 2004), 53.

2 Ibid., 88—92.

3 Ibid., 92—93.

4 Ibid., 95.
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tions over a vast territory.’ Although war captives were indeed admit-
ted into the conqueror’s tribe, because of the extremely undeveloped
level of social production, where human labor »yielded no noticeable
surplus as yet over the cost of its maintenance,« war prisoners were
killed. Even for the tribes that indeed adopted the defeated as equal
members, »the tribe remained the boundary for man, in relation to
himself as well as to outsiders.«

As Engels argues, arising from the development of social produc-
tion, intertribal wars not only broke loose the gentile institutions
based on personal ties of blood but also facilitated the rise of pub-
lic power, the institutionalization of which was the state. In other
words, the state emerged inevitably at the price of the dissolution
of the old gentile order. Engels suggests that the rise of patriarchal
authority and the inheritance of property by children was at the root
of incentives of the supreme tribal leaders to extend their territories
by waging wars.” The development of private property also rendered
it necessary to create hereditary system by replacing elective offices
and, due to the corresponding demand for surplus human labor, to
expand the enslavement of war prisoners to fellow members of the
tribe. Personal wealth is thus »respected as the highest treasure, and
the old gentile institutions are perverted in order to justify forcible
robbery of wealth.«*

Incorporating more people set in motion the growth of institu-
tions serving public purposes, more specifically the increasing cen-
tralized royal power. The institutions that facilitated royal power
included the rise of the retinue. The quickly expanding population
could not be governed anymore »by means of the old gentile con-
stitution.« The king’s permanent retinue or royal hereditary offices
took its place.? Public power existed in various forms, including the

s Ibid., 148.
6 Ibid., 65, 99.
7 Ibid., 106.
8  Ibid., 107.
9  Ibid., 143.
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police force, army, and administrative officers.® New rules also arose
that institutionalized the unequal distribution of booty and the con-
centration of wealth in the hands of the military commander and
subcommanders or rising nobility.”

Especially illuminating is Engels’s insight on the lasting influence
of the old gentile mentality when gentile organizations dissolved in
many places in the face of the growing state machine.” When com-
menting on why, in the sth century, the invading Germans could
transform the declining Roman empire that had a far greater level of
civilization than the invaders themselves, Engels writes,

What was the mysterious charm with which the Germans infused
new vitality into dying Europe? Was it the innate magic power of the
German race, as our jingo historians would have it? By no means. Of
course, the Germans were a highly gifted Aryan tribe, especially at
that time, in full process of vigorous development. It was not their
specific national qualities that rejuvenated Europe, however, but sim-

ply—their barbarism, their gentile constitution.”

The »gentile mentality« also entailed »personal efficiency and bravery,«
which was widely seen in nomadic groups, and the sense of cohesion
settling in gentes." In other words, when »conquered and conquer-
ors were almost at the same stage of economic development and the
economic basis of society remained the same as before ... the gentile
constitution could continue for many centuries in a changed, terri-
torial form.«

The founders of the Qing dynasty (1644—1911), the last dynasty in
Chinese imperial history, were ethnically Manchus, who originated in

10 Ibid., 115, 136.
n  Ibid., 136, 143.

12 Ibid., 115.
13 Ibid., 145-146.
14 Ibid., 146.

15 Ibid., 157.
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Manchuria, part of the northeastern provinces of today’s China.” The
name »Manchus« was not officially adopted until 1636, before which
later Manchu conquerors were called »Jurchens« by the Ming people
due to their shared ethnic origins with the Jin dynasty (1115-1234)
founders.” At the turn of the 15th century, there were three major
Jurchen sub-groups: the Jianzhou, the Haixi, and the Yeren, so-called
because of their varying degrees of economic development.” In the
late 16th century, the Jianzhou branch rose to dominance by annexing
the other Jurchen tribes, and within decades went on to conquer the
Ming court (1368—1644).

In this paper, I will demonstrate that 7he Origin of the Family,
Private Property, and the State offers certain important insights to
our understanding of the transition of late 16th-and early 17th-cen-
tury Manchu tribal society into a state. For example, Engels makes
it clear that the gens is an institution »common to all barbarians
up to their entry into civilization.«? Pre-conquest Manchu society,
as I will point out below, despite its regular economic exchanges
with the then reigning Ming court (1368—1644), was tribal in nature,
organized by different equivalents of gens, phratries, and tribes.
Hunting organizations were also based on gentes, first as the niru
(company), the basic hunting and later military unit under which
Jurchen men were organized, and then the gusa, larger divisions
consisting of several niru, or banners. These were the foundational
organizations of the Eight Banners System, the Manchus’ trade-
mark system, which recent revisionist Qing historiography claims
to be the institutional bulwark of Manchu senses of in-groupness

16 Franz Michael, 7he Origin of Manchu Rule in China: Frontier and Bureaucracy as
Interacting Forces in the Chinese Empire (New York: Octagon Books, 1965), 12.

17 Liu Xiaomeng, Manzu cong buluo dao guojia de fazhan (Beijing: Zhongguo she-
hui kexue chubanshe, 2007), 1.

18  Pei Huang, Reorienting the Manchus: A Study of Sinicization, 1583—1795 (Ithaca,
NY: Cornell University Press, 2011), 101.

19 Engels, Origin, 88.
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or Manchu ethnic identity and to play a crucial role in making and
maintaining Qing rule.”

The fact that pre-conquest Manchu society was fundamentally
tribal and no exception to what Engels says about pre-state social
organizations carries important theoretical weight because this fact
poses a question on the special nature of the »Manchu way,« a pack-
age of time-honored Manchu customs, especially warrior values and
martial culture dating back to the Manchu tribal and hunting age,
the upholding of which is designated by recent Qing historiography
as crucial to the strengthening and maintaining of the dynasty’s rule.
Moreover, in its narration of the earliest period of Qing history, this
scholarship tends to see the tribal-era development of banners, hunt-
ing units by origin, not only as a uniquely Manchu innovation but
also as offering incentives to enhanced Manchu ethnic solidary, a
key element to the transformation of Manchu tribes into the state.”
Drawing upon insights from Engels’s 7he Origin of the Family, Private
Property, and the State, I will not only argue that the banners, essen-
tially military units organized according to Manchu gentes, were not
exceptions to any other early society before their entry into or contact
with civilization, but also that this ethnic-centered view falls short in
explaining the socio-economic and correspondingly political process
of Manchu state-building.

20  Mark Elliott, 7he Manchu Way: The Eight Banners and Ethnic Identity in Late Im-
perial China (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2001). Recent revisionist Qing
historiography argues that the Manchu ethnic identity persisted throughout the
dynasty and that the Manchu ruling class< conscious efforts to institutionalize
the differences between the conquerors and the conquered not only enhanced
the cohesion among the conquest elites but also strengthened the ties with cul-
turally adjacent Inner Asian minority groups. See Pamela Crossley, A Translucent
Mirror: History and Identity in Qing Imperial Ideology (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1999); Evelyn S. Rawski, 7he Last Emperors: A Social History of
Qing Imperial Institutions (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1998). For a
review of the New Qing history scholarship, see Joanna Waley-Cohen, »The New
Qing History,« Radical History Review 88 (2004): 193—206.

21 Elliott, The Manchu Way, 8—13.
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My argument in this paper consists of two distinct but interrelated
parts. First, I will argue that the Manchus« persistent consciousness to
maintain their identities as a distinct ethnic group, and in particular
such virtues as the toughness and virility suited to hunting and tribal
life, in fact evinces the lasting legacy of Manchu »gentile mentality«
in Engels’s discussion of the role of barbarism in rejuvenating the con-
quered but more civilized societies. This mechanism by which gentile
institutions continued to exist for a long time in changed forms, how-
ever, is not a unique quality of Manchus, but common to »the most
diverse savage and barbarian peoples of the present day.«**

The second part of my argument is related to the first, in the sense
that to fully comprehend the Manchu state-building process in the
late 16th and early 17th centuries, it is critical to recognize the tribal
and gentile origins of the Eight Banners System and to analyze the
making of the Qing state not as enhancing those tribal elements, but
as an opposite process of undermining, in part at least, the Manchu
gentile constitution. More specifically, I will argue that the Manchu
state arose precisely at the price of dissolving the economic principle
of the »eight privileges,« namely the equal distribution of booty, peo-
ple, and lands among eight great families, the latter of which derived
from Manchu time-honored customs and economically buttressed
the Eight Banners System. I will demonstrate that the rapidly expand-
ing territories and substantially increased number of people brought
under the control of the regime created new institutional options for
the throne’s incumbent to enhance his power through mobilizing
new tax resources and establishing new administrative organizations
and allowed him opportunities to maneuver the gentile principles of
equality among tribal members in a despotic direction. The economic
principle that conditioned the Eight Banners System became increas-
ingly contradictory with the development of political centralization;
the consolidation of royal power precisely resulted from the defeating
of the dominance of old gentile Manchu rules. In short, it was pre-

22 Engels, Origin, 126, 157.
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cisely in the place where the dominance of the gentile constitution
of the Manchu conquest regime dissolved that the Qing state arose.

Despite taking Engels’s insights on gentile institutions of early
human society seriously, however, I do not mean to say that all pre-
state societies were the same, nor do I deny the unique characteristics,
trajectories, and dynamics of the Manchu state-building process. In
fact, because Engels’s theoretical framework is based on empirical ev-
idence primarily from Europe and occasionally from America, much
more work could be done from the perspective of non-Western his-
tories to form a more balanced account of the transition from tribal
society to the state. More specifically, I will delineate in detail the
changing land and population policies of the Manchu conquest re-
gime and, in particular, how the increased number of people brought
under the conqueror’s control turned the Manchu state formation
in a centralized direction. While this study will reveal the not too
special socio-economic origin of the »Manchu Way,« it will also take
on Engels’s insights on the almost universal transition of early human
society from gens to state to argue that the Manchu state arose not
from the maintaining of gentile principles, but at the cost of them.
Thus, Engels’s analysis of the breakdowns of the gens as an inevitable
part of the emergence of state sheds new light on the socio-economic
elements of Manchu state-building in the early 17th century and the
nature of the »Manchu Way.«

The Manchu Gentile Society Before Conquest

Before conquest, the Jurchen society was organized in tribes, with
the hala (clan, family) as the basic tribal unit followed by the mukun
(clan, extended family), a social organization that grew out of and
increasingly replaced the hala as a more elemental unit to organize
people due to population growth, migration, and intertribal wars.

In early Jurchen history, the hala was the very earliest social form
and thus the first social identity, which had a continued legacy across
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generations. The word hala was among the oldest Manchu words.”
Sharing the same Aala usually indicated sharing the same geographi-
cal and ancestral origin.* Jurchen society of the hala stage also shared
marriage and other social organizing principles with other barbarians.
For example, Manchu ethnogenesis records often show a marriage of
a male to a female from a different /ala, which indicates the prohibi-
tion of marriage within the same tribal group.” Other early Manchu
records also demonstrate the practices of adopting individual mem-
bers of a gens who had been either hit by a natural disaster or on the
losing side of an intertribal war into another.>®

As Jurchen society grew both in size and complexity, the new so-
cial organization of the mukun emerged to replace the hala as the
most basic clan unit. A distinct feature of the mukun was that, unlike
the hala, being members of the same mukun did not necessarily mean
either the same ancestry or the same surname. Instead, while peo-
ple in the same mukun might have different ancestral origins, people
sharing the same ancestry might have different surnames.”” By the
mid-16th century, due to the high frequency of migration as a result
of wars, trades, and some sort of tribal annexation, the mukun had
replaced the hala in some more advanced societies such as Jianzhou
and Haixi Jurchens.?® In short, while the difference between the hala
and mukun was not always so clear, generally speaking, the hala was
larger than the mukun. As Aisin Gioro, the surname of the Qing ruler,
demonstrated, within the Gioro /ala, there were many other mukun
than Aisin itself, such as Yi’ergen, Hulun, Tongyan, etc.?

23 Liu, Manzu cong buluo dao guojia de fazhan, 18.

24 Liu Xiaomeng, Manzu de shehui yu shenghuo (Beijing: Beijing tushuguan chu-
banshe, 1998), 18.

25 Manzhou shilu, vol. 1 (Taibei: Huawen chubanshe, 1964), 4—s.

26 Liu, Manzu cong buluo dao guojia de fazhan, 1.

27 Liu, Manzu de shehui yu shenghuo, 14.

28  Ortaietal., eds., Bagi manzhou shizu tongpu, vol. 12 (Shenyang: Liaohai chubanshe,
2002 [1744]), 12.

29 Mo Dongyin, Manzushi luncong (Beijing: Renmin chubanshe, 1958), 23.
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As a nomadic group, hunting was the central aspect of Jurchen
economic life. In early Jurchen society, the uksun was the basic hunt-
ing unit.®® The very activity of hunting required each band to main-
tain a moderate size for quicker mobility, making the #ksun a more
desirable form than the mukun. Hunting spoils were equally distrib-
uted between tribal members, a fact that complies perfectly with what
Engels says about barbarians up to their entry into civilization who
lived in gens governed by the principles of democracy and equality
between individuals.” In the Manchu language, each share was called
a ubu. Originally denoting the equal distribution of hunting spoils,
the #bu later became the unit of the equal distribution of booty, cap-
tives, lands, and power.

Within each #ksun, more direct blood ties were maintained in
a boo, or a family. The Jurchen hunting and gathering economy set
an upper limit on the size of a family; while the eldest sons moved
out upon adulthood to establish their own independent families, the
youngest stayed to inherit the family fortune.

Hunting activities were generally organized based on the fami-
ly-clan organization. Jurchen hunters made their hunting tours in
companies based on the unit of the gasan. In each tour, every hunter
was allowed to shoot one arrow. The basic hunting unit was decimally
organized, and was composed of a headman (¢jen) and nine hunters.*
The ejen was chosen based on his recognized hunting experience.”

Social organizations that arose from hunting practices prompted
the forging of early quasi-military institutions. In daily and small-
scale hunting activities, Jurchen hunters marched in groups, encircled
a large swath of forest from all directions, gradually tightened the

30 Liu, Manzu de shehui yu shenghuo, 29.

31 Engels, Origin, 88, 90.

32 Chen Wenshi, »Qingtaizong shidai de zhongyao zhengzhi cuoshi,« in Chen
Wenshi, Mingqing zhengzhi shehui shilun, vol. 2 (Taibei: Taiwan xuesheng shuju,
1991), 423—525.

33 Liu, Manzu cong buluo dao guojia de fazhan, 47.

34 Taizu shilu, vol. 3 (Taibei: Huawen chubanshe, 1964), 6.

35 Zhao-lian, Xiaoting zalu (Beijing: Zhonghuashuju, 2017 [1814-1826]), 220.
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circle, and finally drove animals within into a clearing to be shot.*
A larger-scale hunting activity, known in Manchu as #ba, contained
a couple of decimal units. Before marching into the targeted forest,
hunters gathered in arrays, distinguished by the colors of their ban-
ners. In a broader view, the banners were spread like a tree diagram,
with the yellow banner placed at the center bottom, two shoulder
banners colored red and white down to the left and right, and two
head banners of blue placed further below each of the shoulder ban-
ners.” The Manchu word 7iru means a big arrow. In traditional
Jurchen hunting practices, since each warrior was allowed one arrow
and nine warriors went out together under the leadership of a banner
headman, niru later developed into the most rudimentary military
unit, and niru ejen connoted the leader of each niru who gave out
commands through banner signals.®*

Even before the launching of large-scale Manchu conquests, these
basic gentile institutions of Jurchen society underwent changes due to
intertribal marriages, migration, and war, the last of which in partic-
ular took people beyond boundaries of the gentes they were originally
born into, giving rise to a new identity based on place rather than
original gens. The Manchu word gasan is precisely meant to denote
the villages surrounding castles used for military defense.” In the mid-
15th century, Jurchen settlements along the Tumen River were found
to have members of different lineages within the same village. That is
to say, while some villages were composed only of members from the
same hala, others were a blend of people with different lineage ties.*

Although they shared similar social organizations and econom-
ic forms of life, Jurchens across tribes were by no means the same.
Residing in the eastern and southern portions of Manchuria geo-
graphically most adjacent to Korean and Ming influence with richer

36  Elliott, The Manchu Way, s7.

37 Mo, Manzushi luncong, 6s.

38  Zheng, Tanwei ji, 175.

39  Liu, Manzu cong buluo dao guojia de fazhan, 38.
40 Ibid., s2.
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soils, milder winters, and more plains suited to farming, the Jianzhou
branch of Jurchens developed more advanced sedentary ways of life
with a higher ratio of agriculture in their economy than other tribes.*
Their adjacency with the Ming, moreover, made possible their loot-
ing campaigns in Liaodong, from which Jurchens brought back both
agricultural tools and people.* By the mid-16th century, intertribal
competitions for resources were so intense that large-scale intertribal
wars had begun, culminating in the dominance of the Jianzhou, the
origins of later Manchu rule.

In sum, the hala and later the mukun, namely gentes for Man-
chus, were the basic institutions of Jurchen society by the mid-16®
century, complying perfectly with Engels’s stacement that »the gens
is an institution common to all barbarians up to their entry into
civilization.«# Gentile institutions also played an important role in
the social and economic lives of Jurchens. As the foregoing discus-
sions have shown, hunting activities were organized based on gentile
divisions, and the way that prey was distributed demonstrated that
equality between tribal members was the rule of the day.* Moreover,
the emergence of gasan, namely villages in which residents were not
necessarily from the same gens, shows the increasing complexity of
Jurchen society. By this time, the organization of Jurchen society was
not yet that of a state, and in fact a state was far from an evitable
option.” Most tribes never turned into a state until the rise of the
Jianzhou branch, the one that first turned »habitual cooperation«
among tribes into a regular »permanent league« and then continued
to challenge the Ming rule.*¢

41 Huang, Reorienting the Manchus, 101.

42 Mo, Manzushi luncong, 47.

43 Engels, Origin, 88.

44  Certain features of the Manchu gens before their conquest in the late 16th centu-
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45 1Ibid., 95-97.

