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1. The Proletarian Party

Since there can be no talk of an independent ideology formulated by the working masses

themselves in the process of their movement,1 the only choice is – either bourgeois or socialist

ideology. There is no middle course (for mankind has not created a “third” ideology, and,

moreover, in a society torn by class antagonisms there can never be a non-class or an above-class

ideology). Hence, to belittle the socialist ideology in any way, to turn aside from it in the slightest

degree means to strengthen bourgeois ideology. There is much talk of spontaneity. But the

spontaneous development of the working-class movement leads to its subordination to bourgeois

ideology, to its development along the lines of the Credo programme; for the spontaneous

working-class movement is trade-unionism, is Nur-Gewerkschaftlerei, and trade unionism means

the ideological enslavement of the workers by the bourgeoisie. Hence, our task, the task of

Social-Democracy, is to combat spontaneity, to divert the working-class movement from this

spontaneous, trade-unionist striving to   come under the wing of the bourgeoisie, and to bring it

under the wing of revolutionary Social Democracy…

We have seen that the conduct of the broadest political agitation and, consequently, of

all-sided political exposures is an absolutely necessary and a paramount task of our activity, if

this activity is to be truly Social-Democratic. However, we arrived at this conclusion solely on the

grounds of the pressing needs of the working class for political knowledge and political training.

But such a presentation of the question is too narrow, for it ignores the general democratic tasks

of Social-Democracy, in particular of present-day Russian Social-Democracy. In order to explain

the point more concretely we shall approach the subject from an aspect that is “nearest” to the

Economist, namely, from the practical aspect. “Everyone agrees” that it is necessary to develop

the political consciousness of the working class. The question is, how that is to be done and what

is required to do it. The economic struggle merely “impels” the workers to realise the
                                                  
1 This does not mean, of course, that the workers have no part in creating such an ideology. They take part,
however, not as workers, but as socialist theoreticians, as Proudhons and Weitlings; in other words, they
take part only when they are able, and to the extent that they are able, more or less, to acquire the
knowledge of their age and develop that knowledge. But in order that working men may succeed in this
more often, every effort must be made to raise the level of the consciousness of the workers in general; it is
necessary that the workers do not confine themselves to the artificially restricted limits of “literature for
workers” but that they learn to an increasing degree to master general literature. It would be even truer to
say “are not confined”, instead of “do not confine themselves”, because the workers themselves wish to
read and do read all that is written for the intelligentsia, and only a few (bad) intellectuals believe that it is
enough “for workers” to be told a few things about factory conditions and to have repeated to them over
and over again what has long been known. —Lenin



government’s attitude towards the working class. Consequently, however much we may try to

“lend the economic, struggle itself a political character”, we shall never be able to develop the

political consciousness of the workers (to the level of Social-Democratic political consciousness)

by keeping within the framework of the economic struggle, for that framework is too narrow…

Class political consciousness can be brought to the workers only from without, that is,

only from outside the economic struggle, from outside the sphere of relations between workers

and employers. The sphere from which alone it is possible to obtain this knowledge is the sphere

of relationships of all classes and strata to the state and the government, the sphere of the

interrelations between all classes. For that reason, the reply to the question as to what must be

done to bring political knowledge to the workers cannot be merely the answer with which, in the

majority of cases, the practical workers, especially those inclined towards Economism, mostly

content themselves, namely: “To go among the workers.” To bring political knowledge to the

workers the Social Democrats must go among all classes of the population; they must dispatch

units of their army in all directions.

We deliberately select this blunt formula, we deliberately express ourselves in this

sharply simplified manner, not because we desire to indulge in paradoxes, but in order to “impel”

the Economists to a realisation of their tasks which they unpardonably ignore, to suggest to them

strongly the difference between trade-unionist and Social-Democratic politics, which they refuse

to understand. We therefore beg the reader not to get wrought up, but to hear us patiently to the

end.

Let us take the type of Social-Democratic study circle that has become most widespread

in the past few years and examine its work. It has “contacts with the workers” and rests content

with this, issuing leaflets in which abuses in the factories, the government’s partiality towards the

capitalists, and the tyranny of the police are strongly condemned. At workers’ meetings the

discussions never, or rarely ever, go beyond the limits of these subjects. Extremely rare are the

lectures and discussions held on the history of the revolutionary movement, on questions of the

government’s home and foreign policy, on questions of the economic evolution   of Russia and of

Europe, on the position of the various classes in modern society, etc. As to systematically

acquiring and extending contact with other classes of society, no one even dreams of that. In fact,

the ideal leader, as the majority of the members of such circles picture him, is something far more

in the nature of a trade union secretary than a socialist political leader. For the secretary of any,



say English, trade union always helps the workers to carry on the economic struggle, he helps

them to expose factory abuses, explains the injustice of the laws and of measures that hamper the

freedom to strike and to picket (i. e., to warn all and sundry that a strike is proceeding at a certain

factory), explains the partiality of arbitration court judges who belong to the bourgeois classes,

etc., etc. In a word, every trade union secretary conducts and helps to conduct “the economic

struggle against the employers and the government”. It cannot be too strongly maintained that this

is still not Social-Democracy, that the Social-Democrat’s ideal should not be the trade union

secretary, but the tribune of the people, who is able to react to every manifestation of tyranny and

oppression, no matter where it appears, no matter what stratum or class of the people it affects;

who is able to generalise all these manifestations and produce a single picture of police violence

and capitalist exploitation; who is able to take advantage of every event, however small, in order

to set forth before all his socialist convictions and his democratic demands, in order to clarify for

all and everyone the world-historic significance of the struggle for the emancipation of the

proletariat…

As I have stated repeatedly, by “wise men”, in connection with organisation, I mean professional

revolutionaries, irrespective of whether they have developed from among students or working

men. I assert: (1) that no revolutionary movement can endure without a stable organisation of

leaders maintaining continuity; (2) that the broader the popular mass drawn spontaneously into

the struggle, which forms the basis of the movement and participates in it, the more urgent the

need for such an organisation, and the more solid this organisation must be (for it is much easier

for all sorts of demagogues to side-track the more backward sections of the masses); (3) that such

an organisation must consist chiefly of people professionally engaged in revolutionary activity;

(4) that in an autocratic state, the more we confine the membership of such an organisation to

people who are professionally engaged in revolutionary activity and who have been

professionally trained in the art of combating the political police, the more difficult will it be to

unearth the organisation; and (5) the greater will be the number of people from the working class

and from the other social classes who will be able to join the movement and perform active work

in it.

I invite our Economists, terrorists, and “Economists-terrorists”[9] to confute these

propositions. At the moment,   I shall deal only with the last two points. The question as to

whether it is easier to wipe out “a dozen wisemen” or “a hundred fools” reduces itself to the

question, above considered, whether it is possible to have a mass organisation when the

maintenance of strict secrecy is essential. We can never give a mass organisation that degree of



secrecy without which there can be no question of persistent and continuous struggle against the

government. To concentrate all secret functions in the hands of as small a number of professional

revolutionaries as possible does not mean that the latter will “do the thinking for all” and that the

rank and file will not take an active part in the movement. On the contrary, the membership will

promote increasing numbers of the professional revolutionaries from its ranks; for it will know

that it is not enough for a few students and for a few working men waging the economic struggle

to gather in order to form a “committee”, but that it takes years to train oneself to be a

professional revolutionary; and the rank and file will “think”, not only of amateurish methods, but

of such training. Centralisation of the secret functions of the organisation by no means implies

centralisation of all the functions of the movement. Active participation of the widest masses in

the illegal press will not diminish because a “dozen” professional revolutionaries centralise the

secret functions connected with this work; on the contrary, it will increase tenfold. In this way,

and in this way alone, shall we ensure that reading the illegal press, writing for it, and to some

extent even distributing it, will almost cease to be secret work, for the police will soon come to

realise the folly and impossibility of judicial and administrative red-tape procedure over every

copy of a publication that is being distributed in the thousands. This holds not only for the press,

but for every function of the movement, even for demonstrations. The active and widespread

participation of the masses will not suffer; on the contrary, it will benefit by thefact that a “dozen”

experienced revolutionaries,   trained professionally no less than the police, will centralise all the

secret aspects of the work – the drawing up of leaflets, the working out of approximate plans; and

the appointing of bodies of leaders for each urban district, for each institution, etc. (I know that

exception will be taken to my “undemocratic” views, but I shall reply below fully to this anything

but intelligent objection.) Centralisation of the most secret functions in an organisation of

revolutionaries will not diminish, but rather increase the extent and enhance the quality of the

activity of a large number of other organisations that are intended for a broad public and are

therefore as loose and as non-secret as possible, such as workers’ trade unions; workers’ self-

education circles and circles for reading illegal literature; and socialist, as well as democratic,

circles among all other sections of the population; etc., etc. We must have such circles, trade

unions, and organisations everywhere in as large a number as possible and with the widest

variety of functions; but it would be absurd and harmful to confound them with the organisation

of revolutionaries, to efface the border-line between them, to make still more hazy the all too

faint recognition of the fact that in order to “serve” the mass movement we must have people who

will devote themselves exclusively to Social-Democratic activities, and that such people must

train themselves patiently and steadfastly to be professional revolutionaries…



2. Revolution: Bourgeois or Proletarian?

The idea of seeking salvation for the working class in anything save the further development of

capitalism is reactionary. In countries like Russia, the working class suffers not so much from

capitalism as from the insufficient development of capitalism. The working class   suffers not so

much from capitalism as from the insufficient development of capitalism. The working class is

therefore decidedly interested in the broadest, freest and most rapid development of capitalism.