46 Ibid., 96.
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Early Conquests and Using »Banners«
to Absorb New Population

In the 1570s, large-scale intertribal wars started. After Nurhaci
(1559—1626) succeeded to the leadership of the Jianzhou branch in
1583, Jianzhou soon rose to supreme power in Manchuria. Having
taken over a number of tribal city-states near his residence at Hulan
Hada, he won a decisive victory over the allied army of Hulun Ssu
Kuo in 1593, bringing home 3,000 horses and thousands of suits of
armor while causing 4,000 casualties. Early victories gave Nurhaci
not only prestige among Jurchen tribes but also booty to cover the
costs of future expansions.”” Weaker tribes chose to surrender without
resistance. In 1588, following the pledge of the Suwan chief, more
tribes joined, bringing their people to Nurhaci’s territory.#® Of the 66
tribes Nurhaci incorporated, 17 surrendered without resistance.* In
the years 1599-1601, he conquered the Hada and added charters of
the surrendered to the 500 charters he already possessed, becoming
the wealthiest chieftain in Manchuria.* In 1607 he conquered the
Hoifa, and finally, in 1613, after he defeated Ula, the vast majority of
Jianzhou and Haixi lands and people were brought under his control.”
A commander of an army of only soo soldiers in 1583, within two
decades, Nurhaci had unified all Jurchen tribes.

One strategy Nurhaci adopted was to absorb the conquered popu-
lation without dismantling their social institutions. More specifically,
what Nurhaci did was to organize newly subordinated groups into
niru while keeping their old clan organizations intact.”* For example,
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in 1593, while defeating the Zhusheli, Nurhaci moved its people to his
own territories. In 1599, while conquering the Hada tribe, Nurhaci
incorporated them into his household registration system.” Through
the transformation of the hunting niru into the military niru, Nurha-
ci infused into those previously dispersed Jurchen tribes a new rela-
tionship with the Manchu regime.

Meanwhile, Nurhaci allowed the headman of the conquered tribe
to maintain his original status, namely to become the niru-ejen, the
leader of the newly forged military company. For instance, in 1595/6,
during his return tour from Jianzhou Jurchen, the Korean diplomat
Shen Zhongyi wrote that under the leadership of the brothers Nur-
haci and Surhaci, there were two hundred military headmen. All of
them were old tribal chieftains and governed their own former tribal
members.** The tribal leaders were incorporated into the Jianzhou
conquest regime, while old tribal organizations such as gasan, mukun
and whsun were left undisturbed. A new identity to the conqueror’s
regime began to transcend the previous allegiance to the tribe. By
bringing together people with diverse tribal affiliations and geograph-
ical origins, Nurhaci’s conquest set in motion a remarkable political
integration of Jurchen society.”

As Nurhaci’s military conquests progressed successfully, the niru
organizations, originally hunting organizations, extended to other ar-
eas of Jurchen lives and gradually became a principal institution that
wortked to reconfigure Jurchen society and to rationalize the man-
agement of the Jurchen population. In 1616, the functions of niru
companies extended to civilian areas. For example, in July of 1616,
Nurhaci asked each niru to dispatch three persons to help build 200
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boats.’* Other examples can be found in areas of agricultural produc-
tion, public services, festival celebrations, military logistics, etc. For
instance, in 1613, Nurhaci asked each niru to send ten adult males and
four cattle to cultivate wastelands.” In 1622, he asked each niru to
offer three cattle as sacrifices for the end-of-year celebration.”® Start-
ing as the basic hunting unit of ten warriors, the niru later extended
its application not only to military occasions to have 300 warriors in
each of them but also to the general population as a unit of the equal
distribution of public duties.

When conquests remained confined to Manchuria before 1621,
conquered populations were divided largely by ethnic differences. The
conquered Jurchens, or jusen in Manchu, were incorporated into the
conquerors¢< niru organizations, while Chinese, Koreans, and Mongo-
lians, or ethnically non-Jurchens, became booi aha or household slaves
of the conquerors.” In other words, while the conquered from other
Manchu tribes became jusen, enjoying a similar status to the old jusen
of Nurhaci’s original tribes, the non-Manchu conquered populations
were subjugated as booi bondservants. The jusen population enjoyed a
free status because a long-cherished tradition of pre-conquest Jurchen
society was that Jurchens never enslaved their own men.® For in-
stance, in 1603, after Nurhaci conquered the Hada tribe, he moved
Hada people to regions adjacent to his residence and enrolled them in
the already existing niru population registration system. Applying the
same rule to the vanquished Huifa tribe, in 1607 Nurhaci »disarmed
its troops but enlisted its people.« Having conquered the powerful
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Ula tribe, in 1613 Nurhaci granted 7iru memberships to its »tens of
thousands of households.«

Generally speaking, before the conquests extended to areas with
a non-Manchu population as a majority, the conquered population
from other Manchu tribes was usually organized into niru organi-
zations, while ethnically non-Manchu people, mostly Chinese and
Koreans, were subjugated as booi aba. Incorporating the conquered
population in such ways perfectly suited the Manchu regime during
the early conquests when a regular tax system remained absent and
public duties could be accomplished at the lowest possible cost.®*

In 1619, Nurhaci won a decisive battle at Sarhu, his first major
confrontation with the Ming court, which marked the beginning of
the expansion of his conquests to the Han Chinese territory. That
year, Nurhaci took over 70 fortified towns, including Fushun, Kai-
yuan, and Tieling. Tens of thousands of Chinese as well as Koreans
fighting for the Ming were captured. These captives were distribut-
ed as booi aha among the Manchu nobles and put to work on the
private landed estates of Manchu nobles as agricultural slaves. This
battle thus significantly expanded the booi aha population and fueled
the growth of 7okso while also creating a larger imbalance of wealth
among the Manchus.

Upon taking over Mukden, Nurhaci laid claim to vacated and
uncultivated lands, equalized land shares, and conducted a univer-
sal redistribution of lands. »Masterless« lands, left behind by the
thousands of Liaodong people who had fled, were transformed into
state-controlled lands.* Similarly to what Engels says about the ways
that Germans distributed land among themselves upon conquering
Roman provinces, on July 14™ of 1621, Nurhaci decreed a reclamation
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of 300,000 xiang (a Chinese equivalent of 10,000 square meters) of
wasteland in Haizhou and distributed it to Manchu soldiers in resi-
dence.” He then extended the offer of land to Han Chinese from the
previous five Liaodong garrisons, asking each recipient to pay a quota
of grain in tax and corvee labor duties in return.®® In November, mil-
itary duties were added to the mandatory service required from each
adult male land recipient.”” The land redistribution was carried out
only on »masterless« lands, based on the spirit of bringing the least
disruption to the existing social order.*

Entering regions with a Han Chinese population as the majori-
ty changed the fiscal system of the conquering regime dramatically.
The conquered land and population in Liaodong brought invaluable
revenue and the manpower needed to build the public sector of the
conquering regime. The land distribution and the subsequent tax col-
lection were all patterned on the Ming model. In March of 1621, the
land quota that each adult male received settled on five xiang of grain
fields and one xiang of cotton fields. 7° In addition, Liaodong people
were also asked to pay corvee labor and undertake military service as
assigned by the regime.”

The availability of agricultural revenues fueled the early develop-
ment of bureaucracy. To establish tighter local controls, the Manchu
regime followed the Ming practice of organizing commoners under
hundred-man chiefs (baizhang), who represented the state in charge
of local administration.” In 1621, to better handle ethnic relations,
the crown founded the Bureau of Supreme Judges (Dutang yamen).
This court was charged with providing residences for the Chinese,
handling escapees, transporting military logistic supplies, harvesting
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grain, and negotiating merchandise prices.”” In 1622, 24 legal judg-
es (duanshiguan) were appointed to supervise legal practices within
banners.”*

The conquerors distributed lands among themselves, and their
corvee labor duties were shifted to the conquered Chinese. Because
of the taxes and corvee labor contributed by the Chinese, the Manchu
Jjusen commoners enjoyed less tax and service burdens. Their duties
could thus concentrate on those that were truly »Manchuc since the
gentile age. Such labor included digging ginseng, hunting, raising
horses, escorting trading tours, baking seawater, etc.”

Although progress in state-building had been made as the con-
quests expanded, the regime still only had limited tax resources, in-
evitably hampering the development of bureaucracy and supporting
the continued strengthening of the old Manchu gentile rule of »eight
privileges« (bafen). The rule of »eight privileges,« also called jakun
ubu in Manchu, which originated from the tribal hunting tradition,
stipulated the equal distribution of spoils, lands, and people among
the Manchu top leadership, a principle of property distribution com-
monly found in gentile societies.” It functioned first as a principle of
distribution of booty. Valuables from booty such as gold, silver, and
silk were assembled, equally distributed to each hoiso beile (the com-
mander of a banner) and finally through each individual beile into
the hands of those who participated in the campaign.”” The rule soon
became a set of overarching principles for organizing the new Man-
chu state. More specifically, the Manchu princes, primarily Nurhaci’s
sons and nephews, were granted one share of the eight equal portions
of the political, economic, and legal power of the Manchu state. This
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system was officially confirmed in March of 1622 when the eight bosoi
beile were declared to be the central committee of the Manchu state.
Under this structure, decisions on the imperial succession, state affairs
generally, and serious legal cases not handled by lower courts were
made collectively.”

While this principle offered a ruling solution for such a rudimen-
tal regime with only limited fiscal resources, it later ran counter to the
strengthening of royal power, the latter of which became increasingly
imminent for the consolidation of the regime’s ever-expanding con-
quests. Within his own banner, the beile prince’s power was unparal-
leled. He was both the owner of the largest estates and the master of
the booi aha population within his own banner. To be sure, Manchu
jusen commoners within a banner had to meet labor and other ser-
vices demanded by the crown. But it was the beile prince who repre-
sented his banner at the imperial conference, and all public orders of
the state had to be passed down through him. Therefore, under the
system of the »eight privileges,« although the emperor did enjoy more
public authority and his own yellow banner was widely acknowledged
as being superior, he could not make arbitrary decisions. All state
matters had to be discussed with the seven beile princes first.” The
Manchu emperor’s power was so limited that a later Chinese advisor
at the Manchu court quipped that the crown was no different from
a beile prince of his own yellow banner.* This consultative nature of
the feudal confederacy of the early Manchu state, formalized with the
establishment of the Eight Banners System, planted the seeds of the
future political crisis.

When first entering Liaodong in 1621, Nurhaci did attempt to
continue the old practices of subjugating all captives as serfs into
Manchu princely estates, or tokso in Manchu. Between 1621 and 1625,
the regime suffered from an extreme grain shortage, and the insuffi-
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cient development of the tax-collecting bureaus worsened the prob-
lem. To meet the financial needs of the military emergency, the ruler
had to reorient his fiscal plan back to the »eight privileges« principle
by subjugating the Chinese to be agricultural slaves on private prince-
ly estates.™ According to this policy, all Chinese and their lands were
reorganized into equal-sized landed estates, each equipped with 100
xiang of lands, 13 adult males, and 7 oxen. These new estates were
then distributed to all Manchu military nobles based on their rank.®
When the taxes collected from the agricultural production of the
Ming model could not meet the requirements of the state’s budget,
the old mode of production, featured by a promotion of the growth
of privately owned landed estates and the use of forced bondservant
labor, returned.®

This policy immediately provoked Chinese resistance and signifi-
cantly reduced agricultural productivity, making the existing grain
shortage even worse.* Intimidated by the oppressive Manchu policy
in 1625, more Chinese fled, the incentive to work dropped, and har-
vests hit a new low.® This policy granted more economic autonomy
to beile princes. The economic power of the Manchu nobility soared,
but at the cost of undermining the public coffers of the regime. On
the newly formed princely estates, tax-collecting power fell into the
hands of beile princes, accelerating fiscal decentralization.® In short,
as conquests continued to expand, applying old gentile organizations
to incorporate the conquered population was confronted with resis-
tance and chaos. Thus, the Manchu population policy in the years
1621-1625 showed that the old practice of turning the non-Manchu
population into household slaves was meeting its limits.
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Continued Conquests, Dismantled Gentile Constitution,
and the Rise of Royal Power

In The Origin of the Family Private Property, and the State, Engels
suggests that among many other favorable factors for the rise of royal
power that arose from military conquests, there was one institution
that especially favored it: »the retinue.«*” In regards to the mecha-
nism of continued warfare and the rise of royal power, Engels writes:
»The military commander who had acquired fame gathered around
his person a host of booty-loving young warriors pledged to loyalty to
him personally, as he was to them. He fed them, gave them gifts and
organized them on hierarchical principles: a bodyguard and a troop
ready for immediate action in short expeditions, a trained corps of
officers for larger campaigns.«® Never-ending conquests were neces-
sary, because, as Engels explains, »they could be held together only by
continuous warfare and plundering expeditions.«*

As early Manchu conquests remained confined to Manchuria,
several factors conducive to the strengthening of the ruling pow-
er had already arisen. The first was the booi or bondservants of the
Manchu ruler. Most Chinese booi came from captives taken between
1618 and 1621 in Fushun and Shenyang, constituting the main staff-
ing for the later establishment of the Qing Imperial Household De-
partment (neiwufu).*° The booi were among the earliest followers of
Nurhaci’s military career. In 1584, when an assassin posed a security
threat to Nurhaci, it was his booi niyalma that protected him from
being harmed.” During the time when supplies of Jurchen soldiers
fell short, it was the booi who either fought shoulder to shoulder with
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their masters or provided logistical support. The booi also engaged in
collecting war spoils for their masters.” In the early days of Nurhaci’s
career, when well-equipped and organized troops fell short, it was his
booi warriors who played a crucial role in securing his early victories.”
By serving as his private security guards, personal servants, and more
generally as a category of the population that was only supposed to
owe their service to the leader, booi played a role in the rise of Nur-
haci’s power.

Personal agents of a similar kind also included the khan’s private
guards, known as bayara. The word bayara means guard or troops on
guard duty. In organizational terms, bayara were selected based on
military merit from each 7iru to undertake public duties. The bayara
warriors were recruited from each #iru to meet a variety of military
duties.”* In 1635, after the division between the Upper Three Banners
and the Lower Five Banners was made, the institutional structure
of the bayara troops was changed correspondingly.” After the Man-
chu state became a national regime in 1644, the Upper Three bayara
troops (Bordered Yellow, Plain Yellow, and Plain White) became privy
security guards of the emperor.®

In The Origin of the Family, Private Property and the State, Engels
not only shows that the emergence of the state was the result of the
development of private property, but the accumulation of wealth into
the military commander’s hands facilitated it.”” The early rise of Man-
chu power evinces this aspect. More specifically, through the monop-
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olized control of Jurchen special products such as ginseng, pearl, and
furs and other measures to expand his fiscal resources, Nurhaci gained
crucial funding for his early military successes. A special Jurchen ar-
ticle that perhaps played the greatest role in Nurhacis rise was gin-
seng. In the 16th century, the Ming court’s high demand for ginseng
supplies gave this product a great market value.”® Abundant evidence
shows that the rise of Nurhaci’s power went hand in hand with his
success in the ginseng business. »At the age of nineteen, Nurhaci is
said to have left his father to trade in ginseng at the Fushun horse
market.«® By the 1590s, »Nurhaci had already amassed a great fortune
by monopolizing the trade in pearls, ginseng, fur, etc.; by mining; by
taking silver in return for his yeatly tribute to the Ming court; and by
pillaging weaker tribes.«' In particular, by inventing a new method
of preserving ginseng, Nurhaci was able to sell it more dearly, which
brought him more profits.” By the end of the 16th century, Ming
officials had already noticed that it was Nurhaci’s monopolization of
ginseng on frontier horse markets that gave him dangerous economic
power. Witnessing the Jurchen threat looming large in the 1620s, the
Ming official on the Liaodong Peninsula, Cheng Kaihu, wrote, »Nur-
haci (nugiu) had long been wealthy and powerful by monopolizing
profits of furs and ginseng.«*

The emergence of retinues or private bodyguards and the »robbery
of wealth« by the supreme military commander, as Engels has shown,
were but by-products of continued conquests. It was the lacter that,
in the end, shattered the old gentile institutions, which for a long

98  Van Jay Symons, »The Ck’ing Ginseng Monopoly« (PhD diss., Brown University,
1974), 121.

99 Ibid., 122.

100 Hummel, Eminent Chinese, 596.

101 ZhouYuanlian, Qingchao kaiguoshiyanjiu (Shenyang: Liaoning renmin chubanshe,
1981), 58.

102 Cheng Kaihu, »Dongyi nu'erhachi kao,« in Qing ruguan qian shiliao xuanji,
vol. 1, ed. Pan Zhe, Li Hongbin and Sun Fangming (Beijing: People’s University
Press, 1985), 106.



The Gens, Military Conquest, and the Formation of the Manchu State

time before the conquest had played an overarching role in shaping
Manchu society.”

When Abahai (1592-1643), Nurhaci’s eighth son, succeeded to the
throne in 1627, tribal military democracy remained the political ethos
that dominated the regime. On his deathbed, Nurhaci issued a set of
instructions that granted more economic and political power to the
beile princes with the »eight privileges.« He believed that it was a col-
legial rule, in which all the banner princes were to have an equal voice
in policy formation, rather than an imperial system that helped guar-
antee the political success of the Manchu state. He urged the various
princes to share the wealth acquired equally as their state expanded
and to remonstrate with each other if any wrongdoing occurred.”

Such a principle of collegial rule made the beile princes the equal
beneficiaries of the thrones and lands of all subjugated peoples; none-
theless, it also reflected the fiscal limits of the Manchu regime and its
inability to afford a fully functional bureaucracy. In 1634, responding
to a criticism that the Manchu state cared more about taking wealth
for the ruler alone rather than for building stronger public coffers,
Abahai’s Chinese advisor explained, »Because lands of our state have
not expanded enough and people are still struggling for existence, the
day that Ming taxation system being applied in our state has not yet
come.«* In the 1620-1630s, this immature fiscal system left the Man-
chu state no choice but to adopt a fiscal policy called »raising people
by eight banners« (bagi fenyang guoren; Manchu: ujimbi), namely to
let the eight beile princes share both the burdens of state administra-
tion and the power of the state.

After 1627, Manchu conquest entered a golden era, marked by a
string of new military successes in regions with majority Chinese and
Mongol populations. In 1630, Abahai went on to conquer the towns
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of Luanzhou and Qian’an, among others.*® The year 1631 saw his
splendid victory in the Siege of Dalinghe.”” These military successes
brought about a significant change to the previous structure of the
Eight Banners System, the institutional bulwark of the old principle
of »eight privileges,« which remained untouched when Abahai suc-
ceeded the throne.

The first change was the addition of the eight Mongol banners.
In 1621, two Mongol niru companies were formed from 645 Mongol
households of the Kalga tribe brought to the Manchu state.”® The
years after 1622 saw a large-scale incorporation of the Mongol pop-
ulation into the Manchu regime. In 1631, two separate Mongol ban-
ners (menggu erqi), detached from the Manchu banners, were estab-
lished. In 1635, the Mongol banners expanded to eight, paralleled
with the already existing eight Manchu banners.”

The second change, related to the first, was to create eight Chinese
banners, which shaped the Manchu regime in a more profound way.
For the first few decades in the history of the Manchu conquest, when
it came to the issue of Chinese captives, the usual approach adopted
by the Manchu regime was simple but brutal: either to kill them all
or to subjugate them as bondservants.™ The first significant change
occurred after the Siege of Liaodong in 1621. Then, after Abahai as-
sumed his rule in 1627, there developed a clear tendency for Chinese
institutions to rise up in the Manchu state machinery. The year 1628
saw the first civil service exam organized by the Manchu regime to
select Chinese talents with a booi status to serve in Manchu bureaus.™
As the conquest regime expanded to the Ming territories, the Manchu
ruler gradually turned from the old co-habitancy policy of Manchus
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and Chinese to the idea of establishing separate Chinese banners. In
1637, the number of Chinese banners increased to two, four in 1639,
and finally eight in 1642.

The establishment of eight Mongol and Chinese banners not only
signified a new way by the Manchu regime to incorporate a con-
quered population who were ethnically different, but also provided
leeway for the throne to break the collegial rule with seven top Man-
chu nobles and centralize power in his own hands. One telling exam-
ple of how the incorporation of the conquered populations changed
the nature of the regime was the establishment of three additional
Mongol banners that did not fall under the jurisdiction of the »eight
privileges« and were under the throne’s direct control. That is, while
the total number of male adults of the eleven Mongol banners formed
in 1635 was 16,953, the three Mongol banners falling outside the »eight
privileges« had 9,123 male adults, making up more than half of the to-
tal.”> More evidence suggests that this practice as to the organization
of Mongol banners later became the norm.™ In addition, in 1636,
the three outside vassal Mongol banner leaders were granted imperial
titles by the throne, forging a tangible sense of personal loyalty among
the banner leaders to the throne.™ All of this helped to enlarge the
crown’s personal authority and to gain an upper hand over the princes.

A similar arrangement was found in the establishment of the Chi-
nese banners. In 1633, after Kong Youde (1602-1652), Geng Zhong-
ming (>-1649), Shang Kexi (1604-1676) and Shen Zhixiang (?-1648),
the four high-ranking frontier officials of the Ming, shifted loyalty
to the Manchu, they were organized into special Chinese banners
that fell outside of the jurisdiction of the »eight privileges.« In Man-
chu, the relationship between Chinese bannermen and their Manchu
banner leader was called #jimbi, a paternal relationship in which the
Manchu banner leader was the giver of a livelihood. However, the
Chinese bannermen who were in the ranks of special Chinese banners
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were different, because the sole authority for them was the Manchu
imperial court."

Thanks to the large-scale incorporation of the Chinese and Mon-
gol population into the Manchu regime during this period, Abahai
began to break up the dominance of the »eight privileges« in the po-
litical system and to exceed his own power over the princes by con-
trolling more people, lands, and revenues. In 1627, Abahai established
eight senior ministers (ba dachen) and eight banner lieutenant-gen-
erals (gusan i ejen) to be dispatched to each banner under the guise
of assisting beile princes on banner affairs. He further established the
new offices of 16 senior officials (shilin dachen), designed to work with
banner leaders on military affairs and judicial inquisitions.”” Through
these arrangements, the imperial power began to have a strong pres-
ence within the banners. The old political order in which princes had
hereditary control over their bannermen and enjoyed absolute ad-
ministrative autonomy within their banners began to be challenged.”

As territories of the regime expanded, Abahai also acquired a great-
er fiscal base to carry his centralization agenda even further forward.
In 1629, the Three Inner Courts (nei san yuan), a modified version
of the previous Literary Office (wenguan), were established, charged
with offering administrative advice and secretarial assistance to the
crown.” Thereafter, this literary bureau became increasingly attrac-
tive to Chinese talents who were familiar with Confucian statecraft
and offered them an opportunity to play an advisory role in the de-
cision-making of the Manchu court. The year 1631 saw the establish-
ment of Six Boards (liubu; Manchu: ninggun jurgan) on the Ming

116 Zhang Jinfan and Guo Chengkang, Qing ruguangian guojia falv zhidushi (Shen-
yang: Liaoning minzu chubanshe, 1988), 398—404; Chen Jiexian, Huangtaiji
xiezhen (Taibei: Yuanliu chubanshe, 2004), 161-162; Chen, Mingging zhengzhi
shehui shilun, vol. 2, 481.

17 Taizong shilu, 6.

18 For a discussion of the actual overlapping staffing during Nurhaci’s reign be-
tween banner officers and court officers, see Chen, Mingging zhengzhi shehui
shilun, 437.

119 Zhang and Guo, Qing ruguangian guojia falv zhidushi, 83-86.
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model, a milestone in the development of the administrative machin-
ery of the Manchu state. Upon his Chinese advisor’s advice, Abahai
went on to establish the Censorate (ducha yuan) in 1636, an inde-
pendent bureau that supervised and impeached the misconduct of
Manchu nobles and state officials.”>® Despite the Manchu dominance,
the staffing of the Six Boards did enjoy a broad ethnic representation.
More importantly, for the first time, Chinese advisors made their way
to the top administrative bureaus of the Manchu court, and the later
trajectory of the development of the Manchu state did prove that they
were the best allies for Abahai’s scheme of centralization.™

As Abahai took those forceful steps to subdue the powerful hosoi
beile princes and placed bureaucratic constraints on them, the prin-
ciple of the »eight privileges« itself began to change. In 1631, Aba-
hai made a major modification to this principle by granting imperial
protection to any individual who stepped forward to be open about
any misconduct of the beile princes.* This revision of the »eight priv-
ileges« began to loosen the autonomy of the princes patrimony and
thereby placed the princes under the surveillance of the state’s laws. In
1634, Abahai began to revise the time-honored Manchu practice that
the eight princes should share power and wealth equally, and replaced
it with one whereby any benefit acquired from conquests should go
to the »deficient banners« (buzu zhi qi) first.” This change gave the
Manchu emperor the discretion to decide which banner should be
considered as »deficient,« representing the start of the imperial in-
tervention of the economic jurisdiction of the »eight privileges.« In
1635, the state’s law further deemed the act of hiding the population
as bondservants in order to evade the state’s taxes, which was widely

120 See Xu Mingyuan’s memorial dated February 22, 1634 in Luo, Tiancong chao
chengong zouyi, 399—40L.

121 For a chart of Manchu, Chinese, and Mongol officials who were appointed to
the Six Boards in 1631, see Zhang and Guo, Qing ruguangian guojia falv zhidushi,
5.

122 Taizong shilu, 153.

123 Zhongguo diyi lishi dang’anguan, ed., Qingchu neiguoshiyuan manwen dangan
yibian, vol. 1 (Beijing: Guangming ribao chubanshe, 1989), 111.
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prevalent in banners as a way to increase the princes< personal wealth,
as illegal.”* By making those profound revisions to the »eight privi-
leges,« the imperial power strengthened its control over the clan rule.
The feudal and decentralizing tendency of the clan rule, formed and
buttressed by the Eight Banners System, was effectively constrained.

Despite Abahai’s gains, the fashioning of imperial power was not
completed within his reign, because the crown’s advantage in terms
of the sheer number of banners he possessed was not yet dominant.™
The limits of the accomplishments achieved by Abahai toward a cen-
tralized throne were best reflected in the succession crisis following
his death in 1643. Instead of being set by the deceased crown’s tes-
tamentary edict, his son’s succession was decided by a joint confer-
ence of powerful nobles.”® Abahai’s centralization efforts had met
their limits, because the throne had not taken control of an economy
strong enough to build an efficient bureaucracy. This inevitably led
to the economic reliance of the crown on the financial support of the
princes. When the Manchu regime first entered Beijing in 1644, a
symbolic event of the establishment of the Qing rule, the regime still
faced mounting fiscal challenges, which left Shunzhi (1638—1661) no
option but to turn to the princes for help.”

It was the turning into a national regime that fundamentally
changed the fiscal bases of Manchu rule. Upon taking over Beijing,
Manchu rulers made systematic efforts to restore the tax collection
on the Ming model.”® By 1661, the last year of the Shunzhi emperor’s

124 Ibid., 148. For a decree concerning this problem in 1635, see Nobuo Kanda, Jun
Matsumura, and Hidehiro Okada, eds., Kyi Manshito (Tokyo: Toyé bunko,
1972), 61. For a legal case in 1639 concerning the state’s intervention in the tax
evasion problem, see First Historical Archive, ed., Shengjing xingbu ynandang
(Beijing: Qunzhong chubanshe, 1985 [1639-1640]), 181.

125 Yao, Qingchu zhengzhishi tanwei, 252—53.

126 Robert Oxnam, Ruling from Horseback: Manchu Politics in the Oboi Regency,
16611669 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1975), 38—40.

127 Shinyo jokei (Seoul: Keijo Teikoku Daigaku Hobun Gakubu, 1935), 425.

128 Frederic Wakeman, Jr., The Great Enterprise: The Manchu Reconstruction of Impe-
rial Order in Seventeenth-Century China (Berkeley: University of California Press,
1985), 416.
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reign, the total count of agricultural lands had reached 549,357,640
mu (one mu is roughly equivalent to 66.7 square meters). The gap
compared to the count of 701,397,628 mu in 1578 is largely due to
the exclusion of lands still under the control of the Southern Ming
court at the time.”™ This data suggests that in the first two decades
of the Qing dynasty’s rule, taking control of the national economy
gave the Manchu throne the fiscal resources it needed to build a fully
functioning bureaucracy.

The expansion of the fiscal base of the Qing state in the post-1644
era fundamentally changed the power balance between the throne
and the nobility in general, and the nature of the Eight Banners Sys-
tem in particular. The years 1643—1651 saw a remarkable reduction in
the number of princely power contenders and continued tendencies
to gravitate power toward the throne, laying the foundation for the
Upper Three Banners after the young Shunzhi emperor assumed his
personal rule.™ In the post-1644 period, while each bannerman was
granted a piece of banner land as their salary farm, they also began
to receive silver or rice salaries directly from the crown. Initially only
granted to cavalry soldiers, offers of silver or rice stipends extended
to craftsmen, infantrymen, guards, and armored soldiers, although
the salary gap still existed, with a soldier’s monthly salary being two
tales and a craftsman’s salary only one tale.”" A significant salary in-
crease occurred after the Qing defeated the Southern Ming court
(1644-1662), because this victory, by expanding tax-collecting areas
to South China, brought the Qing more revenues.”*

129 Liang Fangzhong, Zhongguo lidai hukou tiandi Tianfu tongji (Shanghai: Shang-
hai renmin chubanshe, 1980), 341, 380.

130 The three banners were his own Plain White banner, with the new additions of
Plain Blue (preceded by Manggultai) and Bordered White (preceded by Dodo).

131 Fu Lehuan, Liaoshi congkao (Beijing: Zhonghua shuju, 1984), 419.

132 For scholarly literature on the Southern Ming, a loyalist movement that was
active in South China following the collapse of the Ming Dynasty in 1644, see
Lynn A. Struve, The Southern Ming, 1644—1662 (New Haven, CT: Yale University
Press, 1984); Wakeman, Jr., The Grear Enterprise, 319—413.
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The changes to the military and political systems of the regime
were also seen in the establishment of the Green Standard Army (/vy-
ing), a centralized army recruited exclusively from the Chinese pop-
ulation.” The earliest recruits came from those who had surrendered
from the Ming army, later joined by recruits who opted to do so as a
way of making a living.** Unlike Manchu bannermen, soldiers in the
Green Standard Army received salaries paid in monetary cash and/or
in rice directly from the state fiscal system.™ In 1654, the number of
Green Standard Army soldiers became triple that of Manchu banner
soldiers. To feed the new troops, the Qing government paid an annu-
al salary of 11,518,400 tales in silver. Although the Qing government
occasionally sought new financial sources to supplement the salary
payments by selling offices (juanna) and opening up wasteland, in
general, the majority of Chinese soldiers« salaries were distributed by
the Board of Revenue.”® Since the salaries of the soldiers came from
the government, not the princes, they became the crown’s soldiers,
not to be compromised by the rule of the »eight privileges« anymore.

This changed power balance between the crown and the princes
was immediately seen in the creation of new government regulations,
designed to further check the influence of the princes in state affairs.
In 1651, the Shunzhi emperor decreed that bureaucrats working in
a banner did not have to come from the same banner. For example,
a plain yellow bannerman could have an appointment in the plain
white banner, a bordered yellow bannerman could have the same in
the plain yellow banner, etc. Since then, the princes began to lose
personal control of personnel and appointments within their own

133 Luo Ergang, Lvying bingzhi (Shanghai: Commercial Press, 1937), 26.

134 1Ibid., 17.

135 The earliest record about the salaries of Green Standard Army soldiers was found
in 1654, which was 11,518,400 tales of silver. For sources of Green Standard Army
soldiers« salaries, see Lai Fushun, »Qingchu Ivying bingzhi« (MA diss., Institute
of Literary Studies of Private Chinese Culture College, Taibei, 1977), 167. For a
representative view concerning the importance of the Manchus« privileged iden-
tities as the conquerors, see Elliott, 7he Manchu Way, 2—13, 175—209.

136 Lai, »Qingchu lvying bingzhi,« 168.
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banners. By 1651, the princes had even lost their power in the imperi-
al decision-making process. Thereafter, they took part in discussions
on state affairs only as high-ranking state officials, not in the same
way as they used to in the Deliberative Council of Princes.”” In 1651,
the incumbent of the Manchu throne both nominally and in reality
established his imperial authority, not by strengthening the gentile
military democracy that facilitated the conquest in its early stages, but
by passing beyond it: »the gentile order was finished« and »the state

took its place.«

Conclusion

Engels’s 7he Origin of the Family, Private Property, and the State pro-
vides invaluable insights on the politico-economic aspects of the early
Qing state-building process and, more generally, on the transition
from the Manchu tribal society to the state. First, recognizing the
fact that the pre-conquest Manchu society was fundamentally tribal
and no exception to what Engels says about pre-state social organiza-
tions gets to the very root of the nature of the Eight Banners System,
a trademark Manchu institution, which recent Qing historiography
has regarded as the key to the maintaining of the Manchu ethnic
identity throughout the dynasty and thus to the understanding of
the nature of the Qing rule. The foregoing discussion has shown that,
originating in the Manchu tribal era, the banners were, by origin, a
constellation of gens-based hunting units. Using hunting units as ear-
ly regime-building bases was not uncommon to other minority con-
quest groups in world civilizations, nor, after the state was in place,
was the lasting influence of the »Manchu Way,« namely certain vir-
tues such as toughness and virility in hunting and tribal life, unique.
When discussing how the Athenian state arose to replace the gentes,

137 Du, Bagi yu qingchao zhengzhi lungao, 257—259.
138 Engels, Origin, 137.
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Engels argues that although »the organs of the gentile constitution
were eliminated from public affairs ... their moral influence, the tra-
ditional conceptions and views of the old gentile period, survived
for a long time and expired only gradually.«® It was rather common
among many other minority conquest groups for the »gentile mental-
ity« to linger in its influence on the new social condition, despite the
fact that »organs of the gentile constitution« were being transformed
into organs of the state, and, for the benefit of the conquerors, this
had to be done »quickly.«+

My second point is that only by coming to the gentile root of the
Eight Banners System can we fully understand the Qing state-build-
ing process in the first half of the 17th century. More specifically, I
have argued that although tribal organizations such as banners played
a crucial role in absorbing conquered populations when conquests
remained confined to Manchuria, such organizations met their limits
after the conquests extended to regions with a Han Chinese popu-
lation as a majority, because, to borrow Engelss words, it was im-
possible to absorb the entire mass into »gentile bodies« or to »rule
them with the aid of the latter.«'* As Engels suggests, »[a]s soon as
society passed beyond the limits for which this constitution sufficed,
the gentile order was finished. It burst asunder and the state took its
place.«'* Our story above precisely shows that the Qing state arose
not by sticking to or enhancing the gentile rule of »eight privileges,«
but by undermining it. In sum, Engels’s insights on the economic
bases of the transition of the tribal society into the state remain rel-
evant, not only to early civilizations but also to a minority conquest
regime in early modern China. While certainly not intending to offer
a universal theory to explain all the complex and diverse paths of
tribes transitioning into states, Engels’s work at least can serve to en-
lighten the importance of getting to the politico-economic roots of

139 Ibid., 115.
140 Ibid., 143, 146.
141 Ibid., 143.
142 Ibid., 137.
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certain ethnically colored institutions. In this case, it was those polit-
ico-economic forces that motivated the transition of Manchu society
from tribe to state that determined the manner and degree to which
a particular ethnic identity influenced the new order—not vice versa.
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The Contribution of Engels to the
Critique of Political Economy’

Renildo Souza

Friedrich Engels, at the age of 24, launched an effort to criticize Clas-
sical Political Economy. In his indignation, the young Engels con-
demned the triumphant theory of Adam Smith as the hypocrisy of
»beautiful speeches about a love of humanity and cosmopolitanism.«
Besides protesting, in his Outlines of the Critique of Political Economy’
he paused in his analysis of classical economic categories, providing
important embryonic formulations for Marxism.