The removal of all the remnants of the old order which are hampering the broad, free and rapid

development of capitalism is of decided advantage to the working class. The bourgeois revolution

is precisely a revolution that most resolutely sweeps away the survivals of the past, the remnants

of serfdom (which include not only autocracy but monarchy as well) and most fully guarantees

the broadest, freest and most rapid development of capitalism.

That is why a bourgeois revolution is in the highest degree advantageous to the

proletariat. A bourgeois revolution is absolutely necessary in the interests of the proletariat. The

more complete and determined, the more consistent the bourgeois revolution, the more assured

will be the proletarian struggle against the bourgeoisie for Socialism. Only those who are ignorant

of the rudiments of scientific Socialism can regard this conclusion as new or strange, paradoxical.

And from this conclusion, among other things, follows the thesis that, in a certain sense, a

bourgeois revolution is more advantageous to the proletariat than to the bourgeoisie. This thesis

is unquestionably correct in the following sense: it is to the advantage of the bourgeoisie to rely

on certain remnants of the past as against the proletariat, for instance, on the monarchy, the

standing army, etc. It is to the advantage of the bourgeoisie if the bourgeois revolution does not

too resolutely sweep away all the remnants of the past, but leaves some of them, i.e., if this

revolution is not fully consistent, if it is not complete and if it is not determined and relentless.

Social-Democrats often express this idea somewhat differently by stating that the bourgeoisie

betrays its own self, that the bourgeoisie betrays the cause of liberty, that the bourgeoisie is

incapable of being consistently democratic. It is of greater advantage to the bourgeoisie if the

necessary changes in the direction of bourgeois democracy take place more slowly, more

gradually, more cautiously, less resolutely, by means of reforms and not by means of revolution;

if these changes spare the “venerable” institutions of serfdom (such as   the monarchy) as much as

possible; if these changes develop as little as possible the independent revolutionary activity,

initiative and energy of the common people, i.e., the peasantry and especially the workers, for

otherwise it will be easier for the workers, as the French say, “to hitch the rifle from one shoulder



to the other,” i.e., to turn against the bourgeoisie the guns which the bourgeois revolution will

place in their hands, the liberty which the revolution will bring, the democratic institutions which

will spring up on the ground that is cleared of serfdom.

On the other hand, it is more advantageous for the working class if the necessary changes

in the direction of bourgeois democracy take place by way of revolution and not by way of

reform; for the way of reform is the way of delay, of procrastination, of the painfully slow

decomposition of the putrid parts of the national organism. It is the proletariat and the peasantry

that suffer first of all and most of all from their putrefaction. The revolutionary way is the way of

quick amputation, which is the least painful to the proletariat, the way of the direct removal of the

decomposing parts, the way of fewest concessions to and least consideration for the monarchy

and the disgusting, vile, rotten and contaminating institutions which go with it.

We must be perfectly certain in our minds as to what real social forces are opposed to

‘tsarism’ (which is a real force perfectly intelligible to all) and are capable of gaining a ‘decisive

victory’ over it.  The big bourgeoisie, the landlords, the factory owners, the ‘society’ which

follows the Osvobozhdeniye lead, cannot be such a force.  We see that they do not even want a

decisive victory.  We know that owing to their class position they are incapable of waging a

decisive struggle against tsarism; they are too heavily fettered by private property, by capital, and

land to enter into a decisive struggle.  They stand in too great need of tsarism, with its

bureaucratic, police, and military forces for use against the proletariat and the peasantry, to want

it to be destroyed.  No, the only force capable of gaining ‘a decisive civtory over tsarism’ is the

people, i.e., the proletariat and the peasantry, if we take the main, big forces, and distribute the

rural and urban petty bourgeoisie (also part of ‘the people’) between the two.  ‘The recolution’s

decisive civtory over tsarism’ means the establishment of the revolutionary-democratic

dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry…

Vperyod stated quite definitely wherein lies the real ‘possibility of retaining

power’—namely, in the revolutionary-democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and the

peasantry; in their joint mass strength, which is capable of outweighing all the forces of counter-

revolution; in the inevitable concurrence of their interests in democratic reforms.  Here, too, the

resolution of the Conference gives us nothing positive; it merely evades the issue.  Surely, the

possibility of retaining power in Russia must be determined by the composition of the social

forces in Russia herself, by the circumstances of the democratic revolution now taking place in



our country.  A victory of the proletariat in Europe (it is still quite a far cry from bringing the

revolution into Europe to the victory of the proletariat) will give rise to a desperate counter-

revolutionary struggle on the part of the Russian bourgeoisie—yet the resolution of the new-

Iskrists does not say a word about this counter-revolutionary force whose significance was

appraised in the resolution of the RSDLP’S Third Congress.  If, in our fight for a republic and

democracy, we could not rely upon the peasantry as well as upon the proletariat, the prospect of

our ‘retaining power’ would be hopeless.  But if it is not hopeless, if the ‘revolution’s decisive

victory over tsarism’ opens up such a possibility, then we must indicate it, call actively for its

transformation into reality, and issue practical slogans not only for the contingency of the

revolution being brought into Europe, but also for the purpose f taking it there.  The reference

made by tail-ist Social-Democrats to the ‘limited historical scope of the Russian revolution’

merely serves to cover up their limited understanding of the aims of this democratic revolution,

and of the proletariat’s leading role in it!

One of the objections raised to the slogan of ‘the revolutionary-democratic dictatorship of

the proletariat and the peasantry’ is that dictatorship presupposes a ‘single will’ (Iskra, No. 95),

and that there can be no single wil of the proletariat and the petty bourgeoisie.  This objection is

unsound, for it is based on an abstract, ‘metaphysical’ interpretation of the term ‘single will’.

There may be a single will in one respect and not in another.  The absence of unity on questions

of Socialism and in the struggle for Socialism does not preclude singleness of will in questions of

democracy and in the struggle for a republic.  To forget this would be tantamount to forgetting the

logical and historical difference between a democratic revolution and a Socialist revolution.  To

forget this would be tantamount to forgetting the character of the democratic revolution as one of

the whole people: if it is ‘of the whole people’, that means that there is ‘singleness of will’

precisely in so far as this revolution meets the needs and requirements of the whole people.

Beyond the bounds of democratism there can be no questions of the proletariat and the peasant

bourgeoisie having a single will.  Class struggle between them is inevitable, but it is in a

democratic republic that this struggle will be the most thoroughgoing and widespread struggle of

the people for Socialism.  Like everything else in the world, the revolutionary-democratic

dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry has a past and a future.  Its past is autocracy,

serfdom, monarchy, and privilege.  In the struggle against this past, in the struggle against

counter-revolution, a ‘single will’ of the proletariat and the peasantry is possible, for there there is

unity of interests.



Its future is the struggle against private property, the struggle of the wage-worker against

the employer, the struggle for Socialism.  Here singleness of will is impossible.  Here the path

before us lies not from autocracy to a republic, but from a petty-bourgeois democratic republic to

Socialism.

Of course, in actual historical circumstances, the elements of the past become interwoven

with those of the future; the two paths cross.  Wage labour with its struggle against private

property exists under the autocracy as well; it arises even under serfdom.  But this does not in the

least prevent us from logically and historically distinguishing between the major stages of

development.  We all contrapose bourgeois revolution and Socialist revolution; we all insist on

the absolute necessity of strictly distinguishing between them; however, can it be denied that in

the course of history individual, particular elements of the two revolutions become interwoven?

Has the period of democratic revolutions in Europe not been familiar with a number of Socialist

movements and attempts to establish Socialism?  And will not the future Socialist revolution in

Europe still have to complete a great deal left undone in the field of democratism?