The interpretation of the structure and operation of the capital-
ist economy, according to the laws, tendencies and regularities from
a socio-historical standpoint, is an integral and relevant part of the
elaboration and evolution of Marxist thought. The first steps in the
critique of economic thought were taken by Engels. Before his meet-
ing with Karl Marx, he wrote Outlines (1843—1844), and he published
Franco-German Annals in February of 1844. Engels, although he was
quite young, benefited from his experience in the family business in
Manchester, the center of the English Industrial Revolution; he was

1 This contribution is a translation of »A Contribuigio de Engels para a Critica da
Economia Politica,« in Friedrich Engels e a ciéncia contemporinea, eds. Muniz Fe-
rreira, Ricardo Moreno, and Mauro Castelo Branco (Salvador: EDUFBA, 2007),
29—52. The editor of the present volume would like to thank the author and the
publisher of the original work to include this translation.

2 Friedrich Engels, »Esobozo de critica de la economia politica,« in Karl Marx and
Friedrich Engels, Escritos econdmicos virios (Barcelona: Grijalbo, 1975), 4.

3 In this text, the works Outlines of the Critique of Political Economy, The Condition
of the Working Class in England, The Origin of the Family, Private Property and
the State, Fundamentals of Political Economy Criticism (Grundrisse), and A Con-
tribution to the Critique of Political Economy will be designated, respectively, as
Outlines, Condition, The Origin of the Family, Grundyrisse, and Contribution.
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also a witness of the Chartist movement. He was immersed in an
environment in which the classical political economy of Adam Smith
and David Ricardo flourished.

In the preface to A Contribution to the Critique of Political Econo-
my, Marx, when referring to Engels, speaks of »his brilliant outline of
a critique of economic categories.«* It should be noted that the title
of Engels’s article was borrowed by Marx for the subtitle of his mas-
terwork, Capital. Outlines is quoted a few times by Marx in volume
one of Capital.

Evidently, in his Outlines, Engels was in agreement with Smith in his
criticism of the mercandilist system. He disputed the equating of bullion
to wealth, the centrality of trade balance, and rivalry and war among
nations. However, he pointed out that the first stage of trade had already
been surpassed: »it was understood that our treasure, the capital that
remained inactive, increased continually when in circulation.« Here we
see the identification, in germinal form, of the idea of the circulation
of money as capital, which results in the valorization of value. However,
there is still the need, obviously, to locate the ssecret« place where value
is created, the sphere of production, and the concept of surplus-value.

Engels signaled the emergence of Political Economy as a »natural
consequence of the spread of commerce.«* He understood that »the
eighteenth century, the century of revolution, also revolutionized the
economics.«’ All in all, Engels surpassed the evaluation of the practi-
cal conceptions of mercantilism and criticized Political Economy itself.
»Modern economics—the system of free trade based on Adam Smith’s
Wealth of Nations—reveals itself to be that same hypocrisy, inconsisten-
cy and immorality which now confront free humanity in every sphere.«*
Cyril Smith emphasized the contradiction between the previous defi-

4 Karl Marx, »Prefécio,« in Contribuicio para a Critica da Economia Politica (Sao
Paulo: Nova Cultural, 1999), 53.

Engels, »Esobozo,« 3—4.

Ibid., 3.

Engels, »Outlines,« 419

Ibid, 420.
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nition of Political Economy (according to the Outlines)® and the other
definition provided by Engels in Anti-Diihring: »Political Economy, in
the broadest sense of the term, is the science of the laws that govern
the production and exchange of the material means of life in human
society.«*®

Nonetheless, this contradiction, noted by Smith, cannot be sup-
ported. In the passage of Anti-Diihring used by Smith, Engels is using
the term »>Political Economy« as an embryonic interpretation that re-
flects diverse economic forms depending on the concrete conditions
of production and distribution in each place and in each historical pe-
riod. He mentioned the problem of rudimentary forms of economic
understanding. He referred to economy in general. Therefore, Engels
was speaking hypothetically. He makes clear that »this Political Econ-
omy, conceived in these terms, with such amplitude (i.e., covering
diverse human societies), is yet to be created. Everything that we have
until now in terms of economic science is reduced, almost exclusively,
to a genesis and to the development of the capitalist regime of pro-
duction.«" Thought was restricted to Classical Political Economy, the
liberalism of the writings of Adam Smith, John Ramsay McCulloch,
James Mill, T.R. Malthus, J.B. Say and David Ricardo. It seems that
Cyril Smith made a lot of noise for nothing.

Extreme Moral Argumentation
In the book Condition, Engels repeated the moral emphasis already

present in the Outlines, asserting that the English bourgeoisie was
an immoral and incurably selfish class.”” He protested that the bour-

9  Cyril Smith, »Friedrich Engels and Marxs Critique of Political Economy,«
Capital & Class 62 (1997): 127.

10  Friedrich Engels, Anti-Diihring (Rio de Janeiro: Paz e Terra, 1990), 123.

i Ibid,, 130.

12 Friedrich Engels, A situagio da classe trabalhadora em Inglaterra (Lisboa: Pre-
senga), 364—365.
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geois individual was indifferent to the hunger of workers and was
concerned only with profit. For the bourgeois, »whoever does not
make money is an idiot.« It was a »system of life in which each person
works and enriches himself without showing concern for others.«3

This overwhelming, humanist, and moral argument reveals the
limits of Engels’s Outlines. The author repeatedly cited envy, avarice,
covetousness, the right of the mightiest, cunning, and hypocrisy in
contrast to honesty, sincerity, and reason. Mercantilism was a fraud,
»the most repugnant selfishness,« while Political Economy was the
»science of enrichment that springs out from the envy and avarice of
the merchants.« On all these pages, we see the most outrageous indig-
nation and moral condemnation. Already maturing, in 1884, Engels,
in his work 7he Origin of the Family, amplified the focus of tempo-
rality, proposing that »the most vulgar ambition has been the driving
force of civilization from its early days to the present; its defining
objective is wealth, and always wealth, but not the wealth of society
but that of the petty individual.«*

Ethical protest is essential. However, in science, it is not enough
to simply replace an economic explanation with moral disapproval.
The first moral protests by people like the leaders of Utopian Social-
ism (Saint-Simon, Fourier, and Owen) or the explosive episodes of
indignation of the working masses reflected an injustice, resulting in
the inequality of real economic conditions (in relation to the different
social classes). It should then be recognized that »this appeal to mo-
rality and to right (law) does not make us advance scientifically even
an inch.«

Moral protest, however, is inseparable both from the observation
of the social and environmental ills caused as the result of the econom-
ic reproduction of capitalism and from the examination of the alter-
native to that state of affairs. The economic mechanism that preserves

13 Ibid., 120.

14  Friedrich Engels, A origem da familia, da propriedade privada e do Estado, 1oth ed.
(Rio de Janeiro: Civilizacio Brasileira, 1985), 199—200.

15 Engels, Anti-Diibring, 129.
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the interests and privileges of the ruling classes destroys the values and
the sociability necessary for the ethics and the relationships among
men. Instead of romanticism, naiveté, mere utopia, pious vows, and
attacks against windmills, there is, besides other deficiencies, in the
writings of the young Engels (in the Outlines), a complex and rich
relationship between the ethical elements and the socio-economic
analysis. Engels argues about the characteristics of the system of com-
petition and private property, pointing towards classist domination
while also discussing anarchy and economic crises, and the possibility
of the affirmation of collective consciousness and social revolution.

We must take into account that the smodern« restoration of slavery
by capitalism, the horrors of colonialism, and the social consequences
of the industrial revolution have accumulated a lot of material, pro-
viding many reasons for moral denunciation. Furthermore, for social-
ists, there can be no wall between economic development and ethics.
The capitalist economic infrastructure is associated with the super-
structure of prejudices, conservatism, and selfishness in bourgeois
society. Gramsci drew attention to the need for a struggle in a moral
and cultural direction, configuring a counter-hegemony of the work-
ers and their allies with the aim of gaining power. In the new society,
the socialist ethic consists of values like liberty, solidarity, and justice,
rejecting the reductionism of the socialist transition to tasks for the
development of productive forces. This ethic demands responsibility
in the use of material resources; preserving the environment better, it
demands democracy and the participation of the masses.

In 1882, Engels, in the preface to the German edition of Condi-
tion, clarified that the context in which he made his first theoretical
incursions was marked by a »juvenile stage of capitalist exploitation«
in England.” Thus, he correlates this fury of limitless exploitation
with the beginnings of big industry. For this reason, at this point,
in 1892, he believed that that stage had been surpassed in England

16 Friedrich Engels, »Introducao,« in A situagio da classe trabalhadora em Inglaterra
(Lisboa: Presenca), 432.
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while capitalism advanced in France, Germany, and, especially, in the
United States.

Engels explained that on the new English economic stage, cun-
ning and small thefts against the workers no longer made sense, con-
sidering the progress of big industry and the broader markets.” Big
companies found the need for a certain commercial morality and to
concentrate their time and attention on more relevant aspects of their
business. Only small manufacturers still went for the pennies, the
petty tricks, in order to survive. Social reforms, like the end of the
struck system,< and the law of ten hours, were »measures that chal-
lenged the spirit of free trade and unrestrained competition, but, at
the same time, they increased the superiority of the colossal capitalists
even more.«* The need for the presence of a large number of workers
in the major companies led the bigger industrialists to prevent useless
conflicts and to accept the operation of labor unions. All this was in
conformity with the acceleration of the concentration of capital and
the suppression of minor competitors.

For this reason, Engels modified his previous explanation of ex-
ploitation caused by immoral human behavior.

Thus,

... we should not seck the cause of this misery of the working class
in these secondary effects but rather in the entire capitalist system.
The worker sells his labor to the capitalist for a daily sum. After a few
hours of work, he has reproduced the value of that sum, but his work
contract demands that he continue working for a certain number of
hours to finish the working day. At this point, the value he produces
during these extra hours constitutes surplus-value, which costs noth-
ing to the capitalist, but which he keeps in his pocket. This is the ba-
sis of the system, which increasingly divides civilized society: on the

one hand, the likes of Rothschild and Vanderbilt—owners of all the

17 Ibid., 428.
18 Ibid., 430.
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means of production and subsistence, and on the other, an enormous

mass of salaried workers, who only have their labor.”

In juvenile capitalism, the worst abuses of the process of industrializa-
tion are found in peripheral countries like Brazil, as demonstrated in
the tragic inequality of the distribution of income and the miserable
living conditions of the huge working masses. In countries of this
type, moreover, during this neoliberal era, new difficulties emerge,
once again stressing the importance of extracting absolute surplus val-
ue. This resulted in making work more precarious, with partial hours
and temporary contracts, outsourcing, hourly wages, the revocation
of labor rights, pseudo-cooperatives of work, precarious systems of
production engaging all the members of the family, etc.

Highlighting Economic Contradictions

Engels proposed a critique of Political Economy, declaring that he
had turned to the study of the fundamental categories of classical
theory, showing its contradictions and consequences.*® He noted that
Political Economy’s operation of interpreting the system with the
isolation and individualization of interests, reducing »everything to
a web of particular interests, only results in opening the way for a
great transformation in which our century is going, which will lead
humanity to reconcile with nature and with itself.«<!

Why did Engels say that »the defenders of freedom of trade (that
is, the classic economists) are worse monopolists than the old mer-
cantilists?«* Why did liberalism hide the basic, sacrosanct monopoly
represented by bourgeois private property? The existence of private
property for a few and the misery of the English people excluded any

19 Ibid., 430—431.

20  Engels, »Esobozo,« 6.
21 Ibid., 8.

22 Ibid,, .

133



134

Renildo Souza

sense of coherence expressed in national wealth. However, focusing
his attention on commerce, a consequence of private property, Engels
erroneously saw the exchange of goods as »a direct source of prof-
it,« since it is about »selling a higher price and buying as cheaply as
possible.«

In the controversy over value, Engels failed to understand the de-
termination of value by the cost of production, in the sense of the
quantity of labor incorporated into it, as Ricardo proposed.? Engels
saw this as »absurd abstractions.« Correctly, he criticized Jean B. Say,
who defined value only by the perception of the usefulness of the
good, showing the subjectivity of this type of evaluation. Engels, then,
proposed a kind of conciliation, asserting that »value is the relation-
ship between cost of production and usefulness.« However, this could
only be an approximation for a conventional definition of the market
price.

It was only much later that Marx clarified the distinction between
value, price of production, and market price. According to the distinc-
tion of the organic composition of capital, among companies, values
would be transformed into prices of production, equalizing the rate of
profit in different sectors within the field of competition. There would
be a redistribution of surplus-value among companies through the
difference between price and value, but the total value, the total sur-
plus value, and its conformity with labor time would be maintained.
Thus, the theory of value-labor was innovated and maintained. On this
theme, Engels, looking at arguments about value, presented a comple-
ment to the third volume of 7he Capital, in which he addressed the
relationship between the law of value and the rate of profit, defending
the solution given by Marx for the transformation of values into pro-
duction costs (in view of the criticism and confusion).*

In his Outlines, Engels perceives the contradiction present in the
theory of distribution of goods. Income would be composed of the

23 Ibid., 8—10.
24  Friedrich Engels, »La ley del valor e la quota de ganancia,« in Karl Marx and
Friedrich Engels, Escritos econdmicos virios (Barcelona: Grijalbo, 1975), 232—248.
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remunerations of the so-called land, capital and labor services. How-
ever, »capital and labor are the same thing since [classic] economists
themselves have confessed that capital is raccumulated labor«®. The
separation of labor and capital, born from private property, is an ex-
pression of »the division of mankind into capitalists and workers—a
division which daily becomes ever more acute, and which, as we shall
see, is bound to deepen.«**

Outlines presents an approach to the relationship between science
and value that would later be developed by Marx in Grundrisse. En-
gels identified the negligence of Classic Economics with regard to the
specific contribution of science towards the increase of goods: »the
progress of science does not enter into its calculations.«”” He shows
the emergence of mechanical inventions in England to be a reaction,
among other things, to the lack of workers.”® The effect of the intro-
duction of machines was the reduction, relatively speaking, of the
demand for labor. A part of the workers became unemployed while
the other part saw their salaries reduced. Under these circumstances,
the bargaining power of the collective actions of the workers became
less effective.

Engels, in his Outlines, agrees with the Classic Economic argu-
ment that machines reduced the prices of goods, broadening the mar-
kets and resulting in new positions for the unemployed. However,
he disputes the magnitude of these benefits. Let us remember the
perennially large number of unemployed, the constant technological
change, the division of labor that limited the worker to one specific
activity in the function of the type of machine, and the difficulty for
the worker to change to a new occupation.

25 Engels, »Esobozo,« 11-14.

26 Engels, »Outlines,« 430.

27 Ibid., 11, 24.

28  Engels, at this point, did not yet understand the distinction between labor and
a special merchandise workforce, later clarified by Marx. In 1891, Engels wrote
the preface to Wage Labour and Capital, which was a work written by Marx and
published in 1849. In this preface, Engels provides a detailed explanation on the
difference between concepts of labor and the workforce.
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In volume three of 7he Capital, Engels presents an addendum ex-
plaining that the increase in productivity consists of the decrease of
live work and the increase of dead work, resulting in the reduction of
the total sum of work in the commodity. He notes that this tendency
to seek an increase in the productivity of labor is of no interest to cap-
ital in any circumstance. It matters »only when one saves more on the
paid part of live work, than it is augmented in past work.«* However,
he exaggerated the contradictions and the limits of the system, as is
evidenced by technological progress in the contemporary capitalism.
Engels concluded that the capitalist mode of production requires an
increase in productivity, but in certain circumstances it contradicts
itself, showing its senility, curbing that development of productivity.

It is obvious that Marx emphasized the centrality of the contra-
diction between the relations of production and the development of
productive forces. This contradiction was essential for overcoming the
capitalist mode of production. However, in Grundrisse, Marx pres-
ents the contradiction in a manner in which, implicitly, technological
progress is not restrained:

The purpose of this production is, and continues to be, the magni-
tude of immediate working time .... To the extent, however, that
big industry develops, the creation of effective wealth becomes less
dependent on working time ... than on the power of agents [from
science and technology] set in motion ... power that in turn ... has
no relationship with the immediate working time that its production
costs, depending more on the general state of science and the progress
of technology ... Capital itself is a contradiction in progress [due to
the fact] that it tends to reduce working time to a minimum, but on
the other hand it puts working time as the only measure and source
of wealth .... On the one hand, it awakens to life all the powers of

science and nature, as well as social cooperation and exchange, in

29 Karl Marx, O Capital: Critica da Economia Politica, book 3, vol. IV.1, 3 ed. (Sao
Paulo: Nova Cultural, 1988), 186—188.



The Contribution of Engels to the Critique of Political Economy 137

order to make the creation of wealth (relatively) independent of the
working time employed in it. On the other hand, it proposes to mea-
sure these gigantic social forces created in this way in working time
and reduce them to the required limits in order that the value already

created is maintained as value.?®

Engels implicitly placed competition as the main moment of eco-
nomic activity, instead of production, just as Marx would formulate
later. Engels did not yet understand that production, distribution,
circulation, and consumption were indispensable, interlinked, and
reciprocal conditioning moments within the same process. If, how-
ever, the Classical Economist classified the system through the beau-
tification of free competition, contrary to the monopolies prevalent
under mercantilism, then Engels’s attraction to the study of competi-
tion and the market was only natural. The defense of free competition
and the market by Smith is now retaken by neoliberalism, exalting
the advantages of the market as the only regulating principle of the
economy.

In Outlines, it is made clear that the consumer does not have
perfect information about the goods offered in the market, as the
Neoclassical Economy still assumes today. In spite of the veil of the
freedom of the market, hiding the defects of the system, Engels ge-
nially anticipates the tendency of free competition to transform itself
into a monopoly. In spite of liberal preaching, competition, based
on interests that aspire to domination, »always ends in monopoly.«
Our author continues by clarifying that this does not mean the end
of competition among companies since »a monopoly cannot contain
the flow of competition.«

The tendency to centralization and the concentration of capital
was further developed by Marx in Capital. That law of movement

30 Karl Marx, Elementos fundamentales para la critica de la economia politica (Grund-
risse) 18571858, vol. 2. 13th ed. (México: Siglo Veintiuno, 1997), 227-229. My
emphasis.

31 Engels, »Esobozo,« 15, 23.
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originated from accumulation and competition, which are coercively
inevitable. It stemmed from the possibilities opened by the credit sys-
tem, from the role of limited liability companies, exemplified by the
masses of capital of the English railroads. It stemmed from the need
to increase the organic composition of capital due to the indispens-
able technological progress.

The capitalist dynamic, based on instability and imbalance, is
marked by periodic crises, occurring »with the same regularity as that
of comets,«* remarks Engels. Instead of information, calculation and
planning, the economy is afflicted by the »lack of conscience of the
interested parties.« This is what the natural law of economic equilib-
rium comes down to, in spite of the illusions of Political Economy.
Whereas Classical Economists emphasized the harmonious nature of
the economy and individual interests, Engels argued for the necessity
for a collective conscience and the actions of men, not of loose atoms.
This argument about collective human will had nothing to do with
the positivism that, with some simplifications, some tried to accuse

Engels, as we can see:

What can we think of a law that can only be imposed through peri-
odic revolutions? That it is precisely a natural law, based on the lack
of conscience of the interested parties. If producers as such knew how
much the consumers needed, if they could organize production and
distribution, it would be impossible for there to be fluctuations in the
competition [market] and their tendency towards crises. It produces
in a conscious manner, and it overrides all those artificial and unsus-
tainable contradictions. However, as long as it continues to produce,
as it does now in an unconscious manner, there will continue to be
commercial [economic] crises, and each one of them will be neces-
sarily more universal and, consequently, more devastating than the
previous ones. It will ruin a greater number of small capitalists, and it

will increase, in greater proportions each time, the class of those who

32 Ibid., 16.
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live off their work. In other words, it will increase the mass of labor
that requires occupation, which is the fundamental problem of our
economists, until finally a social revolution that our economists are
incapable of imagining is provoked.”

In spite of its limitations, Outlines has a general view in which pri-
vate property and competition are unmasked as the fundamentals of
Classical Political Economy. In the work Condition, Engels reaffirms
the appearance of periodic crises when the internal and external mar-
kets become filled with English products.* This is a description of a
certain regularity of the cycles of overproduction. It is an open chal-
lenge to Smith’s self-regulation of the market and Say’s law of markets,
supported by Ricardo, in which production creates its own demand,
without the possibility of a crisis.

According to Engels, the concept of anarchy in the system covers
both the productive effort and the distribution of consumer goods.*
This anarchy is linked to the object of profit instead of the satisfac-
tion of social needs. He concluded that this anarchic operation of
the economy is what imposed the disturbances and crises. Malthus«
theory of population,® justifying the »contradiction between simul-
taneous wealth and misery,« demanded a response. On the one hand,
Engels, with a certain »productivist« charge,” responded that, in the

case of agriculture, »in a conscious manner and in the interest of ev-

33 Ibid., 16.
34  Engels, Classe trabalhadora, 120.
35 Ibid.

36 »Population, when not controlled, increases in a geometric progression. The
means of subsistence only grow in an arithmetic proportion [...]. Without doubt
it is disheartening to think that the great obstacle on the road to any perfecting of
society is of such a nature that we cannot hope to ever overcome it. The perma-
nent tendency of the human species is to grow beyond the means of subsistence,
and one of the general laws of nature is that we do not have any reason to think
that it will change.« Thomas Robert Malthus, Ensaio sobre a populacio (Sao Pau-
lo: Nova Cultural, 1996), 246, 360—361.

37 This productivism, contrasting with ecological concerns, is immediately relativ-
ized when Engels explains that this unlimited capacity, consciously conducted,
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eryone,« »the investment of capital, labor and science could poten-
tialize the capacity of production of the soil infinitely.<** On the oth-
er hand, referring to the general conditions of the market, he stated
that »population is only excessive where the capacity of production
is excessive.« The unemployed workforce is only an excessive capacity
under certain economic circumstances. Engels, despite the emphasis
on competition, does not shy away from reasoning about production
fluctuations. He reasons that there is a type of equilibrium in which
the productive impulse is weak, in which unemployment and hun-
ger are inevitable. If production accelerates, then we are open to the
possibility of creating a future situation of super-production or even
stagnation.

English industry needed a »reserve of unemployed workers.«** That
reserve was permanent except during »short periods of greater pros-
perity.« The magnitude of this reserve varies according to the behavior
of the market, with greater or lesser occupation. A company’s search
for an increase in the productivity of each worker is associated with
the problem of unemployment. Thus, »the productivity of each work-
er raised to its maximum by competition, the division of labor, the
introduction of machinery, and the utilization of natural forces are
factors that lead to the unemployment of a multiplicity of workers.«*
This formulation about the reserve of unemployed workers would later
be developed by Marx as the concept of the »industrial reserve army.«

In contrast to the use of overpopulation to explain misery (and
unemployment), in Malthus< proposition, Neoclassical Economics
has enthroned, since the last decades of the nineteenth century, the
balance of the labor market, with the economy naturally function-
ing at full employment and without crises. Only later, during the
Great Depression, did John M. Keynes present a formulation of the

would reduce »the burden of work that weighs upon humanity,« i.e. upon the
workers.

38 Engels, »Esobozo,« 18.

39  Engels, Classe trabalhadora, 123.

40 Ibid., 9.
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possibility that the economy would fall back and prostrate itself in a
form of equilibrium with unemployment. Thus, Keynes broke with
Neoclassicism and recognized the existence of involuntary unemploy-
ment. This conclusion could, in a certain way, be associated with En-
gels’s intuition linking unemployment with the effects of the rate of
growth of production.*

Popularization of Economic Theory

Engels denounced the emergence of an abstract materialism, distant
from concrete contradictions, in the explanation of the contempt and
humiliation of men, that is, the »suffering of Christians.«* God was
exchanged for nature as something absolute, inevitable, for the ef-
fects of the economy upon the fate of men. Thus, Political Economy,
instead of bringing forth a revolutionary examination of economic
contradictions, preferred to adapt itself to the coming bourgeois era.
For this reason, Classical Economists only represent intermediate
progress with regard to the mercantilists.

Throughout the history of capitalism, there is a conventional the-
ory, with various versions, that attempts to naturalize the economy.
It sounds like an interdiction against any political intervention that
is contrary to bourgeois interests. Engels exposes classical theory as
an effort to beautify the economy through the exaltation of gains
for the consumers (which today is called the »principle of consumer
sovereignty«) and the celebration of the market as a bond of harmony
between nations and individuals.

41 In Keynes thought, there is a reference to the analysis of Malthus (see Principles
of Political Economy, Chapter VII), one of the representatives of Political Econ-
omy, who was alone in his argument about the possibility of the general satura-
tion of merchandise and the insufficiency of demand, which contrasted with the
statement of Say’s law that prevails in Classical Economics.

42 Engels, »Esobozo,« 4.
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On the distinction between scientific Political Economy and vul-
gar Economics, Marx stated:

And to clarify once and for all, I understand as Classical Political
Economics all economics since William Petty, which investigates the
internal nexus of the bourgeois conditions of production as the an-
tithesis of vulgar economics (which only moves within the apparent
nexus), ruminating again on the material already provided by sci-
entific economics, offering a plausible understanding of phenomena
that are coarser and for the domestic use of the bourgeoisie, and is
limited, moreover, to systematizing, pedantizing, and proclaiming as
eternal truths the banal and presumptuous ideas that the agents of
bourgeois production create around the world, which for them are
the best possible.#

Political Economy only had a scientific character until David Ricardo,
according to the judgment of Marx.* Thus, the economy started to
have a vulgar character from 1830, when the class struggle began to
manifest itself with more clarity. Economic categories started to be
presented directly, wrapped in the veil of ideological contraband of
the class interests of the bourgeoisie.

The author of Outlines presents similar reasoning to Marx’s clas-
sification of vulgar Economics, but attacking, in some ways, even
Ricardo himself: »While Smith and Malthus only met with loose
fragments, later economists already had the whole system finished
before them; all the consequences were in plain view, the contradic-
tions were evident.«® There was a course of vulgarization, that is, a
growing bourgeois ideologization of Political Economy. Ricardo was
blamed for the scientific regression more than Smith, while Stuart

43 Karl Marx, O Capital: Critica da Economia Politica, book 1, vol. 1.1 (Sio Paulo:
Abril Cultural, 1988), 76, n. 32.

44 Karl Marx, »Posficio da segunda edicao,« in O Capital: Critica da Economia
Politica, book 1, vol. I.1 (Sdo Paulo: Abril Cultural, 1988), 22—23.

45 Engels, »Esobozo,« s.
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Mill had contributed more to the misrepresentation of economics
than Ricardo.

In epistemological terms, Engels’s intuition has great importance.
It shows an escalation of superficiality or incessant reductionism,
which accompany the unfolding of the dominant economic thought.
And this is confirmed more and more, over time. In Political Econ-
omy, the attempt to naturalize economic facts, detaching them from
the social and historical context, was repelled by Marx and Engels.
Based on materialist conception of history, it was not possible to un-
derstand the capitalist system itself as something natural, eternal, the
end of the evolution of humanity.

From the time of the founders of Marxism until today, things
have only worsened in the field of the dominant economic theory.
As we know, the accumulation of capital in our times has come to
be understood as a gift of nature according to the automatism of the
market, so long as each individual is not cut off from his activity, his
entrepreneurship, and his self-interest by government intervention-
ism, and »syndicalist monopolies«. Therefore, let us look, briefly, at
this growing abstraction of economic theory in the face of the prevail-
ing socio-economic reality in the capitalist system. The Neoclassical
school, which emerged in the 1870s (particularly with Leon Walras,
William Stanley Jevons, and Carl Menger), abandoned the focus of
Political Economy on the determination of value based on labor. It
covered up the investigation of problems regarding the distribution of
goods among the social classes, putting aside Ricardo’s concerns. They
simplified the difficulties of effective demand, in spite of Malthus:
early warnings. Even the general equilibrium of Walras and the quan-
titative theory of money sanctioned reductionist visions of the general
problems of production and circulation in the economy.

From Classical theory, the Neoclassical authors broadened and
radicalized the concepts of the naturalization, harmony, and equi-
librium of the economy. In the Neoclassical context, the marginalist
analysis appears as an expression of the premises of rationality and
the maximizing behavior of homo economicus. Thus, the preferences of



144

Renildo Souza

the consumer enthrone the deciding role, resulting from the individ-
ual’s choice in driving the economy. As a microeconomics of pricing,
the theory was actually reduced to quantitativist formalism in order
to simply describe the operation of the markets. The self-regulation of
markets would promote economic stability.

The history of the vulgarization of economic thinking according
to dominant ideas has been a long one. Keynesian thought, partial-
ly divergent from this decadence, identified involuntary unemploy-
ment and economic malfunctions, but this generated the illusion
that government action would be capable of preventing the crises of
capitalism. From the 1970s onwards, there has been an upsurge in the
vulgarization of economics with the monetarism of Milton Friedman
and, later, the so-called school of rational expectations of Robert Lu-
cas. The latter would represent the so-called rnew classics,« as if it was
a radicalized and worsened return to Classical Economics. There is a
return to the aversion to any governmental intervention, assuming
unlimited rationality on the part of individuals and sanctifying the
self-regulation of the markets.

History and Economics

In the preface to Origin, Engels attests that the materialist analysis
of history is Marx’s and, he adds, »to a certain extent, our.« In the
epistemology of classical Marxism, an association predominates be-
tween the economic explanation and the theory of historical mate-
rialism.* The economy is a decisive, though not exclusive, factor in
the evolution of society. For this reason, Engels considered that an
increase in productivity was the key to understanding the evolution
of private property, exchange, and the use of others« labor, resulting
in contradictions among the recently constituted social classes.”” Over

46 Jacob Gorender, »Introducao,« in Karl Marx, Para a critica da economia politica:
Saldrio, preco e lucro (Sao Paulo: Abril Cultural, 1982), vii.
47 Engels, A origem da familia, 3.



The Contribution of Engels to the Critique of Political Economy 145

time, moving from adaptation to incompatibility between the new
conditions and the old structure, there emerged, after a long time,
the superseding of a society based on ties of kinship by a society or-
ganized around the power of the State and relationships of property.

In civilization, slavery took deep roots, and society was divided
between an exploiting class and a class of the exploited.® Over the
course of time, the development of civilization always manifests the
contradiction between the progress of production and the conditions
of the oppressed class.® In civilization, there is a march towards the ex-
acerbation of the division between labor and mercantile production.®

In the evolution of capitalism, there was a period of so-called
»primitive accumulation« between the sixteenth and seventeenth cen-
turies. From the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries on, in England,
there has been capitalism with its own technology, with big industry
and the actual subsuming of labor to capital. Maurice Dobb records
that Engels was one of the first to use the term Industrial Revolution
to describe the transformations in the English economy and society.”
Engels compared the importance of the Industrial Revolution, which
had the creation of the proletariat as its main result, to the magni-
tude of the French Revolution. In the introduction to Condition, En-
gels asserted that the Industrial Revolution in England »transformed
bourgeois society in its totality.«

In order to study the proletariat, Engels did fieldwork, as he ex-
plains in the preface to Condition: »I lived for a long time among
you [the workers], and for this reason I am well informed about your
living conditions.«? This accelerated industrialization demanded the
emigration of »compact masses of workers« from the countryside and

48  Ibid., 198.

49  Ibid., 200.

so Ibid., 196.

st Maurice Dobb, A evolugio do capitalismo, 6th ed. (Rio de Janeiro: Zahar, 1977),
316, n. 3.

52 Friedrich Engels, »Prefécio: Aos trabalhadores ingleses,« in A situagio da classe
trabalhadora em Inglaterra (Lisboa: Presenca), 15.
53  Ibid., 7.



146 Renildo Souza

provoked a rapid demographic growth.* Artisans were ruined, and
workers lost »the last vestiges of independent activity,« resulting in
the blocking of mobility for the middle social strata.” This situation
forces us to think, to become aware, and opens up, for the first time,
the possibility for the proletariat to begin an independent movement,
concludes our author.

Concerning the State in general, Engels presents two fundamental
traits: first, the State is a cohesive force of civilized society; and second,
the State, always, in all typical periods, is an exclusive institution of
the dominant class and consists, essentially, of an instrument of re-
pression against the oppressed and exploited class.* Therefore, in the
State, there is, simultaneously, a duplicity of cohesion and repression.
Despite the classist character of the State, in the case of capitalism, the
bourgeoisie has some reservations about the role of the State in cer-
tain matters that may contradict their economic interests. The bour-
geoisie uses the State against the proletariat, but it keeps the State,
according to their ability and convenience, distant from certain issues
related to economic activity.””

After the crisis of 1847, Engels identified the emergence of a new
industrial era.”® The liberalization of foreign trade emerged with the
repeal of the grain law, the expansion of colonial markets, the opening
of China, the conclusion of the ruin of millions of weavers in India as
a result of the competition from mechanical weaving in England, and
the accelerated economic transformation of the United States.