A Social Democrat must never for a moment forget that the proletariat will inevitably

have to wage a class struggle for Socialism even against the most democratic and republican

bourgeoisie and petty bourgeoisie.  This is beyond doubt.  Hence, the absolute necessity of a

separate, independent, strictly class party of Social Democracy.  Hence, the temporary nature of

our tactics of ‘striking a joint blow’ with the bourgeoisie and the duty of keeping a strict watch

‘over our ally, as over an enemy’, etc.  All this also leaves no room for doubt.  However, it would

be ridiculous and reactionary to deduce from this that we must forget, ignore, or neglect tasks

which, although transient and temporary, are vital at the present time.  The struggle against the

autocracy is a temporary and transient task for Socialists, but to ignore or neglect this task in any

way amounts toi betrayal of Socialism and service to reaction.  The revolutionary-democratic

dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry is unquestionably only a transient, temporary

Socialist aim, but to ignore this aim in the period of a democratic revolution would be downright

reactionary.

3. Imperialism

We must now try to sum up, to draw together the threads of what has been said above

on the subject of imperialism. Imperialism emerged as the development and direct continuation of



the fundamental characteristics of capitalism in general. But capitalism only became capitalist

imperialism at a definite and very high stage of its development, when certain of its fundamental

characteristics began to change into their opposites, when the features of the epoch of transition

from capitalism to a higher social and economic system had taken shape and revealed themselves

in all spheres. Economically, the main thing in this process is the displacement of capitalist free

competition by capitalist monopoly. Free competition is the basic feature of capitalism, and of

commodity production generally; monopoly is the exact opposite of free competition, but we

have seen the latter being transformed into monopoly before our eyes, creating large-scale

industry and forcing out small industry, replacing large-scale by still larger-scale industry, and

carrying concentration of production and capital to the point where out of it has grown and is

growing monopoly: cartels, syndicates and trusts, and merging with them, the capital   of a dozen

or so banks, which manipulate thousands of millions. At the same time the monopolies, which

have grown out of free competition, do not eliminate the latter, but exist above it and alongside it,

and thereby give rise to a number of very acute, intense antagonisms, frictions and conflicts.

Monopoly is the transition from capitalism to a higher system.

                If it were necessary to give the briefest possible definition of imperialism we should

have to say that imperialism is the monopoly stage of capitalism. Such a definition would include

what is most important, for, on the one hand, finance capital is the bank capital of a few very big

monopolist banks, merged with the capital of the monopolist associations of industrialists; and,

on the other hand, the division of the world is the transition from a colonial policy which has

extended without hindrance to territories unseized by any capitalist power, to a colonial policy of

monopolist possession of the territory of the world, which has been completely divided up.

But very brief definitions, although convenient, for they sum up the main points, are

nevertheless inadequate, since we have to deduce from them some especially important features

of the phenomenon that has to be defined. And so, without forgetting the conditional and relative

value of all definitions in general, which can never embrace all the concatenations of a

phenomenon in its full development, we must give a definition of imperialism that will include

the following five of its basic features:

(1) the concentration of production and capital has developed to such a high stage

that it has created monopolies which play a decisive role in economic life; (2) the merging of

bank capital with industrial capital, and the creation, on the basis of this “finance capital”, of a

financial oligarchy; (3) the export of capital as distinguished from the export of commodities



acquires exceptional importance; (4) the formation of international monopolist capitalist

associations which share the world among themselves, and (5) the territorial division of the whole

world among the biggest capitalist powers is completed. Imperialism is capitalism at that stage of

development at which the dominance of monopolies and finance capital is established; in   which

the export of capital has acquired pronounced importance; in which the division of the world

among the international trusts has begun, in which the division of all territories of the globe

among the biggest capitalist powers has been completed.

                 We shall see later that imperialism can and must be defined differently if we bear in

mind not only the basic, purely economic concepts—to which the above definition is

limited—but also the historical place of this stage of capitalism in relation to capitalism in

general, or the relation between imperialism and the two main trends in the working-class

movement. The thing to be noted at this point is that imperialism, as interpreted above,

undoubtedly represents a special stage in the development of capitalism. To enable the reader to

obtain the most wellgrounded idea of imperialism, I deliberately tried to quote as extensively as

possible bourgeois economists who have to admit the particularly incontrovertible facts

concerning the latest stage of capitalist economy. With the same object in view, I have quoted

detailed statistics which enable one to see to what degree bank capital, etc., has grown, in what

precisely the transformation of quantity into quality, of developed capitalism into imperialism,

was expressed. Needless to say, of course, all boundaries in nature and in society are conventional

and changeable, and it would be absurd to argue, for example, about the particular year or decade

in which imperialism “definitely” became established.

In the matter of defining imperialism, however, we have to enter into controversy, primarily,

with Karl Kautsky, the principal Marxist theoretician of the epoch of the so-called Second

International—that is, of the twenty-five years between 1889 and 1914. The fundamental ideas

expressed in our definition of imperialism were very resolutely attacked by Kautsky in 1915, and

even in November 1914, when he said that imperialism must not be regarded as a “phase” or

stage of economy, but as a policy, a definite policy “preferred” by finance capital; that

imperialism must not be “identified” with “present-day capitalism”; that if imperialism is to be

understood to mean “all the phenomena of present-day capitalism”—cartels, protection, the

domination of the financiers, and colonial policy—then the   question as to whether imperialism

is necessary to capitalism becomes reduced to the “flattest tautology”, because, in that case,

“imperialism is naturally a vital necessity for capitalism”, and so on. The best way to present

Kautsky’s idea is to quote his own definition of imperialism, which is diametrically opposed to



the substance of the ideas which I have set forth (for the objections coming from the camp of the

German Marxists, who have been advocating similar ideas for many years already, have been

long known to Kautsky as the objections of a definite trend in Marxism).

Kautsky’s definition is as follows:

“Imperialism is a product of highly developed industrial capitalism. It

consists in the striving of every industrial capitalist nation to bring under its

control or to annex all large areas of agrarian [Kautsky’s italics] territory,

irrespective of what nations inhabit it.”[1]

This definition is of no use at all because it one-sidedly, i.e., arbitrarily, singles out

only the national question (although the latter is extremely important in itself as well as in its

relation to imperialism), it arbitrarily and inaccurately connects this question only with industrial

capital in the countries which annex other nations, and in an equally arbitrary and inaccurate

manner pushes into the forefront the annexation of agrarian regions.

Imperialism is a striving for annexations—this is what the political part of Kautsky’s definition

amounts to. It is correct, but very incomplete, for politically, imperialism is, in general, a striving

towards violence and reaction. For the moment, however, we are interested in the economic

aspect of the question, which Kautsky himself introduced into his definition. The inaccuracies in

Kautsky’s definition are glaring. The characteristic feature of imperialism is not industrial but

finance capital. It is not an accident that in France it was precisely the extraordinarily rapid

development of finance capital, and the weakening of industrial capital, that from the eighties

onwards gave rise to the extreme intensification of annexationist (colonial) policy. The

characteristic feature of imperialism is precisely   that it strives to annex not only agrarian

territories, but even most highly industrialised regions (German appetite for Belgium; French

appetite for Lorraine), because (1) the fact that the world is already partitioned obliges those

contemplating a redivision to reach out for every kind of territory, and (2) an essential feature of

imperialism is the rivalry between several great powers in the striving for hegemony, i.e., for the

conquest of territory, not so much directly for themselves as to weaken the adversary and

undermine his hegemony. (Belgium is particularly important for Germany as a base for

operations against Britain; Britain needs Baghdad as a base for operations against Germany, etc.)



Kautsky refers especially—and repeatedly—to English writers who, lie alleges, have given a

purely political meaning to the word “imperialism” in the sense that he, Kautsky, understands it.

We take up the work by the English writer Hobson, Imperialism, which appeared in 1902, and

there we read:

“The new imperialism differs from the older, first, in substituting for the

ambition of a single growing empire the theory and the practice of

competing empires, each motivated by similar lusts of political

aggrandisement and commercial gain; secondly, in the dominance of

financial or investing over mercantile interests.”[2]

    We see that Kautsky is absolutely wrong in referring to English writers generally (unless lie

meant the vulgar English imperialists, or the avowed apologists for imperialism). We see that

Kautsky, while claiming that he continues to advocate Marxism, as a matter of fact takes a step

backward compared with the social-liberal Hobson, who more correctly takes into account two

“historically concrete” (Kautsky’s definition is a mockery of historical concreteness!) features of

modern imperialism: (1) the competition between several imperialisms, and (2) the predominance

of the financier over the merchant. If it is chiefly a question of the annexation of agrarian

countries by industrial countries, then the role of the merchant is put in the forefront.

Kautsky’s definition is not only wrong and un-Marxist. It serves as a basis for a whole

system of views which signify a rupture with Marxist theory and Marxist practice all along the

line. I shall refer to this later. The argument about words which Kautsky raises as to whether the

latest stage of capitalism should be called imperialism or the stage of finance capital is not worth

serious attention. Call it what you will, it makes no difference. The essence of the matter is that

Kautsky detaches the politics of imperialism from its economics, speaks of annexations as being a

policy “preferred” by finance capital, and opposes to it another bourgeois policy which, he

alleges, is possible on this very same basis of finance capital. It follows, then, that monopolies in

the economy are compatible with non-monopolistic, non-violent, non-annexationist methods in

politics. It follows, then, that the territorial division of the world, which was completed during

this very epoch of finance capital, and which constitutes the basis of the present peculiar forms of

rivalry between the biggest capitalist states, is compatible with a non-imperialist policy. The

result is a slurring-over and a blunting of the most profound contradictions of the latest stage of

capitalism, instead of an exposure of their depth; the result is bourgeois reformism instead of

Marxism.



Kautsky enters into controversy with the German apologist of imperialism and

annexations, Cunow, who clumsily and cynically argues that imperialism is present-day

capitalism; the development of capitalism is inevitable and progressive; therefore imperialism is

progressive; therefore, we should grovel before it and glorify it! This is something like the

caricature of the Russian Marxists which the Narodniks drew in 1894-95. They argued: if the

Marxists believe that capitalism is inevitable in Russia, that it is progressive, then they ought to

open a tavern and begin to implant capitalism! Kautsky’s reply to Cunow is as follows:

imperialism is not present-day capitalism; it is only one of the forms of the policy of present-day

capitalism. This policy we can and should fight, fight imperialism, annexations, etc.

The reply seems quite plausible, but in effect it is a more subtle and more disguised (and

therefore more dangerous) advocacy of conciliation with imperialism, because a   “fight” against

the policy of the trusts and banks that does not affect the economic basis of the trusts and banks is

mere bourgeois reformism and pacifism, the benevolent and innocent expression of pious wishes.

Evasion of existing contradictions, forgetting the most important of them, instead of revealing

their full depth—such is Kautsky’s theory, which has nothing in common with Marxism.

Naturally, such a “theory” can only serve the purpose of advocating unity with the Cunows!

“From the purely economic point of view,” writes Kautsky, “it is not impossible that

capitalism will yet go through a new phase, that of the extension of the policy of the cartels to

foreign policy, the phase of ultra-imperialism,”[3] i.e., of a superimperialism, of a union of the

imperialisms of the whole world and not struggles among them, a phase when wars shall cease

under capitalism, a phase of “the joint exploitation of the world by internationally united finance

capital”.[4]

We shall have to deal with this “theory of ultra-imperialism” later on in order to show in

detail how decisively and completely it breaks with Marxism. At present, in keeping with the

general plan of the present work, we must examine the exact economic data on this question.

“From the purely economic point of view”, is “ultra-imperialism” possible, or is it ultra-

nonsense?

If the purely economic point of view is meant to be a “pure” abstraction, then all that can

be said reduces itself to the following proposition: development is proceeding towards

monopolies, hence, towards a single world monopoly, towards a single world trust. This is

indisputable, but it is also as completely meaningless as is the statement that “development is



proceeding” towards the manufacture of foodstuffs in laboratories. In this sense the “theory” of

ultra-imperialism is no less absurd than a “theory of ultra-agriculture” would be.

If, however, we are discussing the “purely economic” conditions of the epoch of finance

capital as a historically concrete epoch which began at the turn of the twentieth   century, then the

best reply that one can make to the lifeless abstractions of “ultraimperialism” (which serve

exclusively a most reactionary aim: that of diverting attention from the depth of existing

antagonisms) is to contrast them with the concrete economic realities of the present-day world

economy. Kautsky’s utterly meaningless talk about ultra-imperialism encourages, among other

things, that profoundly mistaken idea which only brings grist to the mill of the apologists of

imperialism, i.e., that the rule of finance capital lessens the unevenness and contradictions

inherent in the world economy, whereas in reality it increases them…

There are two areas where capitalism is little developed: Russia and Eastern Asia. In the

former, the population is extremely sparse, in the latter it is extremely dense; in the former

political concentration is high, in the latter it does not exist. The partitioning of China is only just

beginning, and the struggle for it between Japan, the U.S., etc., is continually gaining in intensity.

Compare this reality—the vast diversity of economic and political conditions, the

extreme disparity in the rate of development of the various countries, etc., and the violent

struggles among the imperialist states—with Kautsky’s silly little fable about “peaceful” ultra-

imperialism. Is this not the reactionary attempt of a frightened philistine to hide from stern

reality? Are not the international cartels which Kautsky imagines are the embryos of “ultra-

imperialism” (in the same way as one “can” describe the manufacture of tablets in a laboratory as

ultra-agriculture in embryo) an example of the division and the redivision of the world, the

transition from peaceful division to non-peaceful division and vice versa? Is not American and

other finance capital, which divided the whole world peacefully with Germany’s participation in,

for example, the international rail syndicate, or in the international mercantile   shipping trust,

now engaged in redividing the world on the basis of a new relation of forces that is being changed

by methods anything but peaceful?

Finance capital and the trusts do not diminish but increase the differences in the rate of

growth of the various parts of the world economy. Once the relation of forces is changed, what

other solution of the contradictions can be found under capitalism than that of force?…



It must be observed that in Great Britain the tendency of imperialism to split the workers,

to strengthen opportunism among them and to cause temporary decay in the working-class

movement, revealed itself much earlier than the end of the nineteenth and the beginning of the

twentieth centuries; for two important distinguishing features of imperialism were already

observed in Great Britain in the middle of the nineteenth century—vast colonial possessions and a

monopolist position in the world market…

This clearly shows the causes and effects. The causes are: (1) exploitation of the whole

world by this country; (2) its monopolist position in the world market; (3) its colonial monopoly.

The effects are: (1) a section of the British proletariat becomes bourgeois; (2) a section of the

proletariat allows itself to be led by men bought by, or at least paid by, the bourgeoisie…

The distinctive feature of the present situation is the prevalence of such economic and

political conditions that are bound to increase the irreconcilability between opportunism and the

general and vital interests of the working-class movement: imperialism has grown from an

embryo into the predominant system; capitalist monopolies occupy   first place in economics and

politics; the division of the world has been completed; on the other hand, instead of the undivided

monopoly of Great Britain, we see a few imperialist powers contending for the right to share in

this monopoly, and this struggle is characteristic of the whole period of the early twentieth

century. Opportunism cannot now be completely triumphant in the working-class movement of

one country for decades as it was in Britain in the second half of the nineteenth century; but in a

number of countries it has grown ripe, overripe, and rotten, and has become completely merged

with bourgeois policy in the form of “social-chauvinism”…

We have seen that in its economic essence imperialism is monopoly capitalism. This in

itself determines its place in history, for monopoly that grows out of the soil of free competition,

and precisely out of free competition, is the transition from the capitalist system to a higher socio-

economic order. We must take special note of the four principal types of monopoly, or principal

manifestations of monopoly capitalism, which are characteristic of the epoch we are examining.

Firstly, monopoly arose out of the concentration of production at a very high stage. This

refers to the monopolist capitalist associations, cartels, syndicatess, and trusts. We have seen the

important part these play in present-day economic life. At the beginning of the twentieth century,

  monopolies had acquired complete supremacy in the advanced countries, and although the first

steps towards the formation of the cartels were taken by countries enjoying the protection of high



tariffs (Germany, America), Great Britain, with her system of free trade, revealed the same basic

phenomenon, only a little later, namely, the birth of monopoly out of the concentration of

production.

Secondly, monopolies have stimulated the seizure of the most important sources of raw

materials, especially for the basic and most highly cartelised industries in capitalist society: the

coal and iron industries. The monopoly of the most important sources of raw materials has

enormously increased the power of big capital, and has sharpened the antagonism between

cartelised and non-cartelised industry.

Thirdly, monopoly has sprung from the banks. The banks have developed from modest

middleman enterprises into the monopolists of finance capital. Some three to five of the biggest

banks in each of the foremost capitalist countries have achieved the “personal link-up” between

industrial and bank capital, and have concentrated in their hands the control of thousands upon

thousands of millions which form the greater part of the capital and income of entire countries. A

financial oligarchy, which throws a close network of dependence relationships over all the

economic and political institutions of present-day bourgeois society without exception—such is

the most striking manifestation of this monopoly.

Fourthly, monopoly has grown out of colonial policy. To the numerous “old” motives of

colonial policy, finance capital has added the struggle for the sources of raw materials, for the

export of capital, for spheres of influence, i.e., for spheres for profitable deals, concessions,

monopoly profits and so on, economic territory in general. When the colonies of the European

powers,for instance, comprised only one-tenth of the territory of Africa(as was the case in 1876),

colonial policy was able to develop—by methods other than those of monopoly—by the “free

grabbing” of territories, so to speak. But when nine-tenths of Africa had been seized (by 1900),

when the whole world had been divided up,there was inevitably ushered in the era of monopoly

possession of colonies and, consequently, of particularly   intense struggle for the division and the

redivision of the world.

The extent to which monopolist capital has intensified all the contradictions of capitalism

is generally known. It is sufficient to mention the high cost of living and the tyranny of the

cartels. This intensification of contradictions constitutes the most powerful driving force of the

transitional period of history, which began from the time of the final victory of world finance

capital.