In Condition, Engels predicted, in 1844, the overcoming, within
twenty years, of English industry by competition and the subsequent
spread of unemployment to the majority of the proletariat,” who

s4  Engels, »Introdugao,« 33.

ss  Ibid., 18, 34.

56 Engels, A origem da familia, 196.

57 Engels, Classe trabalhadora, 366.

58  Friedrich Engels, »Preficio 4 edigio inglesa em 1892,« in A situagdo da classe tra-
balbadora em Inglaterra (Lisboa: Presenca), 428—429.

59 Engels, Classe trabalhadora, 387—388.
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would be left with no alternative but »to die of hunger or start a rev-
olution.«* In 1892, Engels recorded, as a confirmation of this forecast,
the rupture of the English industrial monopoly, setting a watershed
that would lead the English proletariat to the loss of its privileges
and free itself from the influence of its workers« aristocracy and turn
towards the cause of socialism.*

Towards the end of the nineteenth century and at the beginning
of the twentieth century, new circumstances emerged through fi-
nancial capital, monopolies, and the end of the partition of overseas
colonies by the great powers. Capitalism had entered its imperial
stage, as evidenced by the development of Marxist theory through
Rudolf Hilferding, Rosa Luxemburg, Nikolai Bukharin, and Vladi-
mir Lenin.

This new era of financial domination did not escape the notice of
Engels.” Thus, in the last year of his life, 1885, he wrote a note, later
incorporated in Capital, analyzing the role of the stock market in the
capitalist system. Engels noted the great changes in the significance of
the stock exchange since Marx had written the third volume of Capi-
tal. The stock market had become »the most important representative
of capitalist production.« Along with the acceleration of accumula-
tion, the group of rentiers was growing and new forms of associations
were emerging in order to facilitate the investment of great amounts
of capital. These new circumstances favored the emergence of trusts
of production in commerce, banks, and lending institutions. Agri-
culture, foreign investments, and colonization companies would also
become linked to the stock market.

60 »lt is not right to suppress in the text numerous prophecies, in particular the
one about an imminent social revolution in England, which were inspired by
my juvenile ardor. What is surprising is not that many of those predictions did
not come about but that many others were just and that in the critical period of
English industry—consequence of the continental competition, mainly Ameri-
can—have effectively arrived.« Ibid., 434.

61 Engels, »Prefécio a edi¢ao inglesa,« 432. Also see Dobb, Capitalismo, 366.

62 Friedrich Engels, »La bolsa,« in Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, Escritos econd-
micos vdrios (Barcelona: Grijalbo, 1975), 248—249.
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Engels's Place in his Collaboration with Marx
on Economics

There is some controversy around the legacy of Engels, including in
his critique of Political Economy. Some find that Engels promoted a
revision of Marx’s theory, turning towards a sort of reductionism or
determinism. It is not the purpose of this article to deal exhaustively
with this problem, but it is important to address his synthesis. J. D.
Hunley points out that, since the 1960s, there has been an increase in
questions about the compatibility between Marx and Engels.® Hun-
ley adds that the prevailing view today is that there are important dif-
ferences between the two German revolutionaries. Eduard Bernstein
(in the 1890s), Rodolfo Mondolfo (1912), George Lichtheim (1961),
Norman Levine (1975), Terrell Carver (1883), and others are some of
the so-called dichotomists since they have refuted, in different mea-
sures, the intellectual affinity between Marx and Engels.

Levine claims that there are important discrepancies between the
first section of Engels’s edition of Volume 2 of Capital and the man-
uscripts kept in the International Institute of Social History. Among
other things, this would result in the substitution of the Hegelian
understanding of the totality of the economic process with Marx’s
on the empiricist emphasis on particularity on the part of Engels.®
However, among the various materials left by Marx, we can see both
possibilities (totality and particularity), thus revealing some ambi-
guity, according to Hunley. Jerrold Seigel recognizes that there are
discrepancies between the manuscript and the edited text of Volume
3, bu, in contrast to Levine, he sees the modifications introduced by
Engels as necessary and justified. In his view, Engels rearranged some
sections of chapters 13 and 14 of Volume 3 and attributed a more im-
portant role to neutralizing forces of the law of the decreasing tenden-

63 J.D.Hunley, »TheIntellectual Compatibility of Marx and Engels,« Social Theory &
Practice 17, no. 1 (1991): 1.
64 Ibid., 8.
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cy of the rate of profit. That solution by Engels reduced the positivism
of the text, according to the law mentioned above.*

Hunley concluded that the two friends were in agreement on
the fundamental issues. The great proof of unity was the harmoni-
ous work that they did together for almost 40 years, which included
books and numerous journal articles.® It was Engels who suggested
the title and the opening sentences of 7he Eighteenth Brumaire of Lou-
is Napoleon. Engels also provided valuable insights into the mode of
Asian production that were taken up by Marx.

In view of the strong accusation of vulgar economic determinism
imputed on Marx and, above all, Engels, it is crucial to mention the
letter that the latter sent to Bloch on September 21, 1890:

According to the materialist conception of history, the factor that
ultimately determines history is the production and reproduction
of real life. Neither Marx nor I stated anything more than this. If
someone modifies the thesis saying that economic facts are the only
determinant facts, then he would be making the thesis empty, ab-
stract, and absurd. The economic situation is the basis, but the differ-
ent factors of the superstructure that is built upon it—the political
forms of the class struggle, the constitutions that, once a battle is
won, the triumphant class writes, etc., the judicial forms, and even
the reflections of all these real struggles in the brains of those who
participate in them, the political, juridical and philosophical theories,
the religious ideas and the further development that leads them to
become a system of dogmas—also exert influence upon the course of
historical struggles and, in many cases, determine their shape, as the
predominant factor. It is a reciprocal game of actions and reactions
among these factors, in which, through an infinite number of cases
(that is, things and events whose internal connection is so remote or

so difficult to demonstrate that we can consider it non-existent), the

65 Ibid.
66 Ibid., 1r7—18.
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economic movement always imposes itself as a necessity. If that was
not the case, applying the theory to any historical epoch would be

easier than solving a first-degree equation.”

Cyril Smith claims that Engels did not understand Marx’s atticude
with regard to Political Economy.®® For this critic, Engels would have
gradually distanced himself from his valuable discoveries recorded in
Outlines, abandoning the ethical and human vision, neglecting the
monopolistic meaning of bourgeois private property. One of the im-
portant findings of Outlines, the verification that the old mercantile
system had »a certain open, catholic frankness,« did not indulge in
theoretical economic competitions in order to cover up all its com-
mercial immoralities.® It changed reality and economic discourse.
In Outlines, it was identified that in the new global conditions, now
more humanized and attaching greater importance to value and mo-
rality, there was a place for Classical Economic theory in the form
of Adam Smith. In Outlines, the pioneering perception of the links
between economics and religion, within the framework of Protestant-
ism, made Engels admire Adam Smith as an economic Lutheran, ac-
cording to Cyril Smith.

Adam Smith showed the human aspect of commerce (that is, eco-
nomic liberalism): without wars among nations, without deliberate
economic privileges by the State, without repression of the freedom
to decide by each economic agent, without the prohibition of the will
of the consumer in the act of exchange. This humanism, however, was
very partial. All of this, in essence, was a »way to abuse morality for
immoral goals.«’® In fact, private property prevailed as a monopoly,
free competition to defraud consumers, civilization as exploitation

67 Friedrich Engels, »Carta de Engels a Bloch, em 21 de setembro de 1890,« in
Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, Obras Escolbidas, vol. 3 (Sao Paulo: Alfa-6mega),
284—285.

68  Smith, »Engels and Marx,« 123—142.

69  Engels, »Esobozo,« 7.

7o Ibid.
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of the people in the colonies, free-for-all competition, antagonism
between collective and individual interests.

Cyril Smith believes that Engels would have departed from the
criticism of the categories of Political Economy, namely: use value
and exchange value, value and price, labor, profit, and income. Engels
would have underestimated the dual character of labour, the forms
of value and fetishism.” In contrast, Engels would have focused, over
time, unilaterally on the concept of surplus-value, would have turned
to the appreciation of value, emphasizing merely quantitative aspects.
He would have become entangled in the question of materialist di-
alectics. He did not value his own critique of the population theory
of Malthus in the terms that had already been established in Out/ines.
He did not go back to the universal human base employed to criticize
both mercantilism and Political Economy.”

According to Cyril Smith, Marx’s critique of Political Economy
did not turn to an empirical, factual description of the operation of
capitalism nor to the proposition of the economic elements of social-
ism.” The word capitalism« does not appear in Capital. The Marxist
critique would have turned to the ideas and interpretations of the
classics concerning the social relationships engendered by capital and
its consequent contradictions. Cyril Smith thinks that criticism, for
Marx, had the priority of challenging, in theory, in categories, in the
most advanced and coherent system of economic thought, that is to
say, Political Economy (since it explains the nature of modern soci-
ety).”* The inhumanity of bourgeois relationships was theorized as
something natural and eternal by Political Economy:.

For Marx, the point of departure of the critique of Political Econ-
omy had to be human society, social humanism, in the view of Cyril
Smith.” Instead of capitalism, Marx spoke of capital as a social rela-

71 Smith, »Engels and Marx,« 136.
72 Ibid., 126-128.

73 Ibid., 124-125.

74 Ibid., 124-126.

75 Ibid., 125.
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tionship, hidden by the fetishism of merchandise. Value, for Marx,
surpassed quantification and expressed human relationships as if they
were relationships among things (20 yards of linen = one coat).

In the face of these criticisms by Cyril Smith, it is worth asking: is
it true that, for Engels, the understanding of economics and classical
thought was different? Let us see what he says: »The economy is not
about things but rather relationships among people, and, ultimate-
ly, between classes, although these relationships are always linked to
things and they look like things.«

The facts made it difficult for Engels to accept the accusation of
falsifying Marx’s thought. In the end, there were almost 40 years of
intellectual collaboration between the two of them, with many texts
written with the input of both. Furthermore, it is important to take
into consideration all the revolutionary activity, in political affinity,
that defined the lives of these friends. It is significant that after the
death of Marx, the great political authority of the socialist movement
was Engels, and even after his own death, his influence extended for
many years among the ranks of the Second (Social-Democratic) In-
ternational. There are many reasons for calling Marx and Engels the
Dioscuri, the twin heroes of Greek mythology. For Paul Lafargue and
Wilhelm Liebknecht, Engels was Marx’s alter ego. Marx’s daughter,
Eleanor, referring to their life and work, said that it was impossible
to separate them.”

It is counterproductive, in theory and method, to promote a clear
separation between the work of Marx and the work of Engels.” With

76 Friedrich Engels, »A contribuicio para a critica da economia politica, de Karl
Marx,« in Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, Obras Escolhidas, vol. 1 (Sao Paulo:
Alfa-6mega), 311.

77 Hunley, »Intellectual Compatibility,« 1.

78 In 1844 Engels published the Outlines and wrote Condition. Referring to his ideas
during this period, Engels recognized, in 1892, with regard to Condition that »a
book in which what is good is as much as what is bad shows the youth of the
author« (427), I was twenty years-old, today I am three times older, and when
I reread that book, I do not think that I need to be ashamed of it, and »it is not
worth noting that the general theoretical point of view of this book—on the
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regard to economics, in the division of work between the two friends,
Marx took care of the deepening and systematizing of economic the-
ory, but Engels was the precursor for some relevant ideas. He brought
forth embryonic elements that stimulated Marx’s study of economics.
It is also inevitable to recognize that Engels assumed responsibility for
editing the last two volumes of Capital, which included the technical
work of redacting and, in the case of Volume 3, he made the effort to
render intelligible some materials that had been left in rough shape
by Marx. In that effort, beside his explanatory notes, Engels wrote the
chapter on the effect of rotation on the rate of profit. Furthermore,
we cannot ignore Engels’s effort to popularize Capital, breaking the
so-called »Conspiracy of Silence« through the publication of reviews
and summaries in multiple forms of print.

The possibility of differences in focus and understanding between
both thinkers is natural. Without a doubt, Engels always made the
main role of Marx clear in the context of their collaboration. This
is especially noted with regard to their economic studies. In spite
of this, Engels was sought by Marx before the writing of Capizal to
collaborate on certain investigations, in addition to their correspon-
dence and the debates they held on economics and literature. In this
sense, we can consider the following examples: Engels’s criticisms of
concepts that underestimated the progress of agriculture; Engels’s re-
ception of Marx’s ideas that were contrary to what is called the quan-
titative school of currency (currency in circulation determining prices,
foreign trade and crises”); the information Engels provided to Marx

philosophical, economic and political plain—does not exactly coincide with my
current position. In 1844 there was no modern international socialism that the
works of Marx almost exclusively made into a science. My book represents one
of the phases of that embryonic movement. (433). (Preface to the English 1892
edition of 7he Condition of the Working Class in England).

79  The monetarism of Milton Friedman, starting in the 1970’s, had its origins in
ideas already refuted by Marx 150 years carlier. The dynamic of the economy and
the movement of prices make the circulation of currency and the credit system
into derivative phenomena, although a serious mistake of a Central Bank in
monetary policy can create economic problems.
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on the share of consumption by capitalists in the revenues of their
companies; and the report Engels wrote, at Marx’s request, about the
cotton crisis of 1965.%°

The accusations that are made are either exaggerated or totally
false. Thus, for example, there is no room to say that Engels influ-
enced Marx negatively, supposedly simplifying, for the sake of pop-
ularization, the explanations in chapter 1 of Volume 1 of Capizal. In
fact, it was in response to Marx’s letter, dated 3 June 1867, that Engels,
without prejudice of logical or conceptual argument, suggested the
use of historical illustrations on the process of the formation of mon-
ey in addition to the organization of the presentation of the text.

Engels himself explained his methodology in his preface to Con-
tributions.”" For him, it was possible to employ two methods, histor-
ical and logical, in the critique of Political Economy. With regard to
the historical method, he says: »This form presents, apparently, the
advantage of greater clarity since in it we find the real development
of things, but in practice the only thing that would result, in the best
of cases, would be its popularization. ... Therefore, the only method
recommended is the logical one. However, this is, in reality, nothing
but the historical method, stripped only of its historical form and its
disturbing contingencies.«*

Even in works that do not have economics as their main theme,
Marx and Engels always make references to economic problems. For
example, in 7he German Ideology, there is a strong presence of eco-
nomic elements. And so, as in their collaborative works, is it possible
to locate and separate the economic contributions of Marx and En-
gels, and then place those contributions in opposition, one in relation
to the other? This would not make sense. It is obvious that there is a

80 Instituto de Marxismo-Leninismo, PCUS. Biografia de Friedrich Engels (Lisboa:
Avante, 1986), 411—413.

81 Preface in 1859, that is, 15 years after Outlines, which negates the accusation that
Engels, with the passing of time, had lost his understanding of Political Economy
and had distanced himself from Marxist thought in this field

82 Engels, »Contribuigo,« 310.
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sense of unity throughout their work, even though it was written by
two people.

Translated by Gilmar Visoni-Alonzo
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The Psychology of Friedrich Engels

From the Materialist Theory
of Manual Labor to the Critique
of Empiricism and Ideology”

David Pavén-Cuéllar
Introduction: Engels as a Marxist Psychologist

Friedrich Engels (1820-1895) was a Marxist, but only to the extent
that Marx was also an Engelsian. The two men followed each other,
they learned together and forged their ideas together, including those
of a psychological nature. Substantive parts of the psychology that we
attribute to Marx, presented and explained recently,® are also attribut-
able to Engels. Hence, some authors prefer to speak of the psychology
of Marx and Engels.> However, there are also original Engelsian con-
tributions that must be considered separately, not because they con-
tradict Marxian theory but because they preceded Marx’s theory and
advanced it through new avenues that paved the way for a Marxian
psychology, stabilizing concepts that were still volatile in Marx.

As we shall see, it is to the young Engels that we owe some of the
first psychological formulations of Marx’s psychologies of material and
historical determination, economic personifications, bourgeois individ-
uality, and resistance and rebellion. We also know the original mature
Engelsian theories about psychic life: about its origin in manual work,

1 The present chapter is a translation of »La psicologfa de Friedrich Engels: de las
teorfas materialistas del trabajo manual y del reflejo a la critica del empirismo y
de la ideologfa«, Dialectus 2(6) (2015): 150—162. The editor would like to thank
the author and the publisher of the original work for the possibility to include it
in the present volume.

2 »Las dieciocho psicologias de Karl Marx,« Teoria y Critica de la Psicologia s (2015):
105—132.

3 See Samuel P. Coe, Contemporary Psychology in Marx and Engels (New York:
American Institute for Marxist Studies, 1978).
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its constitution as a reflection of the real, its mediating function be-
tween subject and mundane-corporeal reality, and its immaterial figu-
ration as a primitive form of understanding dream phenomena. Engels
offers us an interesting theoretical-methodological critique of empiri-
cist materialism in his elucidation of the psyche, as well as a denuncia-
tion of the psychological operation in the essence of ideology and the
expansion of the horizon of the psychological-materialist explanation,
beyond the productive, social basis and towards the foundations of sex-
ual reproduction.

Considering the importance of the articulations of Marxism and
psychoanalysis in the various intellectual movements of the last 150 years,
we will pay close attention to co-incidences between the Engelsian and
Freudian perspectives. We will see Engels agree with Freud in his em-
phasis on sexuality and family, as well as in the valorization of symptoms,
the problematization of individuality, the consideration of corporeal
materiality (and not only the mundane form), and the redirection of
the abstract dualism of soul-body to the concrete monism of the body,
and even the demonstration of psychic determination through hypnotic
suggestion. With regard to the commonalities with Marx, we will also
see how they are permanent and tend to systematize into a unitary theo-
ry, which will justify our assertion that Engels’s is the first of the Marxist
psychologies. However, this does not exclude the existence of a critical
tension between the psychological discipline and Engels’s perspective.