Monopolies, oligarchy, the striving for domination and not for freedom, the exploitation

of an increasing number of small or weak nations by a handful of the richest or most powerful

nations—all these have given birth to those distinctive characteristics of imperialism which

compel us to define it as parasitic or decaying capitalism. More and more prominently there

emerges, as one of the tendencies of imperialism, the creation of the “rentier state”, the usurer

state, in which the bourgeoisie to an ever-increasing degree lives on the proceeds of capital

exports and by “clipping coupons”. It would be a mistake to believe that this tendency to decay

precludes the rapid growth of capitalism. It does not. In the epoch of imperialism, certain

branches of industry, certain strata of the bourgeoisie and certain countries betray, to a greater or

lesser degree, now one and now another of these tendencies. On the whole, capitalism is growing

far more rapidly than before; but this growth is not only becoming more and more uneven in

general, its unevenness also manifests itself, in particular, in the decay of the countries which are

richest in capital (Britain).

In regard to the rapidity of Germany’s economic development, Riesser, the author of the

book on the big German banks, states: “The progress of the preceding period (1848-70), which

had not been exactly slow, compares with the rapidity with which the whole of Germany’s

national economy, and with it German banking, progressed during this period (1870-1905) in

about the same way as the speed of the mail coach in the good old days compares with the speed

of the present-day automobile ... which is whizzing past so fast that it endangers not only

innocent pedestrians in its path, but also the occupants of the car.” In its turn, this finance capital

which has grown with such extraordinary   rapidity is not unwilling, precisely because it has

grown so quickly, to pass on to a more “tranquil” possession of colonies which have to be

seized—and not only by peaceful methods—from richer nations. In the United States, economic

development in the last decades has been even more rapid than in Germany, and for this very

reason, the parasitic features of modern American capitalism have stood out with particular

prominence. On the other hand, a comparison of, say, the republican American bourgeoisie with

the monarchist Japanese or German bourgeoisie shows that the most pronounced political

distinction diminishes to an extreme degree in the epoch of imperialism—not because it is

unimportant in general, but because in all these cases we are talking about a bourgeoisie which

has definite features of parasitism.

The receipt of high monopoly profits by the capitalists in one of the numerous branches

of industry, in one of the numerous countries, etc., makes it economically possible for them to

bribe certain sections of the workers, and for a time a fairly considerable minority of them, and



win them to the side of the bourgeoisie of a given industry or given nation against all the others.

The intensification of antagonisms between imperialist nations for the division of the world

increases this urge. And so there is created that bond between imperialism and opportunism,

which revealed itself first and most clearly in Great Britain, owing to the fact that certain features

of imperialist development were observable there much earlier than in other countries. Some

writers, L. Martov, for example, are prone to wave aside the connection between imperialism and

opportunism in the working-class movement—a particularly glaring fact at the present time—by

resorting to “official optimism” (à la Kautsky and Huysmans) like the following: the cause of the

opponents of capitalism would be hopeless if it were progressive capitalism that led to the

increase of opportunism, or, if it were the best-paid workers who were inclined towards

opportunism, etc. We must have no illusions about “optimism” of this kind. It is optimism in

respect of opportunism; it is optimism which serves to conceal opportunism. As a matter of fact

the extraordinary rapidity and the particularly revolting character of the development of  

opportunism is by no means a guarantee that its victory will be durable: the rapid growth of a

painful abscess on a healthy body can only cause it to burst more quickly and thus relieve the

body of it. The most dangerous of all in this respect are those who do not wish to understand that

the fight against imperialism is a sham and humbug unless it is inseparably bound up with the

fight against opportunism.

From all that has been said in this book on the economic essence of imperialism, it

follows that we must define it as capitalism in transition, or, more precisely, as moribund

capitalism. It is very instructive in this respect to note that bourgeois economists, in describing

modern capitalism, frequently employ catchwords and phrases like “interlocking”, “absence of

isolation”, etc.; “in conformity with their functions and course of development”, banks are “not

purely private business enterprises: they are more and more outgrowing the sphere of purely

private business regulation”. And this very Riesser, whose words I have just quoted, declares with

all seriousness that the “prophecy” of the Marxists concerning “socialisation” has “not come

true”!

What then does this catchword “interlocking” express? It merely expresses the most

striking feature of the process going on before our eyes. It shows that the observer counts the

separate trees, but cannot see the wood. It slavishly copies the superficial, the fortuitous, the

chaotic. It reveals the observer as one who is overwhelmed by the mass of raw material and is

utterly incapable of appreciating its meaning and importance. Ownership of shares, the relations

between owners of private property “interlock in a haphazard way”. But underlying this



interlocking, its very base, are the changing social relations of production. When a big enterprise

assumes gigantic proportions, and, on the basis of an exact computation of mass data, organises

according to plan the supply of primary raw materials to the extent of two-thirds, or three-fourths,

of all that is necessary for tens of millions of people; when the raw materials are transported in a

systematic and organised manner to the most suitable places of production, sometimes situated

hundreds or thousands of miles from each other;   when a single centre directs all the consecutive

stages of processing the material right up to the manufacture of numerous varieties of finished

articles; when these products are distributed according to a single plan among tens and hundreds

of millions of consumers (the marketing of oil in America and Germany by the American oil

trust)—then it becomes evident that we have socialisation of production, and not mere

“interlocking”, that private economic and private property relations constitute a shell which no

longer fits its contents, a shell which must inevitably decay if its removal is artificially delayed, a

shell which may remain in a state of decay for a fairly long period (if, at the worst, the cure of the

opportunist abscess is protracted), but which will inevitably be removed.

4. The State and Revolution

The proletariat needs the state — this is repeated by all the opportunists, social-

chauvinists and Kautskyites, who assure us that this is what Marx taught. But they "forget" to add

that, in the first place, according to Marx, the proletariat needs only a state which is withering

away, i.e., a state so constituted that it begins to wither away immediately, and cannot but wither

away. And, secondly, the working people need a "state, i.e., the proletariat organized as the ruling

class".

The state is a special organization of force: it is an organization of violence for the

suppression of some class. What class must the proletariat suppress? Naturally, only the

exploiting class, i.e., the bourgeoisie. The working people need the state only to suppress the

resistance of the exploiters, and only the proletariat can direct this suppression, can carry it out.

For the proletariat is the only class that is consistently revolutionary, the only class that can unite

all the working and exploited people in the struggle against the bourgeoisie, in completely

removing it.

The exploiting classes need political rule to maintain exploitation, i.e., in the selfish

interests of an insignificant minority against the vast majority of all people. The exploited classes

need political rule in order to completely abolish all exploitation, i.e., in the interests of the vast



majority of the people, and against the insignificant minority consisting of the modern slave-

owners — the landowners and capitalists.

The petty-bourgeois democrats, those sham socialists who replaced the class struggle by

dreams of class harmony, even pictured the socialist transformation in a dreamy fashion — not as

the overthrow of the rule of the exploiting class, but as the peaceful submission of the minority to

the majority which has become aware of its aims. This petty-bourgeois utopia, which is

inseparable from the idea of the state being above classes, led in practice to the betrayal of the

interests of the working classes, as was shown, for example, by the history of the French

revolutions of 1848 and 1871, and by the experience of "socialist" participation in bourgeois

Cabinets in Britain, France, Italy and other countries at the turn of the century.

All his life Marx fought against this petty-bourgeois socialism, now revived in Russia by

the Socialist-Revolutionary and Menshevik parties. He developed his theory of the class struggle

consistently, down to the theory of political power, of the state.

The overthrow of bourgeois rule can be accomplished only by the proletariat, the

particular class whose economic conditions of existence prepare it for this task and provide it

with the possibility and the power to perform it. While the bourgeoisie break up and disintegrate

the peasantry and all the petty-bourgeois groups, they weld together, unite and organize the

proletariat. Only the proletariat — by virtue of the economic role it plays in large-scale

production — is capable of being the leader of all the working and exploited people, whom the

bourgeoisie exploit, oppress and crush, often not less but more than they do the proletarians, but

who are incapable of waging an independent struggle for their emancipation.

The theory of class struggle, applied by Marx to the question of the state and the socialist

revolution, leads as a matter of course to the recognition of the political rule of the proletariat, of

its dictatorship, i.e., of undivided power directly backed by the armed force of the people. The

overthrow of the bourgeoisie can be achieved only by the proletariat becoming the ruling class,

capable of crushing the inevitable and desperate resistance of the bourgeoisie, and of organizing

all the working and exploited people for the new economic system.

The proletariat needs state power, a centralized organization of force, an organization of

violence, both to crush the resistance of the exploiters and to lead the enormous mass of the



population — the peasants, the petty bourgeoisie, and semi-proletarians — in the work of

organizing a socialist economy.

By educating the workers' party, Marxism educates the vanguard of the proletariat,

capable of assuming power and leading the whole people to socialism, of directing and

organizing the new system, of being the teacher, the guide, the leader of all the working and

exploited people in organizing their social life without the bourgeoisie and against the

bourgeoisie. By contrast, the opportunism now prevailing trains the members of the workers'

party to be the representatives of the better-paid workers, who lose touch with the masses, "get

along" fairly well under capitalism, and sell their birthright for a mass of pottage, i.e., renounce

their role as revolutionary leaders of the people against the bourgeoisie.

Marx's theory of "the state, i.e., the proletariat organized as the ruling class", is

inseparably bound up with the whole of his doctrine of the revolutionary role of the proletariat in

history. The culmination of this rule is the proletarian dictatorship, the political rule of the

proletariat.

But since the proletariat needs the state as a special form of organization of violence

against the bourgeoisie, the following conclusion suggests itself: is it conceivable that such an

organization can be created without first abolishing, destroying the state machine created by the

bourgeoisie for themselves? The Communist Manifesto leads straight to this conclusion, and it is

of this conclusion that Marx speaks when summing up the experience of the revolution of 1848-

51…

Marx continued:

"Between capitalist and communist society lies the period of the revolutionary

transformation of the one into the other. Corresponding to this is also a political transition period

in which the state can be nothing but the revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat."

Marx bases this conclusion on an analysis of the role played by the proletariat in modern

capitalist society, on the data concerning the development of this society, and on the

irreconcilability of the antagonistic interests of the proletariat and the bourgeoisie.

Previously the question was put as follows: to achieve its emancipation, the proletariat

must overthrow the bourgeoisie, win political power and establish its revolutionary dictatorship.



Now the question is put somewhat differently: the transition from capitalist society--

which is developing towards communism--to communist society is impossible without a

"political transition period", and the state in this period can only be the revolutionary dictatorship

of the proletariat.

What, then, is the relation of this dictatorship to democracy?

We have seen that the Communist Manifesto simply places side by side the two concepts:

"to raise the proletariat to the position of the ruling class" and "to win the battle of democracy".

On the basis of all that has been said above, it is possible to determine more precisely how

democracy changes in the transition from capitalism to communism.

In capitalist society, providing it develops under the most favourable conditions, we have

a more or less complete democracy in the democratic republic. But this democracy is always

hemmed in by the narrow limits set by capitalist exploitation, and consequently always remains,

in effect, a democracy for the minority, only for the propertied classes, only for the rich. Freedom

in capitalist society always remains about the same as it was in the ancient Greek republics:

freedom for the slave-owners. Owing to the conditions of capitalist exploitation, the modern wage

slaves are so crushed by want and poverty that "they cannot be bothered with democracy",

"cannot be bothered with politics"; in the ordinary, peaceful course of events, the majority of the

population is debarred from participation in public and political life.

The correctness of this statement is perhaps most clearly confirmed by Germany, because

constitutional legality steadily endured there for a remarkably long time--nearly half a century

(1871-1914)--and during this period the Social-Democrats were able to achieve far more than in

other countries in the way of "utilizing legality", and organized a larger proportion of the workers

into a political party than anywhere else in the world.

What is this largest proportion of politically conscious and active wage slaves that has so

far been recorded in capitalist society? One million members of the Social-Democratic Party - out

of 15,000,000 wage-workers! Three million organized in trade unions--out of 15,000,000!

Democracy for an insignificant minority, democracy for the rich--that is the democracy

of capitalist society. If we look more closely into the machinery of capitalist democracy, we see

everywhere, in the "petty"--supposedly petty--details of the suffrage (residential qualifications,

exclusion of women, etc.), in the technique of the representative institutions, in the actual



obstacles to the right of assembly (public buildings are not for "paupers"!), in the purely capitalist

organization of the daily press, etc., etc.,--we see restriction after restriction upon democracy.

These restrictions, exceptions, exclusions, obstacles for the poor seem slight, especially in the

eyes of one who has never known want himself and has never been inclose contact with the

oppressed classes in their mass life (and nine out of 10, if not 99 out of 100, bourgeois publicists

and politicians come under this category); but in their sum total these restrictions exclude and

squeeze out the poor from politics, from active participation in democracy.

Marx grasped this essence of capitalist democracy splendidly when, in analyzing the

experience of the Commune, he said that the oppressed are allowed once every few years to

decide which particular representatives of the oppressing class shall represent and repress them in

parliament!

But from this capitalist democracy--that is inevitably narrow and stealthily pushes aside

the poor, and is therefore hypocritical and false through and through--forward development does

not proceed simply, directly and smoothly, towards "greater and greater democracy", as the

liberal professors and petty-bourgeois opportunists would have us believe. No, forward

development, i.e., development towards communism, proceeds through the dictatorship of the

proletariat, and cannot do otherwise, for the resistance of the capitalist exploiters cannot be

broken by anyone else or in any other way.

And the dictatorship of the proletariat, i.e., the organization of the vanguard of the

oppressed as the ruling class for the purpose of suppressing the oppressors, cannot result merely

in an expansion of democracy. Simultaneously with an immense expansion of democracy, which

for the first time becomes democracy for the poor, democracy for the people, and not democracy

for the money-bags, the dictatorship of the proletariat imposes a series of restrictions on the

freedom of the oppressors, the exploiters, the capitalists. We must suppress them in order to free

humanity from wage slavery, their resistance must be crushed by force; it is clear that there is no

freedom and no democracy where there is suppression and where there is violence.

Engels expressed this splendidly in his letter to Bebel when he said, as the reader will

remember, that "the proletariat needs the state, not in the interests of freedom but in order to hold

down its adversaries, and as soon as it becomes possible to speak of freedom the state as such

ceases to exist".



Democracy for the vast majority of the people, and suppression by force, i.e., exclusion

from democracy, of the exploiters and oppressors of the people--this is the change democracy

undergoes during the transition from capitalism to communism.

Only in communist society, when the resistance of the capitalists have disappeared, when

there are no classes (i.e., when there is no distinction between the members of society as regards

their relation to the social means of production), only then "the state... ceases to exist", and "it

becomes possible to speak of freedom". Only then will a truly complete democracy become

possible and be realized, a democracy without any exceptions whatever. And only then will

democracy begin to wither away, owing to the simple fact that, freed from capitalist slavery, from

the untold horrors, savagery, absurdities, and infamies of capitalist exploitation, people will

gradually become accustomed to observing the elementary rules of social intercourse that have

been known for centuries and repeated for thousands of years in all copy-book maxims. They will

become accustomed to observing them without force, without coercion, without subordination,

without the special apparatus for coercion called the state.

The expression "the state withers away" is very well-chosen, for it indicates both the

gradual and the spontaneous nature of the process. Only habit can, and undoubtedly will, have

such an effect; for we see around us on millions of occassions how readily people become

accustomed to observing the necessary rules of social intercourse when there is no exploitation,

when there is nothing that arouses indignation, evokes protest and revolt, and creates the need for

suppression.

And so in capitalist society we have a democracy that is curtailed, wretched, false, a

democracy only for the rich, for the minority. The dictatorship of the proletariat, the period of

transition to communism, will for the first time create democracy for the people, for the majority,

along with the necessary suppression of the exploiters, of the minority. Communism alone is

capable of providing really complete democracy, and the more complete it is, the sooner it will

become unnecessary and wither away of its own accord.

In other words, under capitalism we have the state in the proper sense of the word, that is,

a special machine for the suppression of one class by another, and, what is more, of the majority

by the minority. Naturally, to be successful, such an undertaking as the systematic suppression of

the exploited majority by the exploiting minority calls for the utmost ferocity and savagery in the



matter of suppressing, it calls for seas of blood, through which mankind is actually wading its

way in slavery, serfdom and wage labor.

Furthermore, during the transition from capitalism to communism suppression is still

necessary, but it is now the suppression of the exploiting minority by the exploited majority. A

special apparatus, a special machine for suppression, the "state", is still necessary, but this is now

a transitional state. It is no longer a state in the proper sense of the word; for the suppression of

the minority of exploiters by the majority of the wage slaves of yesterday is comparatively so

easy, simple and natural a task that it will entail far less bloodshed than the suppression of the

risings of slaves, serfs or wage-laborers, and it will cost mankind far less. And it is compatible

with the extension of democracy to such an overwhelming majority of the population that the

need for a special machine of suppression will begin to disappear. Naturally, the exploiters are

unable to suppress the people without a highly complex machine for performing this task, but the

people can suppress the exploiters even with a very simple "machine", almost without a

"machine", without a special apparatus, by the simple organization of the armed people (such as

the Soviets of Workers' and Soldiers' Deputies, we would remark, running ahead).