The Soul of the English Workers:
The First Materialist Psychology

In his early work 7he Condition of the Working Class in England,* En-
gels presents some psychological reflections that Marx later develops.
The psychology of material determination was already delineated in

4 Friedrich Engels, La situacion de la clase obrera en Inglaterra (Moscow: Progreso,
1980 [1845]).
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his dialectical characterization of the workers, who were both harmed
by as well as beneficiaries of economic exploitation: deprived of »in-
tellectual activity« and »degraded« to »the condition of beasts,« they
were nonetheless favored with »completely developed feelings« and
»strong passions« thanks, precisely, to their lack of bourgeois »intellec-
tual culture« that »makes selfishness the main passion« and »concen-
trates all strength on money.« In terms of economic personification,
the bourgeois man is a »money-man« who only seeks »accumulation, «
whereas the worker is »more social« and his eyes are open more widely
since he does not relate to the world with selfishness and prejudices,
from which he is protected by his »imperfect culture.«®

In the Engelsian psychology of the English workers, as well as in
the later perspectives of Marx and Freud,” the cultural disadvantage
implies, dialectically, a vital advantage. The workers™ lack of culture
allows them to develop their sociability, knowledge, passions and feel-
ings. Their fortune lies in their misery. Analogously, the misery of the
bourgeois individual is rooted in his wealth, which isolates him in his
prejudiced and selfish individuality.

Anticipating the theory of mass society, Engels transforms the psy-
che of bourgeois individuality into the hegemonic model of modern
cities that promotes »sordid egotism,« the »isolation of each individ-
ual in his private interests,« and the fragmentation of society into
»atoms« or »monads.«* The »great cities« would discover the »disease
of the social body,« and this was positive for Engels and his revalori-
zation of the symptom because this enabled him to learn the »appro-
priate means to heal it.«’ This same Engelsian dialectic, a precursor of
the Freudian principle of abstinence and of the Marxian psychology

Ibid., 89.

Ibid.,, s3.

Karl Marx, Manuscritos: economia y filosofia (Madrid: Alianza, 1997 [1844]);
S. Freud, »El porvenir de una ilusion,« in Obras completas, vol. XXI (Buenos
Aires: Amorrortu, 1998 [1927]), 1—56.

8  Engels, La situacién de la clase obrera en Inglaterra, 11—12.

9 Ibid., 52.
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of resistance and rebellion, also operates in the conviction that the
workers, »treated like beasts,« are able to »save the consciousness and
feelings of their humanity« in their »continuous internal rebellion.«*

The young Engels preceded Marx and Freud in the revalorization
of the symptom, in the discovery of vital misery in cultural wealth,
in problematizing individuality, in envisioning economic personifica-
tion, and in underscoring material determination. The same young
Engels was also a pioneer when he delineated a psychology of the
historical determination of the English workers, in whose psyche
he found the vestiges of past migrations, cultural fusions, econom-
ic changes, etc. Engels criticized those who »only recognize psycho-
logical development, the development of the abstract man, outside
any connection to the past, when, in fact, the world depends on the
past.« Such dependency, contradicting the amnesic tendencies of
psychology, shows the presence of the past in everything that is pres-
ent in the world, since everything depends on the past.

Materialism of the Hands:
The Origins of Corporeal Psyche

Considerations of the present and the past are constant in the thought
of Engels, and this makes him delve into the most remote, pre-his-
toric and even pre-human times. These explorations always have a
materialistic character. He is searching for the historical material de-
termination, which, once discovered, serves to critique the idealistic
and amnesic affectations of our knowledge.

If man now tends to explain »his acts through his thoughts« psy-
chologically, it is because previously there were those who made the
work »planned by their heads« be »executed by the hands of others.«*

10 Ibid., 49.

u  Ibid., 99.

12 Friedrich Engels, »El papel del trabajo en el proceso de transformacién del mono
en hombre,« in Obras filoséficas (Mexico: FCE, 1876), 418.
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It was in this way that the mental-intellectual, the future subject of
psychology, was abstracted from the corporeal-manual, distancing it-
self from it in order to devalue it, exploit it, marginalize it, dominate
it, and repress it. Such an exercise of power, as a dominant-repressive
material determination, allowed the powerful to acquire his appar-
ently elevated and independent existence as spirit, ideal, refined soul,
and the psychic, distinct from the somatic and susceptible to being
studied by psychology. Like Marx and Freud, Engels redirects the
soul-body duality towards the concrete material totality in which it
originates through a process of abstraction. Such abstraction is ideal-
ization and psychologization, and it is also social dissociation and a
cultural-economic division between two parts of the body: the heads
that do the planning, the powerful, and the obedient hands that do
the work, the exploited. In the Engelsian explanation of the origin
of humanity, it is the body that adopts an »erect posture« and thus
frees the hands, which, thanks to their lack of occupation, can then
turn towards work that becomes progressively more complicated and
collectivized, which in turn incentivizes the development of language,
the transformation of the senses, and the conversion of the »monkey
brain« into a »human brain,« which ends up thinking of itself as an
incorporeal, spiritual, ethereal soul.” It is true, then, that the psyche
of Engels, as well as that of Marx and Freud, comes from the body
and owes everything it is to the body. Humanity stands out, in the
end, because of its erect body with its manual work and because of
its rational soul with its intellectual work. If the intellect became free
from the hands, it is because the hands freed themselves from the
erect body. It was »with the hands« that »the head developed« and
»consciousness emerged.«*

Engels’s explanation, just like Marx’s and Freud’s, is perfectly ma-
terialistic. Matter is the first, most decisive and most fundamental
element. The development of the human psyche is founded on the

13 Ibid., 412—418.
14  Friedrich Engels, »Dialéctica de la naturaleza,« in Obras filoséficas (Mexico: FCE,
1883), 299.
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development of language, the brain and the senses. This development
is grounded in complex and collective work rooted in turn in the cor-
poreal materiality of the hands, which become independent as they
detach themselves from the ground.

Materialism of Reflection:
The Unreal Object of Psychology

In Engels’s materialistic approaches to psychology, the theory of
corporeal-manual humanization (the material origin of human psy-
chism) is complemented with conceptions of the socio-economic
material bases of the historical psychic configurations. The »moral
ideas« of each epoch, for example, are ultimately explained by the
»economic relationships« from which they come, »consciously or
unconsciously.«’ The existence of private property imposes the mor-
al precept of »thou shall not steal,« as well as other contents of our
consciousness, thoughts and feelings, invariably »determined by our
current realities.«'

The Engelsian notion of the historical material determination
tends to be schematized in a theory of reflection that ends up estab-
lishing itself as the guiding principle of the Leninist perspective” and
some of the main currents of Soviet Marxist psychology,® but which
originates in Marx’s ideas such as the one that defines »the ideal« as
»the material translated and transposed into the head of a man.«? In

15 Friedrich Engels, »La subversién de la ciencia por el sefior Eugen Diihring (»An-
ti-Dithring«),« in Obras filoséficas (Mexico: FCE, 1878), 81.

16 Ibid., 158.

17 Vladimir L. Lenin, Materialismoy empiriocriticismo (Beijing: Ediciones en Lenguas
Extranjeras, 1975 [1908]).

18 See Sergei L. Rubinstein, Principios de psicologia general (Mexico: Grijalbo, 1982
[1940]); Alexis N. Leontiev, Actividad, conciencia y personalidad (Mexico: Carta-
80, 1984 [19771).

19 Karl Marx, »Postfacio a la segunda edicion,« in E/ Capital (Mexico: FCE, 2008
[1873]), xxiii.
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the Engelsian development of reflex theory, we begin with the met-
aphor of the idealist consciousness critically conceived as a »concave
mirror« that inverts things into a »deformed image« of »historical re-
ality,«* but, very rapidly, through »religious reflections« of the »real
foundation,«* we arrive at the representation of ideas and other men-
tal contents as »more or less abstract images of real things and phe-
nomena,«** as »reflections in our thought« of the »real conflicts,«* and
as »refracted images of the real things.«**

The reflected images, identified with the psyche, constitute
well-defined and limited objects that apparently allow us to preserve
psychology, preventing its object from becoming dissolved in the
world and in the body, as happens with the young Marx* and the old
Freud.*® Unlike Marxist and Freudian theories (which end up assim-
ilating psychism into its economic-industrial and somatic-impulsive
material determination), Engels maintains the object of psychology
on the superficial field of the mirror that reminds us of the surface to
which Freud reduced the ego and its psychology.”” The mirror creates
a psychic world, deformed and sometimes inverted, that distinguish-
es itself from the world but does not stop being purely superficial,
apparent, and imaginary. If we dig deeper into this world, we will go
through it and we'll leave it behind.

It is true that reflection theory preserves psychology, not exactly
as a positive science, but rather as a negative study of an unreal

20  Engels, »Anti-Diihring,« 83—84.

21 Ibid., 276.

22 Friedrich Engels, »Del socialismo utépico al socialismo cientifico,« in Obras filo-
sdficas (Mexico: FCE, 1880), 593.

23 Ibid., 597.

24  Friedrich Engels, »Ludwig Feuerbach y el fin de la filosofia cldsica alemana,« in
Obras filoséficas (Mexico: FCE, 1888), p. 562.

25 Marx, Manuscritos.

26 Sigmund Freud, »Esquema del psicoandlisis,« in Obras completas, vol. XXIII
(Buenos Aires: Amorrortu, 1998 [1938]), 133—210.

27 Sigmund Freud, »El yo y el ello,« in Obras completas, vol. XIX (Buenos Aires:
Amorrortu, 1998 [1923]), 1-66; Sigmund Freud, »El malestar en la cultura,« in
Obras completas, vol. XXI (Buenos Aires: Amorrortu, 1998 [1929]), 57—140.
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object. And if it seems that we are falling into a certain dualism,
this no longer divides the world into two realities, physical and psy-
chic, but into the physical reality and the psychic unreality, into
the imaginary and the real, into what is reflected and its deformed
reflection. Psychology must adhere to the unreal reflection, which is
the only psychic thing, which can only be explained by what is real,
by what is reflected, by the non-psychic, which, besides being what
is reflected, is also the socio-economic thing by which its reflection
is deformed on the ideological plane through »inversions« and other
»complications.«*

The deformation of the psychic reflection (the difference that
resists its assimilation into the physical-material reality) is deter-
mined and constituted by this same reality, by the economic system,
by social classes and interests. What is reflected is what deforms
itself ideologically, internally, in its own conscious exterior reflec-
tion. If men make history unconsciously and not only consciously,
it is because their »ideal motives« exist interiorly and do not just
reflect exteriorly the real »historical causes« that »determine them«
and that »in the minds of the acting men are transformed into those
motives.«*

The Engelsian psychic motive, like the Freudian one, is not just
a figuration of its immanent cause but transformation. In other
words, what psychology is concerned with is not only the reflection
of reality, its conscious deformed representation, but also its un-
conscious deforming presence, that is, the presence of what reflects
itself in knowledge, deforms itself in ideology, and transforms itself
in history. The whole deformed psychic reflection, the object of psy-
chology, continues assimilating itself, monistically, to the deform-
ing, reflecting and reflected non-psychic.

28  Engels, »Ludwig Feuerbach,« 562—574.
29 Ibid., 566.



The Psychology of Friedrich Engels

From Empiricism to Mysticism:
A Critique of Observational and Experimental Psychology

We have already seen that Engels’s materialism does not lead, through
reflection theory, either to the old body-soul duality or to a positive
psychological science. We will now be able to observe that the Engel-
sian materialist psychology is not compatible with either an exclusive-
ly cerebral, cranial, neuronal materialism or with a purely observa-
tional or experimental empiricism. Engels makes this very clear in his
critique of the phrenological projections of psychism on the shapes
and parts of the cranium.

In order to arrive at his critique of the empiricist materialism of
phrenology, Engels chose a path similar to the one that Freud would
choose when distancing himself from the empiricist materialism of
the scientificist medicine of the nineteenth century. Both used hyp-
nosis, which, in both cases, demonstrated the mental determination
of the physical and the necessity to theorize observation, allowing
them to go beyond a series of empiricist excesses and materialist illu-
sions. In the case of Engels, the hypnosis of an adolescent from Man-
chester, in the winter of 1843—44, allowed him to refute the supposed
phrenological location of certain psychic functions in certain parts of
the cranium when he demonstrated that the location could be modi-
fied when the subject, in a hypnotic state, was induced to respond to
the stimulation of other parts of the body and head. It was in this way
that Engels, in his own words, discovered »a series of phenomena as
the basis of the phrenological charlatanry, the majority of which were
only different in a certain degree to the ones manifested in a waking
state.«*°

Many years before Freud admitted the influence of a sort of hyp-
nosis in social life, specifically in mass phenomena, Engels recognized
that the same type of suggestion exists in the waking state and studied
it in order to explore the psychic causality of body responses. This cau-

30  Engels, »Dialéctica de la naturaleza,« 315.
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sality would not be perceived in the empirical investigations that lim-
ited themselves to observation and experimentation, thus condemning
themselves to »the chimera, credulity and superstition,« that science of-
ten incurs when it »emphasizes simple experience« and »treats thought
with contempt.«' Do we not have here a sort of premonition of what
would be a significant part of the modern psychological discipline?
Our psychology, in fact, falls into the »most trivial empiricism« that
»despises everything that is theory« and thus leads us to »mysticism.«*
The mystical delusion would serve to establish those relationships that
we have not established through »theoretical thought,« which, accord-
ing to Engels, exists precisely to »relate [the facts] to each other« or to
»penetrate the relationship that exists between them. «

The Origin of the Family and Sexual Love:
Beyond Psychology

When readdressing Marx’s ethnological notes, Engels** elaborated
an intricate structure of theoretical relationships between scarce and
doubtful empirical facts related to the pre-historic origins of the family
and sexual love. The result was an enormous construct that not only
reminds us of the fascinating interpretative excesses of Freud” regarding
the primordial horde but also contains valuable ideas that can serve as a
bridge between Marxism and Freudian psychoanalysis. Many of these
ideas come from Marx and, in particular, from his reading of Morgan *
as in the case of the cardinal theses of primitive communism and its »in-

31 Ibid., 313.
32 Ibid., 320.
33 Ibid., 321.

34  Friedrich Engels, El origen de la familia, de la propiedad privada y del Estado
(Mexico: Colofén, 2011 [1884]).

35 Sigmund Freud, »Tétem y Tabd,« in Obras completas, vol. XIII (Buenos Aires:
Amorrortu, 1998 [1913]), 1-164.

36 Lewis H. Morgan, Ancient Society, or: Researches in the [Lnes of Human Progress
from Savagery, through Barbarism to Civilization (New York: Holt, 1877).
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comparably superior vitality« over advanced societies’” and the (almost
Freudian) conception of the monogamous family as a »microcosm of
all the antagonisms that would later develop in society and the State.«*®

In the work of Engels, based on that of Marx,® we see an expan-
sion of the Marxist field of research from the »means of production«
to the »means of reproduction«*® and from the »class struggle« to the
»struggle between man and woman.«* In this way, the socio-econom-
ic sphere, emphasized by Marxism, gives way to the familial-sexual
sphere, emphasized by Freudian psychoanalysis. Like Freud,” Engels
did not separate both spheres but instead perceived a close relation-
ship between the two: the familial-sexual transition from matriarchate
to patriarchate represents the socio-economic victory of »individual
property over spontaneous primitive communism,«* the first »class
oppression« was the oppression of »the feminine sex by the masculine
sex,«* and in modern society, »the family man is the bourgeoisie with-
in the family« while »the woman represents the proletariat.«*

If the bourgeoisie is condemned to the monogamous family as a
space for the exploitation of women, then the »oppressed classes« can
aspire to equality between the sexes and to »marriage for love« and not
»for convenience.«* The authentic sexual-loving feeling, the core of
psychism in Freudian theory, turns into a privilege of the oppressed in
the Engelsian representation of the society of classes. Besides being a
social and classist phenomenon, this feeling is historically fixed in the
barbarian invasions at the end of the Roman Empire. Engels searched

37 Karl Marx, »Proyecto de respuesta a la carta de V.1. Zasulich,« in Obras escogidas
de Marx y Engels, vol. IIT (Moscow: Progreso, 1980 [1881]), 86.

38 Karl Marx, Los apuntes etnoldgicos de Karl Marx (Madrid: Siglo XXI y Pablo
Iglesias, 1988 [1882]), 94—9s.

39 Marx, »Proyecto de respuesta«; Marx, Los apuntes etnoldgicos.

40 Marx, Manuscritos, 35.

41 Ibid., 74—75.

42 Freud, »Tétem y Tabu.«

43 Engels, El origen de la familia, 62—74.

44 Ibid., 74.

45 Ibid., 84.

46 Ibid., 81—93.
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for the pre-historic origin of a gens that emerged from »group mar-
riage« in which »whole groups of men and whole groups of women
possess each other reciprocally,« thereby »shutting out jealousy« and
ensuring the »union of forces« necessary for the »evolution from an-
imality to humanity.«#” This group-social origin of being human, of
the family and of sexuality contrasts with the familial-sexual origin of
humans and social groups in Freud.®* However, outside of this con-
trast, Freud and Engels agree on the historical problematization-rela-
tivization of feelings of love, monogamous sexuality and the nuclear
family in its modern Western versions. Neither of them accepts uni-
versal and eternal categories. Both insist on going beyond psychology,
refraining from psychologizing social and cultural institutions.