Lastly, only communism makes the state absolutely unnecessary, for there is nobody to

be suppressed--"nobody" in the sense of a class, of a systematic struggle against a definite section

of the population. We are not utopians, and do not in the least deny the possibility and

inevitability of excesses on the part of individual persons, or the need to stop such excesses. In

the first place, however, no special machine, no special apparatus of suppression, is needed for

this: this will be done by the armed people themselves, as simply and as readily as any crowd of

civilized people, even in modern society, interferes to put a stop to a scuffle or to prevent a

woman from being assaulted. And, secondly, we know that the fundamental social cause of

excesses, which consist in the violation of the rules of social intercourse, is the exploitation of the

people, their want and their poverty. With the removal of this chief cause, excesses will inevitably

begin to "wither away". We do not know how quickly and in what succession, but we do know

they will wither away. With their withering away the state will also wither away.

Without building utopias, Marx defined more fully what can be defined now regarding

this future, namely, the differences between the lower and higher phases (levels, stages) of

communist society.



In the Critique of the Gotha Programme, Marx goes into detail to disprove Lassalle's idea

that under socialism the worker will receive the "undiminished" or "full product of his labor".

Marx shows that from the whole of the social labor of society there must be deducted a reserve

fund, a fund for the expansion of production, a fund for the replacement of the "wear and tear" of

machinery, and so on. Then, from the means of consumption must be deducted a fund for

administrative expenses, for schools, hospitals, old people's homes, and so on.

Instead of Lassalle's hazy, obscure, general phrase ("the full product of his labor to the

worker"), Marx makes a sober estimate of exactly how socialist society will have to manage its

affairs. Marx proceeds to make a concrete analysis of the conditions of life of a society in which

there will be no capitalism, and says:

"What we have to deal with here [in analyzing the programme of the workers' party] is a

communist society, not as it has developed on its own foundations, but, on the contrary, just as it

emerges from capitalist society; which is thus in every respect, economically, morally, and

intellectually, still stamped with the birthmarks of the old society from whose womb it comes."

It is this communist society, which has just emerged into the light of day out of the womb

of capitalism and which is in every respect stamped with the birthmarks of the old society, that

Marx terms the "first", or lower, phase of communist society.

The means of production are no longer the private property of individuals. The means of

production belong to the whole of society. Every member of society, performing a certain part of

the socially-necessary work, receives a certificate from society to the effect that he has done a

certain amount of work. And with this certificate he receives from the public store of consumer

goods a corresponding quantity of products. After a deduction is made of the amount of labor

which goes to the public fund, every worker, therefore, receives from society as much as he has

given to it.

"Equality" apparently reigns supreme.

But when Lassalle, having in view such a social order (usually called socialism, but

termed by Marx the first phase of communism), says that this is "equitable distribution", that this

is "the equal right of all to an equal product of labor", Lassalle is mistaken and Marx exposes the

mistake.



"Hence, the equal right," says Marx, in this case still certainly conforms to "bourgeois

law", which,like all law, implies inequality. All law is an application of an equal measure to

different people who in fact are not alike, are not equal to one another. That is why the "equal

right" is violation of equality and an injustice. In fact, everyone, having performed as much social

labor as another, receives an equal share of the social product (after the above-mentioned

deductions).

But people are not alike: one is strong, another is weak; one is married, another is not;

one has more children, another has less, and so on. And the conclusion Marx draws is:

"... With an equal performance of labor, and hence an equal share in the social

consumption fund, one will in fact receive more than another, one will be richer than another, and

so on. To avoid all these defects, the right instead of being equal would have to be unequal."

The first phase of communism, therefore, cannot yet provide justice and equality;

differences, and unjust differences, in wealth will still persist, but the exploitation of man by man

will have become impossible because it will be impossible to seize the means of production--the

factories, machines, land, etc.--and make them private property. In smashing Lassalle's petty-

bourgeois, vague phrases about "equality" and "justice" in general, Marx shows the course of

development of communist society, which is compelled to abolish at first only the "injustice" of

the means of production seized by individuals, and which is unable at once to eliminate the other

injustice, which consists in the distribution of consumer goods "according to the amount of labor

performed" (and not according to needs).

The vulgar economists, including the bourgeois professors and "our" Tugan, constantly

reproach the socialists with forgetting the inequality of people and with "dreaming" of

eliminating this inequality. Such a reproach, as we see, only proves the extreme ignorance of the

bourgeois ideologists.

Marx not only most scrupulously takes account of the inevitable inequality of men, but he

also takes into account the fact that the mere conversion of the means of production into the

common property of the whole society (commonly called "socialism") does not remove the

defects of distribution and the inequality of "bourgeois laws" which continues to prevail so long

as products are divided "according to the amount of labor performed". Continuing, Marx says:



"But these defects are inevitable in the first phase of communist society as it is when it

has just emerged, after prolonged birth pangs, from capitalist society. Law can never be higher

than the economic structure of society and its cultural development conditioned thereby."

And so, in the first phase of communist society (usually called socialism) "bourgeois

law" is not abolished in its entirety, but only in part, only in proportion to the economic

revolution so far attained, i.e., only in respect of the means of production. "Bourgeois law"

recognizes them as the private property of individuals. Socialism converts them into common

property. To that extent--and to that extent alone--"bourgeois law" disappears.

However, it persists as far as its other part is concerned; it persists in the capacity of

regulator (determining factor) in the distribution of products and the allotment of labor among the

members of society. The socialist principle, "He who does not work shall not eat", is already

realized; the other socialist principle, "An equal amount of products for an equal amount of

labor", is also already realized. But this is not yet communism, and it does not yet abolish

"bourgeois law", which gives unequal individuals, in return for unequal (really unequal) amounts

of labor, equal amounts of products.

This is a "defect", says Marx, but it is unavoidable in the first phase of communism; for if

we are not to indulge in utopianism, we must not think that having overthrown capitalism people

will at once learn to work for society without any rules of law. Besides, the abolition of

capitalism does not immediately create the economic prerequisites for such a change.

Now, there are no other rules than those of "bourgeois law". To this extent, therefore,

there still remains the need for a state, which, while safeguarding the common ownership of the

means of production, would safeguard equality in labor and in the distribution of products.

The state withers away insofar as there are no longer any capitalists, any classes, and,

consequently, no class can be suppressed.

But the state has not yet completely withered away, since the still remains the

safeguarding of "bourgeois law", which sanctifies actual inequality. For the state to wither away

completely, complete communism is necessary.

Marx continues:



"In a higher phase of communist society, after the enslaving subordination of the

individual to the division of labor, and with it also the antithesis between mental and physical

labor, has vanished, after labor has become not only a livelihood but life's prime want, after the

productive forces have increased with the all-round development of the individual, and all the

springs of co-operative wealth flow more abundantly--only then can the narrow horizon of

bourgeois law be left behind in its entirety and society inscribe on its banners: From each

according to his ability, to each according to his needs!"

Only now can we fully appreciate the correctness of Engels' remarks mercilessly

ridiculing the absurdity of combining the words "freedom" and "state". So long as the state exists

there is no freedom. When there is freedom, there will be no state.

The economic basis for the complete withering away of the state is such a high state of

development of communism at which the antithesis between mental and physical labor

disappears, at which there consequently disappears one of the principal sources of modern social

inequality--a source, moreover, which cannot on any account be removed immediately by the

mere conversion of the means of production into public property, by the mere expropriation of the

capitalists.

This expropriation will make it possible for the productive forces to develop to a

tremendous extent. And when we see how incredibly capitalism is already retarding this

development, when we see how much progress could be achieved on the basis of the level of

technique already attained, we are entitled to say with the fullest confidence that the expropriation

of the capitalists will inevitably result in an enormous development of the productive forces of

human society. But how rapidly this development will proceed, how soon it will reach the point

of breaking away from the division of labor, of doing away with the antithesis between mental

and physical labor, of transforming labor into "life's prime want"--we do not and cannot know.

That is why we are entitled to speak only of the inevitable withering away of the state,

emphasizing the protracted nature of this process and its dependence upon the rapidity of

development of the higher phase of communism, and leaving the question of the time required

for, or the concrete forms of, the withering away quite open, because there is no material for

answering these questions.



The state will be able to wither away completely when society adopts the rule: "From

each according to his ability, to each according to his needs", i.e., when people have become so

accustomed to observing the fundamental rules of social intercourse and when their labor has

become so productive that they will voluntarily work according to their ability. "The narrow

horizon of bourgeois law", which compels one to calculate with the heartlessness of a Shylock

whether one has not worked half an hour more than anybody else--this narrow horizon will then

be left behind. There will then be no need for society, in distributing the products, to regulate the

quantity to be received by each; each will take freely "according to his needs".

From the bourgeois point of view, it is easy to declare that such a social order is "sheer

utopia" and to sneer at the socialists for promising everyone the right to receive from society,

without any control over the labor of the individual citizen, any quantity of truffles, cars, pianos,

etc. Even to this day, most bourgeois "savants" confine themselves to sneering in this way,

thereby betraying both their ignorance and their selfish defence of capitalism.

Ignorance--for it has never entered the head of any socialist to "promise" that the higher

phase of the development of communism will arrive; as for the greatest socialists' forecast that it

will arrive, it presupposes not the present ordinary run of people, who, like the seminary students

in Pomyalovsky's stories,[2] are capable of damaging the stocks of public wealth "just for fun",

and of demanding the impossible.

Until the "higher" phase of communism arrives, the socialists demand the strictest control

by society and by the state over the measure of labor and the measure of consumption; but this

control must start with the expropriation of the capitalists, with the establishment of workers'

control over the capitalists, and must be exercised not by a state of bureaucrats, but by a state of

armed workers.

The selfish defence of capitalism by the bourgeois ideologists (and their hangers-on, like

the Tseretelis, Chernovs, and Co.) consists in that they substitute arguing and talk about the

distant future for the vital and burning question of present-day politics, namely, the expropriation

of the capitalists, the conversion of all citizens into workers and other employees of one huge

"syndicate"--the whole state--and the complete subordination of the entire work of this syndicate

to a genuinely democratic state, the state of the Soviets of Workers' and Soldiers' Deputies.



In fact, when a learned professor, followed by the philistine, followed in turn by the

Tseretelis and Chernovs, talks of wild utopias, of the demagogic promises of the Bolsheviks, of

the impossibility of "introducing" socialism, it is the higher stage, or phase, of communism he has

in mind, which no one has ever promised or even thought to "introduce", because, generally

speaking, it cannot be "introduced".

And this brings us to the question of the scientific distinction between socialism and

communism which Engels touched on in his above-quoted argument about the incorrectness of

the name "Social-Democrat". Politically, the distinction between the first, or lower, and the

higher phase of communism will in time, probably, be tremendous. But it would be ridiculous to

recognize this distinction now, under capitalism, and only individual anarchists, perhaps, could

invest it with primary importance (if there still are people among the anarchists who have learned

nothing from the "Plekhanov" conversion of the Kropotkins, of Grave, Corneliseen, and other

"stars" of anarchism into social- chauvinists or "anarcho-trenchists", as Ghe, one of the few

anarchists who have still preserved a sense of humor and a conscience, has put it).

But the scientific distinction between socialism and communism is clear. What is usually

called socialism was termed by Marx the "first", or lower, phase of communist society. Insofar as

the means of production becomes common property, the word "communism" is also applicable

here, providing we do not forget that this is not complete communism. The great significance of

Marx's explanations is that here, too, he consistently applies materialist dialectics, the theory of

development, and regards communism as something which develops out of capitalism. Instead of

scholastically invented, "concocted" definitions and fruitless disputes over words (What is

socialism? What is communism?), Marx gives an analysis of what might be called the stages of

the economic maturity of communism.

In its first phase, or first stage, communism cannot as yet be fully mature economically

and entirely free from traditions or vestiges of capitalism. Hence the interesting phenomenon that

communism in its first phase retains "the narrow horizon of bourgeois law". Of course, bourgeois

law in regard to the distribution of consumer goods inevitably presupposes the existence of the

bourgeois state, for law is nothing without an apparatus capable of enforcing the observance of

the rules of law.

It follows that under communism there remains for a time not only bourgeois law, but

even the bourgeois state, without the bourgeoisie!



This may sound like a paradox or simply a dialectical conundrum of which Marxism is

often accused by people who have not taken the slightest trouble to study its extraordinarily

profound content.

But in fact, remnants of the old, surviving in the new, confront us in life at every step,

both in nature and in society. And Marx did not arbitrarily insert a scrap of "bourgeois" law into

communism, but indicated what is economically and politically inevitable in a society emerging

out of the womb of capitalism.

Democracy means equality. The great significance of the proletariat's struggle for

equality and of equality as a slogan will be clear if we correctly interpret it as meaning the

abolition of classes. But democracy means only formal equality. And as soon as equality is

achieved for all members of society in relation to ownership of the means of production, that is,

equality of labor and wages, humanity will inevitably be confronted with the question of

advancing father, from formal equality to actual equality, i.e., to the operation of the rule "from

each according to his ability, to each according to his needs". By what stages, by means of what

practical measures humanity will proceed to this supreme aim we do not and cannot know. But it

is important to realize how infinitely mendacious is the ordinary bourgeois conception of

socialism as something lifeless, rigid, fixed once and for all, whereas in reality only socialism will

be the beginning of a rapid, genuine, truly mass forward movement, embracing first the majority

and then the whole of the population, in all spheres of public and private life.

Democracy is of enormous importance to the working class in its struggle against the

capitalists for its emancipation. But democracy is by no means a boundary not to be overstepped;

it is only one of the stages on the road from feudalism to capitalism, and from capitalism to

communism.

Democracy is a form of the state, it represents, on the one hand, the organized, systematic

use of force against persons; but, on the other hand, it signifies the formal recognition of equality

of citizens, the equal right of all to determine the structure of, and to administer, the state. This, in

turn, results in the fact that, at a certain stage in the development of democracy, it first welds

together the class that wages a revolutionary struggle against capitalism--the proletariat, and

enables it to crush, smash to atoms, wipe off the face of the earth the bourgeois, even the

republican-bourgeois, state machine, the standing army, the police and the bureaucracy and to



substitute for them a more democratic state machine, but a state machine nevertheless, in the

shape of armed workers who proceed to form a militia involving the entire population.

Here "quantity turns into quality": such a degree of democracy implies overstepping the

boundaries of bourgeois society and beginning its socialist reorganization. If really all take part in

the administration of the state, capitalism cannot retain its hold. The development of capitalism,

in turn, creates the preconditions that enable really "all" to take part in the administration of the

state. Some of these preconditions are: universal literacy, which has already been achieved in a

number of the most advanced capitalist countries, then the "training and disciplining" of millions

of workers by the huge, complex, socialized apparatus of the postal service, railways, big

factories, large-scale commerce, banking, etc., etc.

Given these economic preconditions, it is quite possible, after the overthrow of the

capitalists and the bureaucrats, to proceed immediately, overnight, to replace them in the control

over production and distribution, in the work of keeping account of labor and products, by the

armed workers, by the whole of the armed population. (The question of control and accounting

should not be confused with the question of the scientifically trained staff of engineers,

agronomists, and so on. These gentlemen are working today in obedience to the wishes of the

capitalists and will work even better tomorrow in obedience to the wishes of the armed workers.)

Accounting and control--that is mainly what is needed for the "smooth working", for the

proper functioning, of the first phase of communist society. All citizens are transformed into hired

employees of the state, which consists of the armed workers. All citizens becomes employees and

workers of a single countrywide state "syndicate". All that is required is that they should work

equally, do their proper share of work, and get equal pay; the accounting and control necessary

for this have been simplified by capitalism to the utmost and reduced to the extraordinarily simple

operations--which any literate person can perform--of supervising and recording, knowledge of

the four rules of arithmetic, and issuing appropriate receipts.[1]

When the majority of the people begin independently and everywhere to keep such

accounts and exercise such control over the capitalists (now converted into employees) and over

the intellectual gentry who preserve their capitalist habits, this control will really become

universal, general, and popular; and there will be no getting away from it, there will be "nowhere

to go".



The whole of society will have become a single office and a single factory, with equality

of labor and pay.

But this "factory" discipline, which the proletariat, after defeating the capitalists, after

overthrowing the exploiters, will extend to the whole of society, is by no means our ideal, or our

ultimate goal. It is only a necessary step for thoroughly cleansing society of all the infamies and

abominations of capitalist exploitation, and for further progress.

From the moment all members of society, or at least the vast majority, have learned to

administer the state themselves, have taken this work into their own hands, have organized control

over the insignificant capitalist minority, over the gentry who wish to preserve their capitalist

habits and over the workers who have been thoroughly corrupted by capitalism--from this

moment the need for government of any kind begins to disappear altogether. The more complete

the democracy, the nearer the moment when it becomes unnecessary. The more democratic the

"state" which consists of the armed workers, and which is "no longer a state in the proper sense of

the word", the more rapidly every form of state begins to wither away.

For when all have learned to administer and actually to independently administer social

production, independently keep accounts and exercise control over the parasites, the sons of the

wealthy, the swindlers and other "guardians of capitalist traditions", the escape from this popular

accounting and control will inevitably become so incredibly difficult, such a rare exception, and

will probably be accompanied by such swift and severe punishment (for the armed workers are

practical men and not sentimental intellectuals, and they scarcely allow anyone to trifle with

them), that the necessity of observing the simple, fundamental rules of the community will very

soon become a habit.

Then the door will be thrown wide open for the transition from the first phase of

communist society to its higher phase, and with it to the complete withering away of the state.