The Soul Apart: Psychology as the Essence of Ideology

Engels went all the way back to pre-history in order to explain not
only the origins of humanity, the family and sexual love, but also the
human psyche as an entity separate from the human body. We have
already seen that such an irruption of the object of psychology was
explained through the development of the hand, language and brain,
with the resulting division between the manual work of the slave and
the intellectual work of the master. This Engelsian idea, compatible
with the Marxian view, would later give way to the hypothesis that
the pre-historic man, »excited by dreams, started to believe that his
thought and his sensations were not activities of his body but of a
separate soul that lived inside him.« And »since that day, man has not
been able to stop thinking about the relationship between the soul
and the external world.«#

47 Ibid., 40.

48  Freud, »Tétem y Tabt«; Sigmund Freud, »Psicologia de las masas y andlisis
del yo,« in Obras completas, vol. XVIII (Buenos Aires: Amorrortu, 1998 [1921]),
63—-136.

49  Engels, »Ludwig Feuerbach,« 546.
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The idealistic abstraction of the soul existing apart is reconnect-
ed with the concrete, mundane-corporeal totality in the Engelsian
approach to psychology. This reconnection compares psychism to a
mediating function between the human subject and everything that
acts upon him and »moves his life« and must »manifest« itself psychi-
cally in his »head«: on the one hand, there is the body that manifests
itself in sensations like »hunger and thirst«; on the other hand, there
is the »external world« that »reflects« itself in the »shape of sensations,
thoughts, impulses and willful determinations.«° It is in this way that
the psychological, individualist dualism of body-and-soul is trans-
formed in a sort of monism in which we can only distinguish two
expressions of the same mundane-corporeal totality: its presence in
the »propelling or determinant causes« and its representation through
psychic reflections in the »ideological forms« of the »ideal or con-
scious motives.«”"

In Engelsian theory, the object of psychology is reduced to an
ideological reflection, ideal and conscious, of the world and the body.
The psychological abstraction for which this reflection sees itself as
a soul apart is the essential mechanism of ideology understood as
»an activity that is in charge of thoughts, considered as entities with
their own existence and developed in an independent manner, subject
only to their own specific laws.«* This Engelsian definition of ideol-
ogy is in itself a definition of psychology. However, more than being
a precedent for a future critical Marxist conception of psychology as
ideology,” it is also an original representation that is also critical of

ideology as psychology.
so Ibid., 553.

st Ibid., 566—567.

52 Ibid., s71.

53 Carlos L. Sastre, La psicologia, red ideoldgica (Buenos Aires: Tiempo contempora-
neo, 1974); Néstor A. Braunstein et al. Psicologia: Ideologia y ciencia (Mexico: Si-
glo XXI, 1975); Tan Parker, La psicologia como ideologia (Madrid: Catarata, 2010).
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Conclusion: Engels as a Marxist Critic of Psychology

The Engelsian critique of ideology is also a critique of the psycholog-
ical mechanism through which a psychic, ideal or intellectual object
abstracts itself from the concrete reality, conceived as relatively inde-
pendent and ruled by its own laws. This mechanism is psychology
itself and, consequently, when he criticized it, Engels also criticized
psychology. In contrast with what is criticized, Engelsian research
incorporates the psychic object in its concrete social, economic and
historical reality on which it depends and by whose laws it is ruled.
We can say, in this sense, that Engels was not so much a psychologist
as a critic of psychology.

The Engelsian critique of psychology began early on in his inves-
tigations of English workers, in which the psyche spreads out of its
own domain and dissipates through society, the economy and history.
Then, this object of psychology is presented as a product of the classist
division between head and hands, a division upon which psychology
would be founded and which would be fought by the communist in
his struggle against classism. In his fight against class society and its
psychological product, Engels would reduce the psychic to an unreal,
apparent and superficial condition, a reflection in which there is only
the reflected non-psychic and its distortion, which, ultimately, will be
explained by the real reflected and not by the unreal reflection.

As we have seen, Engels’s Marxist critique does not stop at a strict-
ly empirical psychology in which he alerts us to the dangers of a mys-
ticism that would compensate for the lack of theory. Theoretical re-
flection, in the direction that Engels sets, can only take us beyond the
boundaries of psychology, even when dealing with the more intimate
and personal elements (such as sexual love), which are redirected to
their historical, group-social origins. How can we not go past the psy-
chology that we investigate when Engels conceives it as a simple sur-
face, the appearance and representation of that which hides from us?

Translated by Gilmar Visoni-Alonzo
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Engels and Evolutionist Ethnology”

Maria Rosdrio de Carvalho

Strictly speaking, for the anthropologist, the title of this article brings
up the issue related to the so-called >primitive society, which gave rise
to many ideological positions. These ideological positions shared the
belief that societies were based on blood or in soil, and that the conse-
quent principles of descendance and territoriality could be equated to
race and citizenship. The evolutionary or evolutionist structure offered
the hope that although institutions may vary from society to society,
they formed a hierarchy through which all would eventually progress.

The Antecedents to Lewis Morgan

The first ideas developed on the theme had India as locus empiricus,
apparently the central political issue of the 1850s, and the dispute
over the prevalence of law with regard to traditional customs and
principles related to individual land rights derived from the British
government and considerable parts of the utilitarian current. Henry S.
Maine (1822-1888) intervened in the dispute, advocating for retaining
the traditional system in India and, therefore, opposing a civil law
based on a simplified English law. In fact, he and Bentham were on

1 The present article is an extended translation of »Engels ¢ a etnologia evolucion-
ista,« in Friedrich Engels e a ciéncia contemporinea, eds. Muniz Ferreira, Ricardo
Moreno, and Mauro Castelo Branco (Salvador: EDUFBA, 2007), 65—-84. The
editor would like to thank the author and the publisher for the possibility to
include the translation in the present volume.

2 Adam Kuper, 7he Invention of Primitive Society (London, Routledge, 1988).
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opposite sides: whereas Bentham believed that government was based
on a social contract established by individuals for the protection of
property, Maine proposed that original societies were based on fam-
ilies related by status and shared property. The so-called >primitive
societies« were subjected to a patrimonial despot.?

In his book Ancient Law, Maine sought to offer a solution to the
conflict between the legal ideas of India and those of the British Em-
pire through a legal history of the family under the mantel of Indo-Eu-
ropean nations along a spectrum that connected India with ancient
Germany and the British Crown through Rome. Nothing, in the light
of that argument, prevented India from developing under British
guidance, as had previously happened with Germany thanks to Rome.

The assumption, generalized at the time, that >primitive peoples
carried out female infanticide indiscriminately was one of the means
used by McLennan to attack Maine’s patriarchal theory. His argu-
ment imputed the practice of the large-scale search for women in
external areas, which gave rise to the term rexogamy.« On the other
hand, since there was supposed to be a permanent struggle between
communities, exogamy could not have resulted from a peaceful mo-
dality of approach but from acts of violence on the part of men in
the position of beings forced to capture wives. These women, cap-
tured in small numbers relative to the demand, would be shared in a
group under an arrangement called >rough polyandry.c The more or
less obvious conclusion was that, under such circumstances, it was
difficult to establish paternity, as a result of which the first system of
kinship would have to be based on bloodlines defined only by the
female lineage.* As Radcliffe-Brown noted many years later (1951),
McLennan historically interpreted the custom of presenting the tak-
ing of a woman by one group from another as an act of hostility as a
vestigial manifestation of the primitive conditions of human society.
He presented the kidnapping or capture of women by another group

3 Ibid., 7.
4 Ibid., 37.
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as the only way to obtain wives and generalized its diffusion.’ In this
way, the excesses of evolutionist formulations were highlighted and
delegitimized.

The roughest forms of women sharing would have increasingly
given way to a more refined and restrictive arrangement, in which
uterine brothers with a recognized degree of solidarity would share
a woman, a modality called >Tibetan polyandry,« considered by Mc-
Lennan to be a stage in the development of marriage whose most
important implication would be the sharing of descendance by the
sons of a woman. In practice, Tibetan polyandry constituted another
step towards the recognition of paternity. The idea of paternity, in
turn, became firmly established, and its development was stimulated
by the parallel growth of the welfare economy, which resulted from
the necessity of having rules to govern the transmission of property
between generations.

As the reader may realize, these ideas are built upon precarious
correlations and false assumptions. This is due to their character as
preliminary outlines in attempts to establish a nexus between past
and present according to an ascending linear march. Regarding liter-
ature that deals particularly with kinship, Radcliffe-Brown incisively
pointed out that the theories that produced it »can only be called
pseudo-historical,« imputing upon them unhappy results through the
»legacy of erroneous ideas.« This legacy would be gradually discarded
in favor of the development of field studies that did not refer to the
origin of social systems, except when the actual history was known,
in a clear allusion to the conjectures of McLennan, Maine and their
contemporaries that ventured into this area.®

s Alfred Reginald Radcliffe-Brown, »O Método Comparativo em Antropologia,«
in Antropologia, edited by J. C. Melatti (Sio Paulo: Atica, 1978), 53.

6 Alfred Reginald Radcliffe-Brown, »Introduccién,« in Sistemas Africanos de
Parentesco y Casamento, eds. Alfred Reginald Radcliffe-Brown and Daryll Forde
(Barcelona: Editorial Anagrama, 1982), 6o.
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Lewis H. Morgan and the Order of Social Development

In 1871, a more elaborate version of McLennan’s thesis—that the first
systems based on kinship would have been matrilineal, and the order
of social development had the sequence tribe/gens/family—was pub-
lished by an American attorney, Lewis Henry Morgan. The Primitive
Society provided a long and ambitious record of political and social
evolution that, similarly to McLennan’s formulations, started with a
matrilineal group and ended with the triumph of the state and the
family. However, unlike his predecessors, Morgan had established, for
the purposes of his research, a relationship with the Iroquois of New
York, from whom he collected copious kinship terminology, and with
the Crow from Missouri, from whom he recorded information on
rituals and religious behaviors.”

Morgan was particularly interested in issues concerning American
ethnology and, before writing 7he Primitive Society, he published Lez-
ters on the Iroquois by Skenandoah (American Review, 1847), League of
the Iroquois (1851), and Systems of Consanguinity and Affinity of the Hu-
man Family (1871). In this last work, hereafter referred to as SCAHF,
he distinguished descriptive systems—in which there were different
terms for linear and collateral relatives, i.e. for father and mother,
husband and wife, brother and sister, and son and daughter, none of
which was applied outside the family nucleus—and he claimed that
such systems would mirror the reality of biological kinship, clearly
demarcating degrees of blood relationships.® The systems of classifica-
tion, on the contrary, would not reflect the natural degrees of kinship
but would bring relationships of different types together under one
term, which could refer to father, brother of the father, or son of the

7 Lewis Henry Morgan, A Sociedade Primitiva, Vol. T (Lisbon: Presenca; Sao Paulo:
Martins Fontes, 1976), 191.

8  The descriptive systems would be characteristic of all North American indige-
nous peoples (with the exception of the Inuit), southern Indian, Chinese, South-
east Asian and Pacific peoples, which for Morgan showed the unity of North
American indigenous peoples and its relationship with Asian peoples.
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brother of the father, confusing different forms and degrees of biolog-
ical parentage, as recorded among the Iroquois.?

The question, as Levi-Strauss pointed out, is that kinship should be
interpreted as a phenomenon of structure and not as the result of the
simple juxtaposition of terms and customs.” Furthermore, the systems
of kinship cover two very different types of reality, that is, the termino-
logical system (system of vocabulary) and the system of attitudes, of a
psychological and social nature. It is additionally always necessary to dis-
tinguish between two types of attitudes, i.e. those that are diffused and
deprived of an institutional character, and obligatory attitudes, sanc-
tioned by taboos or privileges and expressed through fixed rituals. »In
addition to automatically reflecting a nomenclature, these attitudes of-
ten appear as secondary elaborations destined to resolve contradictions
and overcome insufficiencies inherent to the terminological system.«"

Morgan, on the contrary, gave excessive relevance to terminologies
to the detriment of the system of attitudes. When opposing McLen-
nan’s refusal to admit that the systems that he had classified in terms of
consanguinity and affinity (purely conventional and only established as
a means to address one other when greeting), Morgan observed that a
system of forms of greeting is ephemeral and postulated that a system
of consanguinity is something very different, to the extent that the rela-
tionships of kinship that characterize it derive from the family and the
matrimonial regime, being more permanent than the family itself since
the latter evolves while the system remains immutable. This conception
led to: a) the reification of kinship relationships, apprehended as mere
expressions of the real conditions in which society lived in the period
that the system was constituted, exerting an important influence on the
daily life of human beings; and b) the conclusion that the uniformity

9  Lewis Henry Morgan, Systems of Consanguinity and Affinity of the Human Family
(Washington, DC: Smithsonian Contributions of Knowledge, 1871).

10 Claude Lévi-Strauss, As Estruturas Elementares do Parentesco (Petrépolis: Paz e
Terra; Sao Paulo: EDUSP, 1976), 164.

1 Claude Lévi-Strauss, Antropologia Estrutural (Rio de Janeiro: Tempo Brasileiro,
1970), 55—56.
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of immense regions of the globe and its preservation through very long
periods of time should be the link to bring about marriage rules.”

Thus, he tried to explain the origin of two systems of consanguinity
and affinity from the forms of marriage and family from which they
derived, admitting via hypothesis the existence of those forms. Having
obtained a satisfactory explanation for each system, the previous exis-
tence of each modality of marriage and family could be deduced from
the system that they explained. He also admitted that the sequence
postulated was based, in part, on hypotheses, but it was sufficiently
corroborated by the evidence to be taken into consideration. Future
ethnologists were left to »establish a full picture of this sequence.«?

Let us see how he proceeded in the case of a consanguineous family.
Considered the first and oldest form of the family institution, it would
have stopped existing »even among the most backward savage tribes,«
hence, itwould not be possible to provide direct evidence of its existence.™
The proof, then, that it had existed at a given moment in human history
would have to be conclusive—v»otherwise it would not demonstrate our
thesis«<—that is, strengthened by a system of consanguinity and affinity
that for many centuries survived the marriage customs that had presided
over its birth and whose presence demonstrated that this family existed
at the moment the Malay system took shape.” We are, then, confronted
with something that resembles the petition of principle in Aristotelian
terms: »Revealing relationships of kinship that ruled the consanguine-
ous family and its existence implies the existence of this type of family.
Furthermore, it strengthens the theoretical certainty of the existence of
the consanguineous family at the time it was established.«*

Another criticism directed at Morgan (who did not doubt the value of
the terminologies of kinship to reveal the method of organizing relation-

12 Lewis Henry Morgan, A Sociedade Primitiva, Vol. II (Lisbon: Presenca; Sao Paulo:
Martins Fontes, 1978), 271.

13 Ibid., 138.

14 Ibid., 139.

15 Ibid., 139-140.

16 Ibid., 140.
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ships) was his attempt to classify all terminological systems using the two
types referred to above when it was perfectly possible to use both classifi-
catory and descriptive principles, as Daryll Forde, among others, proved
for the Yakd, a people established in the Ogoha province of southern
Nigeria. According to Forde, their system constitutes an example of the
total and simultaneous development of both groups of matrilineal and
patrilineal relatives that, at the time of his fieldwork, were suffering from
the impact of Western institutions but continued to give both lines of
affiliation the same relevance. Forde identified the Abayong, Agwa'aguna
and the Enna as other groups holding a similar dual system to the Yako.”

The restriction ascribed to SCAHF did not diminish its relevance,
so much so that Claude Levi-Strauss did not hesitate in saying that
Morgan founded, simultaneously, social anthropology and kinship
studies® and that he and Frank Hamilton Cushing were the great
precursors of structural research.”

The Primitive Society

In The Primitive Society, Morgan postulated that »the history of hu-
manity is one in its origin, its experience, and its progress.«** Endowed
with essentially identical intelligence and a similar physical organism
by virtue of their common origin, in the same ethnic period, humans
have always arrived at the same results, in all times and all places.”
It was this trait that led man to the invention of the arrow, which
expresses the thought of a wild man, the fusion of iron ore, which
represents the more developed intelligence of the barbarian, and, last-

17 Daryll Forde, »Doble Filiacién entre los Yakd,« in Sistemas Africanos de Parentesco
y Matrimonio, eds. Alfred Reginald Radcliffe-Brown and Daryll Forde (Barcelo-
na: Editorial Anagrama, 1982 [1950]), 317.

18 Lévi-Strauss, Antropologia Estrutural, 325.

19 Ibid., 314.

20  Morgan, Sociedade Primitiva 1, 8.

21 Morgan, Sociedade Primitiva 11, 308.
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ly, steel, the materialized triumph of civilization. Finally, the labors,
difficulties, and successes of the barbarians and savages would have

been part of the »plan of the Supreme Intelligence,« who envisioned

to make from the savage a barbarian, and from this a civilized man.>

His purpose was to prove that human progress continued its march

through successive ethnic periods, internally demarcated by certain sub-
sistence arts, as evidenced by inventions, discoveries, and the develop-
ment of ideas of government, family, and property. In a peremptory way,
he stated that these inventions and discoveries were directly related to

the progress of humanity, and as social and civil institutions developed

from original seeds of thought, they would represent the same scale of
development. Taken together and compared, these institutions, inven-
tions and discoveries tended to demonstrate the origin of humanity in

parallel to the needs of humans at the same stage of development and the

identity of the activity of the human spirit in similar social conditions.”

Organization into gens, fraternities, and tribes would have prevailed

throughout the long